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IN · ˜¯Ù ¯·„Ó·, the ‰¯Â˙ describes the structure of Ï‡¯˘È È· ‰ÁÓ in the
¯·„Ó. · ˜ÂÒÙ reads: ¢Ï‡¯˘È È· ÂÁÈ Ì˙·‡ ˙È·Ï ˙˙‡· ÂÏ‚„ ÏÚ ˘È‡.¢ Each Ë·˘ camped
separately, with three ÌÈË·˘ camped on each side of the ÔÎ˘Ó, making for a
total of four ˙ÂÁÓ of three ÌÈË·˘ each. Each ‰ÁÓ was led by one Ë·˘ as its
Ï‚„ ˘‡¯, or standard bearer. The fact that the ‰¯Â˙ includes thirty-one ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ
on this subject demonstrates the importance of this topic; each detail must
be significant. The four Ï‚„ È˘‡¯ of Ï‡¯˘È È· ‰ÁÓ were Ô·Â‡¯, ‰„Â‰È, ÌÈ¯Ù‡, and
Ô„. Why were these particular ÌÈË·˘ chosen, instead of the other eight?
The reason why Ô·Â‡¯ was chosen seems obvious. He was, after all, the
¯ÂÎ· of ·˜ÚÈ’s sons. The ‰¯Â˙ considers the status of ¯ÂÎ· very important. However, ‡ ÌÈÓÈ‰ È¯·„ (·≠‡∫‰), says something striking:
ÛÒÂÈ È·Ï Â˙¯Î· ‰˙ ÂÈ·‡ ÈÚÂˆÈ ÂÏÏÁ·Â ¯ÂÎ·‰ ‡Â‰ ÈÎ Ï‡¯˘È ¯ÂÎ· Ô·Â‡¯ È·Â
‰¯Î·‰Â ÂÓÓ „È‚ÏÂ ÂÈÁ‡· ¯·‚ ‰„Â‰È ÈÎ Æ‰¯ÂÎ·Ï ˘ÁÈ˙‰Ï ‡ÏÂ Ï‡¯˘È Ô·
.ÛÒÂÈÏ
These two ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ imply that Ô·Â‡¯’s sin with ‰‰Ï· removed from him
the privileges associated with the ‰¯ÂÎ·: namely leadership and double inheritance. These were taken from him and given to ‰„Â‰È and ÛÒÂÈ respectively.
Ì¢È·ÏÓ raises this issue in his comment on Á¯˜ ˙„Ú in „È≠·È∫ÊË ¯·„Ó·. According to Ì¢È·ÏÓ, Ô˙„ and Ì¯È·‡ complained that as descendants of Ô·Â‡¯ they
deserved both the ‰ÎÂÏÓ given to ‰„Â‰È Ë·˘ and the double portion in ı¯‡
Ï‡¯˘È that was given to ÛÒÂÈ (as will be described below, ÌÈ¯Ù‡ Ë·˘ and Ë·˘
‰˘Ó each had their own ‰ÏÁ).
In ÌÈÓÈ‰ È¯·„ we find ¢ÂÈÁ‡· ¯·‚ ‰„Â‰È ÈÎ¢ as an explanation for his appointment as king. In the time of ·˜ÚÈ there was a constant struggle for leadership between the ÌÈÁ‡, the most predominant one between ‰„Â‰È and Ô·Â‡¯.
Both took leadership roles during the episode of ÛÒÂÈ ˙¯ÈÎÓ, each suggesting a
different plan for what to do with ÛÒÂÈ. ‰„Â‰È’s plan ultimately prevailed: ¯Ó‡ÈÂ¢
¢ÂÈÁ‡ ÂÚÓ˘ÈÂ ÆÆÆÂÈÁ‡ Ï‡ ‰„Â‰È (ÊÎ≠ÂÎ∫ÊÏ ¨˙È˘‡¯·). Later, each attempted to con-

The Structure of ÈÏ‡¯˘È ‰ÁÓ
vince ·˜ÚÈ to send ÔÈÓÈ· to ÌÈ¯ˆÓ under his supervision. Each tried to prove
his own competence and responsibility, and outdo the other’s leadership. In
the end, ·˜ÚÈ relented to the word of ‰„Â‰È, implicitly acknowledging ‰„Â‰È’s
leadership. This position was reinforced when ‰„Â‰È was sent to ÛÒÂÈ before
the rest of the family: ¢ÛÒÂÈ Ï‡ ÂÈÙÏ ÁÏ˘ ‰„Â‰È ˙‡Â¢ (ÁÎ∫ÂÓ ¨˙È˘‡¯·). The ˘¯„Ó
explains that ‰„Â‰È went first because the king always goes first (¨‰·¯ ˙È˘‡¯·
ÏÊ¯· ‰¢„ ¨‰ˆ ‰˘¯Ù). ‰„Â‰È inherited the ‰ÎÂÏÓ due to his superior leadership
abilities. It seems reasonable that ‰„Â‰È merited the position of Ï‚„ ˘‡¯ for the
same reason.
The same ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ in ÌÈÓÈ‰ È¯·„ help explain why ÌÈ¯Ù‡, the son of ÛÒÂÈ,
was also a Ï‚„ ˘‡¯. ÛÒÂÈ was given the ‰¯ÂÎ· in places of Ô·Â‡¯. Many ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ
explain that this ‰¯ÂÎ· was manifest in the double portion of land which ÛÒÂÈ
inherited, when both of his sons, ÌÈ¯Ù‡ and ‰˘Ó, each received a portion.
This double portion seems consistent with ·˜ÚÈ’s partiality toward ÛÒÂÈ. ÛÒÂÈ’s
privileged role also has implications for ÛÒÂÈ’s role as leader. The ÌÈÒÙ ˙Â˙Î
which ·˜ÚÈ gave to ÛÒÂÈ is, in part, a symbol of royalty. In ÁÈ∫‚È ¨· Ï‡ÂÓ˘ the
ÌÈÒÙ ˙Â˙Î is described as a distinctively royal garment. ¯Ó˙, the daughter of
ÍÏÓ‰ „Â„, wore a ¢ÍÏÓ‰ ˙Â· ®‰˘·Ï˙ È¯˜© Ô˘·Ï˙ ÔÎ ÈÎ ÌÈÒÙ ˙˙Î.¢ ¯˜È ÈÏÎ explains
(‚∫ÊÏ ¨˙È˘‡¯·) that this giving of the cloak to ÛÒÂÈ signified the transfer of the
leadership from Ô·Â‡¯ to ÛÒÂÈ. In fact, the tension between ÛÒÂÈ and his brothers is explicitly related to ÛÒÂÈ’s role as king. As the brothers taunted ÛÒÂÈ,
¢Â· Ï˘Ó˙ ÏÂ˘Ó Ì‡ ¨ÂÈÏÚ ÍÏÓ˙ ÍÏÓ‰¢. The ¯˜È ÈÏÎ explains that the double language in this ˜ÂÒÙ refers to the double portion of inheritance, which the brothers felt should have rightly been given to Ô·Â‡¯, the ¯ÂÎ· of the family.
ÛÒÂÈ received the double portion because he was ·˜ÚÈ’s favorite son.
Still, why was ÌÈ¯Ù‡ treated as the ¯ÂÎ· of ÛÒÂÈ, even though ‰˘Ó was the
older of ÛÒÂÈ’s sons (as the ˜ÂÒÙ indicates [Á∫‡Ï ¨Â‰ÈÓ¯È], ¢‡Â‰ È¯ÂÎ· ÌÈ¯Ù‡Â¢). ·˜ÚÈ
saw through ˘„˜‰ ÁÂ¯ that ÌÈ¯Ù‡ was destined for superiority, so he placed his
right hand over ÌÈ¯Ù‡ when he gave them the ˙ÂÎ¯·, even though the right
hand is usually reserved for the ¯ÂÎ·. As ·˜ÚÈ explained to ÛÒÂÈ, Ï„‚È ÔË˜‰ ÂÈÁ‡¢
¢ÂÓÓ (ËÈ∫ÁÓ ¨˙È˘‡¯·). Thus, it seemed that ÌÈ¯Ù‡ was granted the status of ˘‡¯
Ï‚„ because he was the ¯ÂÎ· of ÛÒÂÈ.
We have seen that ‰„Â‰È and ÌÈ¯Ù‡ acquired the leadership from Ô·Â‡¯. If
so, why did Ô·Â‡¯ become a Ï‚„ ˘‡¯, if his leadership had been taken by others?
It seems that Ô·Â‡¯ retained some of his status as leader, despite everything. The
˜ÂÒÙ makes this explicit, when it describes Ô·Â‡¯ as a ¯ÂÎ·: ¢Ï‡¯˘È ¯ÂÎ· Ô·Â‡¯ È·¢.
(Î∫‡ ¨¯·„Ó·). Indeed, the ˜ÂÒÙ immediately following Ô·Â‡¯’s sin with ‰‰Ï· —
the very sin for which Ô·Â‡¯ lost his leadership — still refers to him as ¢·˜ÚÈ ¯ÂÎ·¢
(‚Î∫‰Ï ¨˙È˘‡¯·). Despite everything, Ô·Â‡¯ retained his status as ¯ÂÎ·, as ·˜ÚÈ
indicates in his ‰Î¯· to Ô·Â‡¯: ¢‰˙‡ È¯Î· Ô·Â‡¯¢ (‚∫ËÓ ¨˙È˘‡¯·). It seems that there
are two forms of ‰¯ÂÎ·. The first is an innate status, which depends entirely on
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order of birth. It can never be removed. The second is an acquired status, which
grants the person who achieves it benefits and leadership. This status can be
gained and lost, just as Ô·Â‡¯ lost this aspect of the ‰¯ÂÎ· to ‰„Â‰È and ÛÒÂÈ.
ÌÈ·ÏÓ on ‰∫ÊË ¯·„Ó· explains that there are three means by which ß‰
chooses people who will be particularly close to Him. Either they 1) are
chosen from birth, 2) gain the status through their own effort, or 3) they gain
that status through an act of ß‰ ÔÂˆ¯. The first method seems to be the reason
why Ô·Â‡¯ was chosen to be a Ï‚„ ˘‡¯. It seems that ‰„Â‰È’s role as Ï‚„ ˘‡¯ was
acquired through the second technique. ÌÈ¯Ù‡ gained his status through the
third method. Although chronologically he should have remained the less
powerful of the two brothers, ß‰ chose to give him leadership for reasons
which we do not know. Together, Ô·Â‡¯, ‰„Â‰È, and ÌÈ¯Ù‡ represent the three
different ways in which ‰‘ chooses people to become close to Him.
The question then arises: why was Ô„ chosen to be the fourth Ï‚„ ˘‡¯?
Is Ô„ somehow intertwined in the transfer of power from Ô·Â‡¯ to the other
brothers, or is his status completely separate from theirs? The fact that Ô„ was
the eldest son of his mother, ‰ÙÏÊ, does not adequately answer the question.
After all, „‚, who was the eldest son of his mother, ‰‰Ï·, was not chosen.
Granted, Ô„ was the ¯ÂÎ· of the ˙ÂÁÙ˘. Still, we do not find anywhere in Í¢˙
that he is called a ¯ÂÎ· of any kind. Ô„ must exhibit some other quality that
qualified him to be a leader of ÌÚ Ï‡¯˘È.
It seems that it was the quality of ‰¯Â·‚ that entitled Ô„ to the role of
Ï‚„ ˘‡¯. ‰˘Ó’s blessing to the ÌÈË·˘ reflects the quality of ‰¯Â·‚, when it refers
to Ô„ as a ¢‰È¯‡ ¯Â‚¢ (·Î∫‚Ï ¨ÌÈ¯·„). This is reminiscent of ·˜ÚÈ’s blessing to ‰„Â‰È,
¢‰„Â‰È ‰È¯‡ ¯Â‚¢ (Ë∫ËÓ ¨˙È˘‡¯·). ¯˜È ÈÏÎ explains that ‰„Â‰È was a ˘‡¯ Ï‚„ because
he had the strength of a lion. Similarly, ÌÈÓÈ‰ È¯·„ (·∫‰ ¨‡ ÌÈÓÈ‰ È¯·„) says, ÈÎ¢
¢ÂÈÁ‡· ¯·‚ ‰„Â‰È. ¯˜È ÈÏÎ, highlighting the similarity between ‰„Â‰È and Ô„, explains that Ô„ was appointed Ï‚„ ˘‡¯ because he was also a ¢‰È¯‡ ¯Â‚¢. Because
of their lion-like strength, ‰„Â‰È and Ô„ were placed at the front and back of
the camp, in order to protect the camp. ¯˜È ÈÏÎ also explains that that while
‰„Â‰È traveled first and Ô„ traveled last, the two shared equal strength. This is
what ·˜ÚÈ meant when he said that Ô„ was ¢Ï‡¯˘È ÈË·˘ „Á‡Î¢ (ÊË∫ËÓ ¨˙È˘‡¯·).
He was just like ‰„Â‰È. Similarly, ˜¢„¯ explains the words ¢Ï‡¯˘È ÈË·˘ „Á‡Î¢ to
mean that Ô„ could reach the same heights of greatness as the other brothers,
even though he was born to a ‰ÁÙ˘.
Ô·Â‡¯ was chosen to lead a division of Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ because of the natural
result of his being born first. ÌÈ¯Ù‡ received this honor because ß‰ chose to
place him a position of leadership. ‰„Â‰È earned his leadership through personal effort and excellence. The three are interconnected, as both ‰„Â‰È and
ÌÈ¯Ù‡ received part of the ‰¯ÂÎ· of Ô·Â‡¯. Ô„, on the other hand, did not receive
his leadership by taking power from someone else. He fulfilled his own po5
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tential through his own labor, pulling himself from lowliness to greatness
with sheer strength. Together these four composed a leadership that was able
to successfully guide the nation through the desert. They were able to create
an Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ with physical power and spiritual prominence.
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THE ‰¯Â˙ STATES, ‰· ‰˙·˘ÈÂ ‰˙˘¯ÈÂ ÍÏ Ô˙ ÍÈ˜Ï‡ ß‰ ¯˘‡ ı¯‡‰ Ï‡ ‡·˙ ÈÎ¢
ÍÈ˜Ï‡ ß‰ ¯Á·È ¯˘‡ ÍÏÓ ÍÈÏÚ ÌÈ˘˙ ÌÂ˘ ÆÈ˙·È·Ò ¯˘‡ ÌÈÂ‚‰ ÏÎÎ ÍÏÓ ÈÏÚ ‰ÓÈ˘‡ ˙¯Ó‡Â
¢Â· (ÂË≠„È∫ÊÈ ¨ÌÈ¯·„). This ˜ÂÒÙ is followed by an elaborate list of commandments regarding the king. The king must be chosen by God, cannot take
too many wives, or gather too many horses, etc.
The word ¢˙¯Ó‡Â¢ in this ˜ÂÒÙ raises unique problems. If appointing a
king were a regular commandment, the verse would have omitted the clause,
¢È˙·È·Ò ¯˘‡ ÌÈÂ‚‰ ÏÎÎ ÍÏÓ ÈÏÚ ‰ÓÈ˘‡ ˙¯Ó‡Â.¢ Perhaps, then, there is no commandment to appoint a king. Instead, the ˜ÂÒÙ merely predicts what will
happen in the future, and regulates how that king should behave once he is
appointed. Alternatively, perhaps the ˜ÂÒÙ should be considered a classic
commandment, in which case there would be a ‰ÂˆÓ to appoint a king. In
attempting to answer this question, we will inevitably raise the question of
what the ‰¯Â˙ considers the ideal form of government.
In order to properly deal with these questions, one must first look at
the ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ in Á ˜¯Ù ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘, where Ï‡¯˘È È· actually made the aforementioned request for a king: ¢ÌÈÂ‚‰ ÏÎÎ ÂËÙ˘Ï ÍÏÓ ÂÏ ‰ÓÈ˘ ‰˙Ú¢ (‰ ˜ÂÒÙ). Yet, this
request is not viewed positively, either by Ï‡ÂÓ˘ or by God. ÈÈÚ· ¯·„‰ Ú¯ÈÂ¢
ÚÓ˘ Ï‡ÂÓ˘ Ï‡ ß‰ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ Æß‰ Ï‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘ ÏÏÙ˙ÈÂ ÂËÙ˘Ï ÍÏÓ ÂÏ ‰˙ Â¯Ó‡ ¯˘‡Î Ï‡ÂÓ˘
¢ Æ Ì ‰ ÈÏ Ú Í Ï ÓÓ ÂÒ‡ Ó È˙ ‡ È Î Â Ò‡ Ó Í ˙ ‡ ‡Ï È Î ÍÈ Ï ‡ Â¯ Ó ‡È ¯ ˘ ‡ ÏÎ Ï ÌÚ ‰ Ï Â˜ ·
Ï‡ÂÓ˘ proceeds as God had commanded, to warn the people about the hardships and burdens of monarchy. This includes a list of actions which the
king will take in the future.
Â˙·Î¯Ó· ÂÏ Ì˘Â Á˜È ÌÎÈ· ˙‡ ÌÎÈÏÚ ÍÏÓÈ ¯˘‡ ÍÏÓ‰ ËÙ˘Ó ‰È‰È ‰Ê ¯Ó‡ÈÂ
Â˘È¯Á ˘¯ÁÏÂ ÌÈ˘ÓÁ È¯˘Â ÌÈÙÏ‡ È¯˘ ÂÏ ÌÂ˘ÏÂ ÆÂ˙·Î¯Ó ÈÙÏ Âˆ¯Â ÂÈ˘¯Ù·Â
˙ÂÁ·ËÏÂ ˙ÂÁ˜¯Ï Á˜È ÌÎÈ˙Â· ˙‡Â ÆÂ·Î¯ ÈÏÎÂ Â˙ÓÁÏÓ ÈÏÎ ˙Â˘ÚÏÂ Â¯Èˆ˜ ¯ˆ˜ÏÂ
ÌÎÈÚ¯ÊÂ ÆÂÈ„·ÚÏ Ô˙Â Á˜È ÌÈ·ÂË‰ ÌÎÈ˙ÈÊÂ ÌÎÈÓ¯Î ˙‡Â ÌÎÈ˙Â„˘ ˙‡Â Æ˙ÂÙ‡ÏÂ
ÌÎÈ¯ÂÁ· ˙‡Â ÌÎÈ˙ÂÁÙ˘ ˙‡Â ÌÎÈ„·Ú ˙‡Â ÆÂÈ„·ÚÏÂ ÂÈÒÈ¯ÒÏ Ô˙Â ¯˘ÚÈ ÌÎÈÓ¯ÎÂ
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ÆÌÈ„·ÚÏ ÂÏ ÂÈ‰˙ Ì˙‡Â ¯˘ÚÈ ÌÎ‡ˆ ÆÂ˙Î‡ÏÓÏ ‰˘ÚÂ Á˜È ÌÎÈ¯ÂÓÁ ˙‡Â ÌÈ·ÂË‰
ÌÂÈ· ÌÎ˙‡ ß‰ ‰ÚÈ ‡ÏÂ ÌÎÏ Ì˙¯Á· ¯˘‡ ÌÎÎÏÓ ÈÙÏÓ ‡Â‰‰ ÌÂÈ· Ì˙˜ÚÊÂ
Æ‡Â‰‰
Despite the warning, the people insist on the appointment of a king,
and, reluctantly, God indeed commands Ï‡ÂÓ˘ to appoint a king over them.
If there is a ‰ÂˆÓ to appoint a king, then why did both Ï‡ÂÓ˘ and ß‰
consider it a rebellion against ß‰? Alternatively, if it is not a ‰ÂˆÓ to appoint
a king, then why did God acquiesce to the people’s request?
The ‡¯Ó‚ in ·¢Ú Î ¨ÔÈ¯„‰Ò presents a ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ regarding these questions.
¨ÍÏÓ Ì‰Ï „ÈÓÚ‰Ï ∫ı¯‡Ï Ô˙ÒÈÎ· Ï‡¯˘È ÂÂËˆ ˙ÂˆÓ ˘Ï˘ ∫¯ÓÂ‡ ‰„Â‰È È·¯¢
‡Ï ∫¯ÓÂ‡ È‡¯Â‰ È·¯ Æ‰¯ÈÁ·‰ ˙È· Ì‰Ï ˙Â·ÏÂ ¨˜ÏÓÚ Ï˘ ÂÚ¯Ê ˙È¯Î‰ÏÂ
¢.Ô˙ÓÂÚ¯˙ „‚Î ‡Ï‡ ÂÊ ‰˘¯Ù ‰¯Ó‡
‰„Â‰È È·¯ holds that it is in fact a commandment to appoint a king, while È·¯
È‡¯Â‰ believes that there is no ‰ÂˆÓ to appoint a king. Rather, the ‰¯Â˙ grants
permission to appoint a king if the people insist on it.
This ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ is continued in the ÌÈÂ˘‡¯ and ÌÈÂ¯Á‡. Dealing with Ï‡ÂÓ˘’s
negative reaction to the people’s request for a king, the ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ can be divided into two main categories. The first group argues that the request for a
king is inappropriate because a human monarch is not the ‰¯Â˙’s ideal. Rather,
the ‰¯Â˙ reluctantly grants permission to appoint a king due to human weakness. The apparent “commandment” in ÌÈ¯·„ is simply a ˙Â˘¯, reluctant
acquiescence, but not an imperative. Those in the second category hold
that there is a ‰ÂˆÓ to appoint a king. Yet, while the request for a monarch is
good, Ï‡¯˘È È· made their request at the wrong time or with the wrong
motivations.
Ï‡·¯·‡ is the most prominent of those who hold that there is no
commandment to appoint a king. Serving as the finance minister of Portugal and then Spain during the 1400’s, prior to the expulsion, Ï‡·¯·‡ was
quite familiar with the function of monarchy, and he suffered personally at
the hands of absolute monarchs. Ï‡·¯·‡ explains that Ï‡ÂÓ˘ was angry at
the people because kingship is a superfluous, indeed dangerous, institution.
He says that Ï‡¯˘È È· did not request a king because they felt an immediate
political or military need for centralized leadership, but because they wanted
to be ¢ÌÈÂ‚‰ ÏÎÎ.¢ Indeed, they waited until after the conquest of Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡
was complete, even though it would have been most natural to ask for a
king during the military conflict itself. Therefore, both God and Ï‡ÂÓ˘ saw
8
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their request as representing a lack of gratitude for the fact that ß‰ made
them militarily successful without a king.
Ï‡·¯·‡ understands the passage in ÌÈ¯·„ as an anticipation of future
Jewish murmurings. Hence, the first ˜ÂÒÙ reads, ß‰ ¯˘‡ ı¯‡‰ Ï‡ ‡·˙ ÈÎ¢ ÍÈ˜Ï‡
¢ È ˙ · È · Ò ¯ ˘ ‡ Ì È Â ‚ ‰ Ï Î Î Í Ï Ó È Ï Ú ‰ Ó È ˘ ‡ ˙ ¯ Ó ‡ Â ‰ · ‰ ˙ · ˘ È Â ‰ ˙ ˘ ¯ È Â Í Ï Ô ˙ .
The ‰¯Â˙ anticipates that Ï‡¯˘È È· will request a king only after military
success — when there is certainly no longer any benefit from a king. È·
Ï‡¯˘È posses a sinful desire to be just like the other nations, who suffer under
the harsh hand of absolute monarchs.
How then does Ï‡·¯·‡ deal with the next ˜ÂÒÙ, which seems to describe an imperative to appoint a king: ¢ÍÏÓ ÍÈÏÚ ÌÈ˘˙ ÌÂ˘¢? Ï‡·¯·‡ explains
that these ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ are primarily concerned with limiting the power of a king,
should the people mistakenly request one. The rest of the paragraph is the
essence of the command. If Ï‡¯˘È È· want to have a king, then it shall not
be one whom they shall choose. Rather it shall be one whom God chooses,
and he shall not maintain for himself too much power and wealth. There is
thus, according to Ï‡·¯·‡, no commandment to request or appoint a king.
It is merely a ˙Â˘¯ which the ‰¯Â˙ established to deal with human weakness,
and it would be far better not to have one.
Ï‡·¯·‡ finds a linguistic parallel to prove his point. He brings the
example of the beautiful woman captured in war. He agrees with È¢˘¯ (¨ÌÈ¯·„
‡∫‡Î) that allowing one to bring home and marry such a woman is merely a
concession to human weakness, and is obviously not a commandment. If
one desires to have relations with the captured woman, the ‰¯Â˙ begrudgingly allows it, but imposes rigid regulations on the relationship. The laws
of kings are a similar phenomenon. Appointing a king is not a commandment, but if a king is to be appointed, his power must be restricted by guidelines.
Ï‡·¯·‡ develops five proofs to show that appointing a king is permissible but not obligatory. His first proof is that if appointing a king was a
commandment, there would be no need for the ‰¯Â˙ to tell us that the people must ask for one. The second proof is the argument that if there is a
commandment to appoint a king, why does the ‰¯Â˙ tell the people to request a king for the sake of being “like the other nations”? This is, after all,
the exact opposite of the commandment in the ‰¯Â˙ that the Jews should
not emulate the culture of the gentiles around them! Furthermore, he continues, the opening of the passage in ÌÈ¯·„ points to the fact that it is not a
commandment. The first ˜ÂÒÙ explains, ÍÏ Ô˙ ÍÈ˜Ï‡ ß‰ ¯˘‡ ı¯‡‰ Ï‡ ‡·˙ ÈÎ¢
¢‰· ‰˙·˘ÈÂ ‰˙˘¯ÈÂ. This is not a command, but a description of future events.
The rest of the ‰˘¯Ù, therefore, is also not a ‰ÂˆÓ, but a description. Fourth,
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Ï‡·¯·‡ points out an inconsistency in the position of those who argue that
monarchy is a ‰ÂˆÓ. If there is a ‰ÂˆÓ to appoint a king, then this passage
really records two ˙ÂÂˆÓ: the first to appoint a king, and the second that that
king be chosen by God. Yet, nobody counts this passage as including two
˙ÂÂˆÓ. Finally, Ï‡·¯·‡’s fifth proof comes from Ï‡ÂÓ˘’s response to the nation’s desire for a king. After Ï‡ÂÓ˘ rebuked them for requesting a king, why
did the people not respond that they were simply trying to fulfill a ‰ÂˆÓ?
Evidently, asserts Ï‡·¯·‡, there is no such ‰ÂˆÓ.
This analysis is consistent with Ï‡·¯·‡’s broader political philosophy.
Ï‡·¯·‡ believes that the ideal human existence is a-political, like the life of
ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Ì„‡ in Ô„Ú Ô‚. Yet, after the ‡ËÁ of ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Ì„‡, man was forced into
groups that require political governance (see Ï‡·¯·‡’s commentary on ¯Â„
‰‚ÏÙ‰, in ‡È ¨˙È˘‡¯·). Ï‡·¯·‡ understands that the purpose of government is
to prevent anarchy and corruption. He views government as an unfortunate
but necessary evil. Therefore, he tries to limit the power of any given political leader.
It is not impossible, says Ï‡·¯·‡, that there could be many temporary
leaders (as opposed to one permanent leader) who gather together and vote
on policy. Justice and peace are much more likely outcomes of limited and
representative government, rather than absolute monarchy. Since the leaders hold their posts temporarily (Ï‡·¯·‡ suggests changing leadership once
a year), they would be afraid that the next leaders will expose their corruption and punish them. He says the governing body should also be limited by
a constitution. He brings the examples of the kingdoms of Venice, Florence
and Geneva, which in his day were representative republics, and were therefore less corrupt societies. (These states were military and political powers
at the time.)
Ï‡·¯·‡ further adds (ÊÈ ¨ÌÈ¯·„) that even if we would say that monarchy is a good thing for other nations, this is not the case with Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ. The
monarch serves three main functions: 1) military: to save the people from
their enemies and fight for land, 2) legislative: to organize conventional law
and set out the laws that will govern the nation, and 3) extra-legal punishment: to maintain law and order by punishing criminals who are acquitted
on a legal technicality.
These three functions are not needed by the Jewish people, he says,
because the Jews have superior institutions to fulfill these functions. The
Jewish people do not require a monarch to wage war, as God Himself is their
commander-in-chief. Jews do not need a king as a legislator, because God
and His ‰¯Â˙ are the laws of the Jewish nation. Nor do the Jews need a
monarch to administer extra-legal punishment, because this power was
granted to the ÔÈ„ ˙È·.
10
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Consequently, Ï‡·¯·‡ prefers the system of ÌÈËÙÂ˘ to that of monarchs, because the ÌÈËÙÂ˘ are temporary, limited, and chosen by the people
(due to their charismatic attraction).1
The majority of the ÌÈÂ˘‡¯ disagree with Ï‡·¯·‡’s approach, arguing
that the king is the ideal leader, and that it is a ‰ÂˆÓ to appoint one. The
major question these ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ must deal with is why Ï‡¯˘È È· were rebuked in
the days of Ï‡ÂÓ˘. These ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ can be divided into two main categories:
those who think Ï‡¯˘È È· sinned because they requested a king at the improper time, and those who think that their motivations were improper.
Ô¢·Ó¯ adopts the “poor timing” approach. In his commentary on ÌÈ¯·„
·È∫ÊÈ, he explains that the command to come before the ÌÈËÙÂ˘Â ¨ÌÈÂÂÏ ¨ÌÈ‰Î to
request a king should have been done after ‰·È˘ÈÂ ‰˘Â¯È in the land. Similar
to Ï‡·¯·‡, Ô¢·Ó¯ understands the phrase ¢È˙·È·Ò ¯˘‡ ÌÈÂ‚‰ ÏÎÎ¢ as a phrase
which Ï‡¯˘È È· were not commanded to say. How could God command the
Jews to emulate the nations around them? Hence, this expression must not
be part of the command, but rather a hint, foreshadowing what will happen
in the future (ÂÎ∫„ ¨ÌÈ¯·„ ¨Ô¢·Ó¯). That is why the ‰¯Â˙ includes the phrase
¢˙¯Ó‡Â¢. The ‰¯Â˙ predicts what the Jews will ask of Ï‡ÂÓ˘ in the future.
Still, Ô¢·Ó¯ brings a literary proof that there is a commandment to
appoint a ÍÏÓ. He argues that the ˜ÂÒÙ about a king — ÌÂ˘ ÆÆÆı¯‡‰ Ï‡ ‡·˙ ÈÎ¢
¢ÍÏÓ ÍÈÏÚ ÌÈ˘˙ — is parallel to the verse, Í‚‚Ï ·˜ÚÓ ˙È˘ÚÂ ˘„Á ˙È· ‰·˙ ÈÎ¢
(Á∫·Î ¨ÌÈ¯·„). This ˜ÂÒÙ is most certainly a ‰ÂˆÓ, and a person is obligated to
build a fence on his roof. So too, Ï‡¯˘È È· must appoint a king.
Why then were Ï‡¯˘È È· punished in the days of Ï‡ÂÓ˘? Ô¢·Ó¯, in his
commentary on È∫ËÓ ˙È˘‡¯·, states that the request itself was not the sin.
Rather, it was the timing. Ô¢·Ó¯ emphasizes the word ¢ÂËÙ˘Ï¢ in the people’s
request. Ï‡ÂÓ˘ was still the leader, who had served as a ‡È· and ËÙÂ˘ since
his youth. The people should not have requested a replacement for Ï‡ÂÓ˘,
who was God’s messenger to the people as well as their political leader.
It is interesting to note that ÌÈËÙÂ˘ ¯ÙÒ emphasizes ÍÏÓ ÔÈ‡ Ì‰‰ ÌÈÓÈ·¢
¢‰˘ÚÈ ÂÈÈÚ· ¯˘È‰ ˘È‡ Ï‡¯˘È· (‰Î∫‡Î ¨Â∫ÊÈ ¨ÌÈËÙÂ˘). Indeed, this refrain constitutes the very last ˜ÂÒÙ of the ¯ÙÒ. This statement sums up the continual
cycles in which the Jews sinned, were punished by God, were redeemed by
a ËÙÂ˘, only to return again to sin. Perhaps, according to Ô¢·Ó¯, the proper
time to request a king would have been in the down point of that cycle,
when there was no leader and the Jews were sinning.
It seems, then, that Ô¢·Ó¯ believes that monarchy is the ideal form of
government for the Jews, and that the role of the king is to judge the people
and wage their wars.
Like Ô¢·Ó¯, Rav Samson Raphael Hirsch also believes that the failure
of Ï‡¯˘È È· lay in the timing. When the people demanded a king, they said
11
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¢Â˙ÓÁÏÓ ˙‡ ÌÁÏÂ ÂÈÙÏ ‡ˆÈÂ ÂÎÏÓ ÂËÙ˘Â ÌÈÂ‚‰ ÏÎÎ¢ (Î∫Á ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘). Rav Hirsch
explains that the word ÂÈËÙ˘Ï, to judge us, does not refer to internal issues
of law and justice, but to foreign and military policy. The proper purpose of
the king is not to conquer and capture the land. The king is not an “external” leader. Yet, this is what the Jewish people wanted their king to do. Rav
Hirsch explains that “the fault lay in making the election before the proper
time. They demanded a king in a time when what was demanded was first to
secure establishing the possession of the land and accordingly were demanding it too early in their imagined material interest” („È∫ÊÈ ¨ÌÈ¯·„).
The monarchy mandated in ÌÈ¯·„, says Rav Hirsch, was only supposed to come about after the land was conquered and settled, as it says ÈÎ¢
¢ÆÆÆ˙¯Ó‡Â ‰· ˙·˘ÈÂ ‰˙˘¯ÈÂ ÍÏ Ô˙ ÍÈ˜Ï‡ ß‰ ¯˘‡ ı¯‡‰ Ï‡ ‡·˙ („È∫ÊÈ ¨ÌÈ¯·„). Conquest of the land was dependent on the people’s righteousness, and not on
politics and military might, as ‰˘Ó stresses throughout the ‰¯Â˙. The requirement of a king is for one purpose only: “to make the nation of Israel
into the faithful and dutiful people of God’s ‰¯Â˙.”
Rav Hirsch also responds to the question that Ï‡·¯·‡ had raised: how
could the ‰¯Â˙ demand for the people to ask for a king to be ¯˘‡ ÌÈÂ‚‰ ÏÎÎ¢
¢È˙··Ò? He answers that just as all other nations have a “head of state” who
unites all their national forces under one national goal, so too the Jews
require a leader to focus all of their energies on a single goal. However, for
the nations of the world, the highest goal is the maintenance of great strength
and power, while for the Jews the goal is fulfilling God’s will in all areas of
personal and communal life. This “consists only in the most possible complete realization internally of God’s ‰¯Â˙ .” The Jewish people were not ready
for this goal until after they had established themselves by conquering and
settling the land. “Only when the whole land had been conquered and divided up and everyone would henceforth see himself on his own acres giving himself up to peaceful, carrying out the lofty mission of a Jewish life,
then, similarly to the symbolic unifying point in the ˘„˜Ó, a concrete bearer
of this national unity was to be established in a king.”
Ì¢·Ó¯ and Ô¢¯, like Ô¢·Ó¯ and Rav Hirsch, maintain that there is a ‰ÂˆÓ
to appoint a king. Yet, they focus not on the bad timing at the time of Ï‡ÂÓ˘,
but on the people’s improper motivation. Ì¢·Ó¯ in ÌÈÎÏÓ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ (¨‡ ˜¯Ù
· ‰ÎÏ‰) says that the reason that Ï‡ÂÓ˘ was angry was that the people were
not asking for a king to fulfill the Divine commandment, but because they
were angry at Ï‡ÂÓ˘. Ì¢·Ó¯ ties this anger at Ï‡ÂÓ˘ with an anger at God
Himself, quoting the ˜ÂÒÙ which says this explicitly: È˙‡ ÈÎ ÂÒ‡Ó Í˙‡ ‡Ï ÈÎ
¢ÂÒ‡Ó.¢ Perhaps Ì¢·Ó¯ means that they were upset at Ï‡ÂÓ˘ because they
really opposed the kind of political structure which God demanded (see
ÌÈ·ÏÓ on Ê∫Á ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘ for a similar suggestion). The people wanted an ordi12
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nary ruler who uses conventional methods, and wanted a greater separation
of religious issues from material issues than the ‰¯Â˙, as understood by Ì¢·Ó¯,
demands.
In contrast to the people’s request, Ì¢·Ó¯ argues that ‰¯Â˙ requires a
great deal of integration between religion and politics. The reign of the
ÌÈËÙÂ˘, as mentioned above, is summed up by the phrase ÍÏÓ ÔÈ‡ Ì‰‰ ÌÈÓÈ·¢
¢‰˘ÚÈ ÂÈÈÚ· ¯˘È‰ ˘È‡ Ï‡¯˘È·. It was a time of anarchy and civic unrest. This
situation, according to Ì¢·Ó¯, does not allow the material and political comfort necessary to achieve religious perfection. A king, representing centralized authority, must be established. The ‰¯Â˙, according to Ì¢·Ó¯ (¨ÌÈÎÂ· ‰¯ÂÓ
ÊÎ∫·), has two overarching goals: 1) ˘Ù‰ ÔÂ˜È˙ 2) ÛÂ‚‰ ÔÂ˜È˙. ˘Ù‰ ÔÂ˜È˙ involves teaching people speculative truth, to the extent that they are capable of understanding it. ÛÂ‚‰ ÔÂ˜È˙ involves a well-ordered and stable political
community. While ˘Ù‰ ÔÂ˜È˙ is more important, ÛÂ‚‰ ÔÂ˜È˙ must naturally
take place first. Individuals and communities can only achieve religiousintellectual success after they have achieved social, economic, and political
success. The king helps to achieve both of these goals by enforcing ‰¯Â˙ law.
Ô¢¯ explains that the sin of Ï‡¯˘È È· was that they requested a king to
perform the wrong duties, namely those jobs that the ‰¯Â˙ had assigned to
the ÌÈËÙÂ˘ (‡È ‰˘¯„ ¨Ô¢¯‰ ˙Â˘¯„). He explains that the ‰¯Â˙ created two parallel systems of governance for the Jewish people. The first is È˙ÈÓ‡ ˜„ˆ ËÙ˘Ó
— the ideal halachic civil law — which is implemented by the ÌÈËÙÂ˘. But,
says Ô¢¯, this system does not always result in a stable political order. Hence,
the ‰¯Â˙ also insisted on a king, who would have the right and obligation to
circumvent the letter of the ‰ÎÏ‰, and employ an extra-halakhic legal system that is not as ideal, but is more practical, than the ‰ÎÏ‰. The ‰ÎÏ‰ of the
ÌÈËÙÂ˘ is concerned with individual rights. No individual is ever mistreated
or convicted falsely by the strict standards of halachic judicial procedure.
But, ‰ÎÏ‰ does not always adequately account for the social and political
consequences of its laws. The king steps in to make sure that society runs in
a stable and responsible way.
Thus, had the people at the time of Ï‡ÂÓ˘ requested a king in order to
perform this particular function, it would have been a positive thing. È·
Ï‡¯˘È, however, specifically said that they wanted a king ¢ÂÈËÙÂ˘Ï¢ — to take
over the function of the ËÙÂ˘ and turn the system into a single-branched
monarchy.
The differences between the approaches of Ì¢·Ó¯ and Ô¢¯ are of utmost
importance. While Ô¢¯ thinks that two separate systems are created by the
‰¯Â˙ to run parallel to one another, Ì¢·Ó¯ believes that all of Jewish government is contained in one system. ‰ÎÏ‰ already includes, according to Ì¢·Ó¯,
the pragmatic flexibility that enables it to govern society properly. Yet both
13
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agree that the reason that ß‰ was angry with Ï‡¯˘È È· is that they wanted to
replace the institutions of government laid out by God with a human constitution. They tried to redistribute jobs and redefine roles.
·¢Èˆ has a completely unique approach to this entire topic, which fits
neither into the pro-monarchy or anti-monarchy camps. In many ways, ·¢Èˆ’s
approach is particularly appealing to many of us who were raised in the
beneficent bosom of a democratic society, and who are afraid of the potential abuses of a monarchy. While ·¢Èˆ views the ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ in ÌÈ¯·„ as a ˙Â˘¯
(similar to Ï‡·¯·‡), he does not assume that kingship is inherently a negative thing. He compares the ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ about kings in ÌÈ¯·„ to similar language
about eating meat. ÈÎ ¯˘· ‰ÏÎ‡ ˙¯Ó‡Â ÍÏ ¯·„ ¯˘‡Î ÍÏ·‚ ˙‡ ÍÈ˜Ï‡ ß‰ ·ÈÁ¯È ÈÎ¢
¢¯˘· ÏÎ‡˙ Í˘Ù ˙Â‡ ÏÎ· ¯˘· ÏÎ‡Ï Í˘Ù ‰Â‡˙ (Î∫·È ¨ÌÈ¯·„). This ˜ÂÒÙ, like the
parallel ˜ÂÒÙ about kings, is followed by a list of laws which regulate the
slaughter and consumption of meat. In this case, the word ¢˙¯Ó‡Â¢ is clearly
not an imperative. Rather, it means “If you shall say.” You may eat, provided
that you follow certain restrictions. In the same way, he interprets the phrase
¢˙¯Ó‡Â¢ in our ˜ÂÒÙ to mean that you may appoint a king, under certain conditions, provided that the king fulfills certain guidelines.
·¢Èˆ argues that the ‰¯Â˙ must leave out an absolute imperative to
appoint a king, because the ‰¯Â˙ can’t, by the very nature of things, describe
the objectively ideal political structure (·È∫ÊÈ ¨ÌÈ¯·„ ¨¯·„ ˜ÓÚ‰). Different
societies at different times have different political needs. For some societies,
monarchy may be intolerable; for others it may be indispensable. The ‰¯Â˙
does not want to impose a political theory on any group. By definition,
decisions about the nature of political authority are always decisions of ÁÂ˜Ù
˘Ù, which override any other ˙ÂÂˆÓ. Hence, if there would have been a ‰ÂˆÓ
to appoint a king, that ‰ÂˆÓ would only be mandatory under those conditions when monarchy would be imperative anyway, because it would lead to
good government, thereby saving lives. Under circumstances where a king
would not lead to good government, considerations of ˘Ù ÁÂ˜Ù would override the ‰ÂˆÓ. The ‰ÂˆÓ would become redundant. The consequences of this
argument are far reaching indeed. The ‰¯Â˙ wants Jews to govern themselves in whatever way will work effectively in a given place and a given
time. The ‰¯Â˙ does not, and could not, set out an a priori constitution.
The request from Ï‡ÂÓ˘ for a king would have been fine had Ï‡¯˘È È·
honestly thought that this would be the best leadership for them at that
time. Their goals in appointing a king, however, were inappropriate. ·¢Èˆ
points out that the same words — ¢È˙·È·Ò ¯˘‡ ÌÈÂ‚‰ ÏÎÎ¢ — describe both the
legitimate request for a king in ÌÈ¯·„ and the sinful request for a king in
Ï‡ÂÓ˘. He explains that it is legitimate to request a king in order to centralize leadership, when the people agree that this will be most effective. How14
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ever, it is not permitted to appoint a king who will override the ÌÈËÙ˘Ó of
the ‰¯Â˙ and replace them with gentile laws. Similarly, it is not permissible
to appoint a king who will feel free, as gentile kings do, to declare war without God’s consent (which is provided by a ‡È· or a ËÙÂ˘).
I would like to offer another interpretation of the ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ in Ï‡ÂÓ˘,
extending the explanation of ·¢Èˆ in directions suggested in a ¯ÂÚÈ˘ by Mrs.
Mali Brofsky. In the ˜¯Ù immediately preceding Ï‡¯˘È È·’s request for a king,
the ‡È· records that Ï‡ÂÓ˘ led Ï‡¯˘È È· to a religious revival. Ï‡¯˘È È· were
turning towards ß‰. Yet, the beginning of the next ˜¯Ù indicates that Ï‡ÂÓ˘
was old, and that his sons were not following in his ways (‚≠‡∫Á ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘). È·
Ï‡¯˘È were caught in a terrible dilemma. Once Ï‡ÂÓ˘ would die they would
be cast into the downward spiral of sin and punishment that characterized
the period of the ÌÈËÙÂ˘. The people decided that they needed stability and
continuity, and therefore they wanted a permanent and dynastic king. Yet,
they also understood that this would not be foolproof, because there was
still no guarantee that the son of a righteous king would be equally righteous, just as Ï‡ÂÓ˘’s children were sinful. Hence, Ï‡¯˘È È· wanted a king
¢ÌÈÂ‚‰ ÏÎÎ ÂËÙ˘Ï.¢ They wanted a king who would govern based on his own
laws, rather than based on God’s laws. Ï‡¯˘È È· wanted to abide by the
commandments of a Ì„Â ¯˘· ÍÏÓ and not ÌÈÎÏÓ‰ ÈÎÏÓ ÍÏÓ. They understood
that it is much harder to live up to God’s standards than it is to live up to
human standards. Ï‡¯˘È È· did not want to win or lose a war based on whether
or not they were following ß‰ and His laws. They wanted, like all other
nations, to win or lose a war based on their king’s military strength and
prowess, without paying proper attention to God’s demands for His chosen
people.
One problem with Ï‡·¯·‡’s theory is that it de-emphasizes the tragic history of the
ÌÈËÙÂ˘, in which the people constantly reverted to idolatry, and were then attacked
by military enemies. As the final ˜ÂÒÙ in ÌÈËÙÂ˘ ¯ÙÒ indicates, Ï‡¯˘È· ÍÏÓ ÔÈ‡ Ì‰‰ ÌÈÓÈ·¢
¢‰˘ÚÈ ÂÈÈÚ· ¯˘È‰ ˘È‡.

1
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ÏÂ‡˘ ˙· ÏÎÈÓ
Tanya Zauderer

ÏÎÈÓ WAS THE younger daughter of ÏÂ‡˘. The series of stories in her life
reveals her as a bold and self-confident woman. Treated by others as a political pawn, she attempted to take her fate into her own hands, which led
both to her successes and her failures.
A brief overview of the events in which she took part reveals a great
deal about her personality. The first reference to ÏÎÈÓ in Í¢ indicates that
she loved „Â„, who was hated by her father, ÏÂ‡˘. ÏÂ‡˘ saw this as an opportunity to get rid of „Â„, so he offered ÏÎÈÓ to „Â„ in exchange for one hundred
foreskins of ÌÈ˙˘ÈÏÙ, thinking that „Â„ would be killed in the process of acquiring them. „Â„, though, brought back two hundred foreskins, and ÏÂ‡˘
gave ÏÎÈÓ to „Â„ as a wife. Over time, ÏÂ‡˘ came to hate „Â„ even more. He
ordered guards to „Â„’s house at night, so that „Â„ could be killed in the
morning. ÏÎÈÓ let „Â„ out of the window, placed a dummy in his bed, and told
ÏÂ‡˘’s guards that he was sick. When ÏÂ‡˘ discovered the deception, ÏÎÈÓ
said that „Â„ threatened to kill her if she did not help him escape. Later, ÏÂ‡˘
took ÏÎÈÓ from „Â„, and gave her to ˘ÈÏ Ô· ÈËÏÙ as a wife, although she was still
wed to „Â„. „Â„ eventually got her back as part of a peace treaty with ˙˘· ˘È‡
ÏÂ‡ ˘ Ô·.
ÏÎÈÓ appears next when „Â„ brings the ß‰ ÔÂ¯‡ back to „Â„ ¯ÈÚ. Through
the window, ÏÎÈÓ saw „Â„ dancing with the ß‰ ÔÂ¯‡, and she hated him in her
heart. She rebuked „Â„ for dancing wildly with the common people in a
manner she felt unbefitting to a king. „Â„ rebuked her, saying that he was
dancing before ß‰. As a punishment, ÏÎÈÓ had no children until the day she
died.
Throughout these events, her strength of character stands out. Despite the fact that she was constantly manipulated by others, she took action and was not afraid to stand up for what she believed in. Unfortunately,
her strong opinions and bold actions led to her sin and her childlessness.
ÏÎÈÓ never hesitated to state her opinion. She was bold in the face of kings,
standing up to her father and „Â„. She reprimanded ÏÂ‡˘ for hating „Â„, and
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stood up to him by helping „Â„ escape. She provided an unconvincing alibi
when „Â„ escaped, as if to emphasize that she was not concerned with lying
to her father. She stood up to „Â„ when he brought the ÔÂ¯‡ to ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È, rebuking him for acting immodestly. Yet, in this incident, for the first time ÏÎÈÓ
was punished for standing up to someone.
ÏÎÈÓ’s strength of character is even more surprising, given that she was
constantly used as a political pawn, both by her father and „Â„. Her father
thought that offering ÏÎÈÓ to „Â„ would be a good way of getting rid of him.
Furthermore, there is evidence that „Â„ did not marry ÏÎÈÓ because he loved
her, but rather because she was ÏÂ‡˘ ˙·. The ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ indicate twice that ÏÎÈÓ
loved „Â„ (ÁÎ ¨Î∫ÁÈ ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘). However, there is no parallel statement that „Â„
loved ÏÎÈÓ, while „Â„’s love for Ô˙Â‰È, in contrast, is explicit (‡∫ÁÈ ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘).
Furthermore, „Â„ made no attempt to bring ÏÎÈÓ back from ÈËÏÙ, at least until
it fit into his broader political concerns and the treaty he negotiated (Ï‡ÂÓ˘
„È∫‚ ¨·). It seems that ÏÎÈÓ and Ô˙Â‰È’s intense love for „Â„ was part of God’s
cure for ÏÂ‡˘’s equally intense hatred for „Â„. After all, ß‰ always makes the
cure before the misfortune.
In various places, Ï¢ÊÁ also emphasize ÏÎÈÓ’s independent personality,
placing particular emphasis on her spiritual boldness. According to the ‡¯Ó‚
(‡¢Ú Âˆ ¨ÔÈ·Â¯ÈÚ), ÏÎÈÓ wore ÔÈÏÈÙ˙. The ÌÈÓÎÁ did not protest because they knew
that she was on a high spiritual level. ÏÎÈÓ rose the ladder of awe and fear of
God, until she felt a need to wear ÔÈÏÈÙ˙. Ï¢ÊÁ said that whenever people saw
ÏÎÈÓ, their whole bodies would tremble in fear (·¢Ú ÂË ¨‰ÏÈ‚Ó). ÏÎÈÓ was very
charismatic and had the strength to rule over people, and used this strength
to help establish „Â„ ˙È·. According to ·ÂË ¯ÁÂ˘ ˘¯„Ó („≠‚∫Ë) ÏÎÈÓ was called
‰Ï‚Ú, meaning calf, because she loved „Â„ more than she loved her father,
ÏÂ‡˘. A calf does not want a yoke around its neck, so too ÏÎÈÓ didn’t want
the yoke of her father, preferring to help „Â„.
What, then, went wrong? What led to ÏÎÈÓ’s sin and downfall? At the
beginning ÏÎÈÓ was drawn to „Â„’s spirituality, but since she was separated
from him for so long, she never had the opportunity to grow with him. They
remained distant. When ÏÎÈÓ saw „Â„ dancing with the ÔÂ¯‡, she saw only
what appeared in front of her, and not the inner spiritual act. She never
broke entirely free of her father’s political calculations and manipulations.
She cared about outer appearances and how others would view „Â„.
Ï¢ÊÁ say that „Â„’s clothing and behavior did not look ÚÂˆ to ÏÎÈÓ. In
ÏÂ‡˘ ˙È·, their sleeves covered half the palm of the hand, and when „Â„ was
dancing his palms were uncovered. In her father’s house, ˙ÂÚÈˆ was very
important, and they never showed a heel or thumb. Therefore, ÏÎÈÓ thought
that „Â„’s clothing was too revealing. (Î∫„ ¨‰·¯ ¯·„Ó· ¨„∫· ¨ÔÈ¯„‰Ò ÈÓÏ˘Â¯È).
She did not see that „Â„ was not like ÏÂ‡˘. „Â„ was dancing before ß‰, and not
18
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for the benefit of other people. „Â„, like ÏÎÈÓ, was equally unafraid to stand
up for what he believed in, and he criticized ÏÎÈÓ. ÏÎÈÓ was a great person
who was expected not to sin. When she did sin, her punishment was severe,
and she was doomed to future childlessness. There is an aspect of „‚Î ‰„ÈÓ
‰„ÈÓ in this punishment. ÏÎÈÓ represented the link that could have led to
unity between „Â„ and ÏÂ‡˘. Her sin, her distance from „Â„, prevented the
birth of the child that might have served as a more permanent link between
the two ‰ÎÂÏÓ È˙·.
ÏÎÈÓ’s successes and failures can be compared to those of ¯˙Ò‡ ˙ÎÏÓ.
They both took initiative to help others. Yet, where ÏÎÈÓ focused on the
individuals around her, ¯˙Ò‡ was more concerned with all of Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ. ¯˙Ò‡,
like ÏÎÈÓ, came from ÏÂ‡˘ ˙È·, and acquired from there her ˙ÂÚÈˆ. ¯˙Ò‡ used
her bold initiative to save the Jewish people, just as ÏÎÈÓ’s initiative saved
„Â„. Like ÏÎÈÓ, ¯˙Ò‡ was used as a political pawn. Where ÏÂ‡˘ gave ÏÎÈÓ to „Â„
for his own personal needs, ÈÎ„¯Ó told ¯˙Ò‡ to go to ˘Â¯Â˘Á‡ ÍÏÓ for the good
of the Jewish people. ¯˙Ò‡ also stood up for herself. She refused all the perfumes and fancy trimmings offered to the other young women, for she felt
these were inappropriate to her modest personality. Initially, she boldly refused ÈÎ„¯Ó’s request to go to the king, because she thought she would be
killed. Yet, once she realized what was at stake, she equally boldly defied
˘Â¯Â˘Á‡’s prohibition against coming to the king without being asked. ¯˙Ò‡
recognized the role of ß‰ in everything she did, and used what she had to
serve Him. She arranged a fast before going before the king for precisely
that reason. She knew that ß‰, not man, controls events. She did not worry
what others would think of her, yet was cautious in dealing with the king so
as not to put herself and the Jewish people in danger. Perhaps this explains
¯˙Ò‡’s success and ÏÎÈÓ’s downfall. Where ¯˙Ò‡ placed God and the good of
the Jewish people in the forefront of her mind, ÏÎÈÓ’s concerns were often
more personal and petty. ÏÎÈÓ and ¯˙Ò‡ are similar in many aspects. Yet, the
strong-headedness of ÏÂ‡˘ ˙È· lead to ÏÎÈÓ’s failure, whereas ¯˙Ò‡ used similar characteristics to bring herself up and save the Jewish people.
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¢ı¯‡‰ ˙‡Â ÌÈÓ˘‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˜Ï‡ ‡¯· ˙È˘‡¯·¢ (‡∫‡ ¨˙È˘‡¯·). In a world focused on man, in a Bible dedicated to the development of humanity, it is
easy to forget that “in the beginning” man did not exist. It was only later
that, ¢Ì˙‡ ‡¯· ‰·˜Â ¯ÎÊ Â˙‡ ‡¯· ÌÈ˜Ï‡ ÌÏˆ· ÂÓÏˆ· Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ˜Ï‡ ‡¯·ÈÂÆ¢ Through
God’s instruction and decree, man was placed at the forefront of the ecosystem.
Â„¯Â ‰˘·ÎÂ ı¯‡‰ ˙‡ Â‡ÏÓÂ Â·¯Â Â¯Ù ÌÈ˜Ï‡ Ì‰Ï ¯Ó‡ÈÂ ÌÈ˜Ï‡ Ì˙‡ Í¯·ÈÂ
È˙˙ ‰‰ ÌÈ˜Ï‡ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ Æı¯‡‰ ÏÚ ˙˘Ó¯‰ ‰ÈÁ ÏÎ·Â ÌÈÓ˘‰ ÛÂÚ·Â ÌÈ‰ ˙‚„·
ıÚ È¯Ù Â· ¯˘‡ ıÚ‰ ÏÎ ˙‡Â ı¯‡‰ ÏÎ ÈÙ ÏÚ ¯˘‡ Ú¯Ê Ú¯Ê ·˘Ú ÏÎ ˙‡ ÌÎÏ
(ËÎ≠ÁÎ∫‡)Æ‰ÏÎ‡Ï ‰È‰È ÌÎÏ Ú¯Ê Ú¯Ê
Man was provided with a variety of tastes, smells, and sights, in Ô„Ú Ô‚.
God implanted in this world the knowledge of continued life and that of
good and evil. ¢Ú¯Â ·ÂË ˙Ú„‰ ıÚÂ Ô‚‰ ÍÂ˙· ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚÂ¢ (Ë∫·). Yet, to maintain this
world, and his dominion over it, man needed to maintain a connection
with God, the ultimate Creator and Ruler. Man’s relationship with God was
solidified, and restrictions were placed on man in paradise. ·ÂË ˙Ú„‰ ıÚÓÂ¢
¢˙ÂÓ˙ ˙ÂÓ ÂÓÓ ÍÏÎ‡ ÌÂÈ· ÈÎ ÂÓÓ ÏÎ‡˙ ‡Ï Ú¯Â (ÊÈ∫·). In this paper, I hope to
contrast the themes of ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢ and ¢ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ¢, focusing on what each tree
represents, according to a number of different ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ.
When we read the first two chapters of ˙È˘‡¯· and attempt to understand man’s existence prior to consuming from the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢, basic questions ring clear. Why was the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢ prohibited from consumption, while
the ¢ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ¢ had no such prohibition until man’s sin (·Î∫‚)? What is the
connection between the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢ and the ¢ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ¢? In order to address
these fundamental questions, proper definitions of “good,” “evil,” and “life,”
must be established, and two further questions must be answered: What
change occurred in man upon eating from the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢, and what was man’s
relationship with the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢?
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Nechama Leibowitz, in her essay, “Tree of Knowledge,” suggests an
approach to these issues.1 She views these unique topics as requiring the
distinctive approach of allegory. “Some of our commentators and authorities reject the allegorizing of the Biblical narrative as dangerous, others enthusiastically embrace this approach and there are those who take the middle way. But even those who tend to reject it or reduce their employment of
it to the minimum admit that it is the allegorical, hidden meaning of the
story of the Garden of Eden and the tree of knowledge that we must seek.”
It is perhaps for this reason, the need to employ allegory, that È¢˘¯, who was
not allegorically oriented, refrains from addressing these topics.
In order to understand the story, to become enlightened with deeper
meanings, a philosophical and allegorical approach is necessary. Ï‡·¯·‡ and
˜ÁˆÈ ˙„˜Ú, philosophical commentators of the 1400s, deal with these questions. Yet, in order to properly understand their approaches, we must also
examine the classic commentators ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡ and Ô¢·Ó¯.
In his attempt to explain the power of the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢, ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡ identifies the immediate effect of the tree upon man. ÈÎ ÂÚ„ÈÂ Ì‰È˘ ÈÈÚ ‰Á˜Ù˙Â¢
¢˙¯‚Á Ì‰Ï Â˘ÚÈÂ ‰‡˙ ‰ÏÚ Â¯Ù˙ÈÂ Ì‰ ÌÓÂ¯ÈÚ (Ê∫‚). ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢ represents sexual
awakening. Adam’s first act, after covering his nakedness, was a move to
experience a sexual relationship with ‰ÂÁ. ˙‡ „Ï˙Â ¯‰˙Â Â˙˘‡ ‰ÂÁ ˙‡ Ú„È Ì„‡‰Â¢
¢ÔÈ˜ (‡∫„). By eating from the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢, man became sexually sensitive. He
experienced sexual desires and became ashamed of his nakedness, recognizing its potential to fulfill these temptations. ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡ explains the ¢ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ¢
as a tree that, through its ingestion, allows man to live a longer, but not
endless, existence. Yet, once Ì„‡ had eaten from the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢, he was no
longer entitled to live a longer existence in Eden, and the ¢ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ¢ also
became prohibited.
Without mentioning his name, the Ô¢·Ó¯ cites ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡’s view. He later
provides his own explanation. As a newly created being, man operated according to his nature. Much as a flower, a bird, or sheep proceed without
questioning their respective roles, man simply existed. Adam needed to
change his location, so he walked. Adam’s feet became weak, so he slowed
his body to a stop, and sat down on a nearby rock. Adam’s body required
sustenance, so he consumed, unselfconsciously eating whatever provided
the necessary nutrients to survive. Adam was required to procreate, so he
fulfilled the commandment, using the proper organs. His actions and motives
were devoid of emotion and impulse, lacking intense love or venomous hatred.
Eating from the tree effected a change in man’s desires; he now had
the ability to form opinions and determine that which he desired as “good”,
and that which he rejected as “bad.” Adam’s eyes were opened; he realized
his nakedness, and he was ashamed. He understood that his organs, sexual
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or otherwise, could be used as his desires dictated. Now, when he needed to
change location, he stopped and questioned, “Am I going to enjoy this new
place or will I have a better time staying here?” When his body grew tired,
after a long and difficult day he thought, “Perhaps I will stay up late, enjoying the sweet fragrances of the field.” After consuming vast quantities of
delicacies and savory foods, man continued to eat because his palate desired
additional tastes.
After studying ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡ and Ô¢·Ó¯, Ï‡·¯·‡ accepts ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡’s approach,
viewing the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢ as a tree that implanted sexual desires within man. In
this case, “knowledge” refers to sexual relations, as the term often does in
Í¢˙. Ï‡·¯·‡ vehemently rejects Ô¢·Ó¯’s reading — that man was void of all
desire and simply behaved according to nature, without exercising desire
and its corollary, choice. This explanation, claims Ï‡·¯·‡, strips man of his
complex nature — part spiritual and part physical. It leaves man as a wholly
spiritual being, much as an angel, without control over his physical capacities. If this were the case, Ï‡·¯·‡ questions, why would God impart the
prohibition of eating from the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢ to a being who lacks the facilities
to comply with this commandment, to a being who merely behaves in accordance with his nature?
According to Ï‡·¯·‡, man, in fact, did have the ability to choose, to
desire, to become fulfilled, in his garden of paradise. The trees in the garden
were described as ¢ÏÎ‡ÓÏ ·ÂËÂ ‰‡¯ÓÏ „ÓÁ ıÚ¢ (Ë∫·). Adam was given the gift
of food, luscious and fulfilling, without limit or effort. He was given a dwelling of intense beauty, to bask unrestrained in its splendor. And Adam also
had an ¢ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ¢ in the midst of the garden. This tree, which Adam could
eat from, provided medicine for any possible disease or discomfort that he
might encounter.
In short, Adam had all of his physical and spiritual needs provided for
effortlessly in the Garden. Adam’s world was complete. He knew desire and
felt fulfilled. Adam had no reason to look beyond Eden because he lived in
perfection, in paradise. This existence facilitated a direct relationship with
God and His „ÒÁ. Each moment that God allowed man to breathe, eat, and
enjoy his perfect world, was a direct gift, complete „ÒÁ. The placement of
the ¢ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ¢ in the middle of the garden was representative of this idea.
Had Adam chosen to eat from the ¢ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ¢ rather than the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢, he
would not have conquered death. The ¢ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ¢ provided continual solutions, such as medication to ailment, but did not remove ailment from the
world. This perfect world was a world in which man was constantly living
the ¢ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ¢ in his constant interaction with God’s glory and kindness.
In this world, God placed limitations, but not complete prohibition.
Adam was free to use the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢ in permitted venues. He could enjoy its
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exquisite beauty, could touch its pleasant texture. He was even permitted to
feel its fruits, but he could not eat from the tree. So too, man’s sexual relationship with woman was condoned and even encouraged, but had its share
of limitations. Adam had the ability to enjoy a redeemed sexual relationship with ‰ÂÁ, through behaving in accordance with his spiritual nature in a
world in which material concerns were effortlessly provided, so that man
would be free to focus on spiritual issues. In this world, there existed restriction to prevent man from becoming subsumed in the material, physical pleasure which went beyond man’s basic needs. By ingesting the fruit, Adam
symbolically fell and became conquered by his physical desires. He desired
to “know” woman in an unredeemed way, in order to fulfill his animalistic
desires. The relationship became unredeemed and obscene. God created
such a tree, with the potential for good if used in appropriate ways (viewing
and feeling) and the potential for bad (eating). The tree’s potential was part
and parcel of man’s exercise of free choice: man could choose to continue
the spiritually charged relationship, experiencing God’s „ÒÁ, or choose to
reject the ¢ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ¢ and become submerged in his animalistic and material
nature.
While Ï‡·¯·‡ was reading the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢ as relaying a message against
material indulgence, ˜ÁˆÈ ˙„˜Ú, also a Spanish philosopher, understood the
famous story in a different vein, focusing on man’s relationship with knowledge. ˜ÁˆÈ ˙„˜Ú illustrates man’s possible interaction with knowledge, represented by the tree, in three possible ways: one of complete foolishness, one
that is correct and beneficial, or one that is confused and dangerous. To
have a relationship of complete foolishness means to refrain from touching
the tree. Such a relationship is barbaric — it places man in the category of
the animals, who have no ability to think, to learn, to interact. Conversely,
a proper relationship with knowledge involves touching it, setting up camp
near it, and enjoying its sweet fragrance. This is a relationship to the tree
that is conducive to true and proper knowledge. By taking these steps, man
places himself in a position to experience and learn the tree’s wisdom, to
ultimately learn the lesson of “good” and “bad” in the proper fashion. Yet,
man may fail to recognize the beautiful result of appropriately experiencing
the tree: the heights in wisdom he can achieve through its ambiance, texture, and scent. He may attempt an alternative mechanism to achieve this
wisdom: consumption. This man does not understand the true meaning behind the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢ — the fact that he has every tool to understand “good”
and “bad.” His only limitation is against over-indulgence, swallowing and
digesting the fruit. Such a relationship places man in the camp of absolute
dependence on the tree for instant gratification of his intellectual curiosity,
which is a dangerous approach.
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˜ÁˆÈ ˙„˜Ú concretizes the danger through a parable. A sick individual
goes to a doctor for treatment. To cure the ailment, the doctor presents the
patient with a drugged apple, whose function is to be smelled. The doctor
warns the patient against eating the apple, for fear of severe danger. In this
parable, there exists a sharp distinction between properly using the fragrant
apple, resulting in life, or improperly using the apple, resulting in extreme
danger. The patient who eats the apple clearly does not understand the
illness or its remedy. He hears that the apple is “good” and therefore uses it
in the most intense way, digestion, in the hope that it will effect the most
extreme positive change. He does not wish to endure the gradual process of
sniffing the apple, with the distant endpoint of cure. Such behavior is reminiscent, as ˜ÁˆÈ ˙„˜Ú explains, of ‰Ò‚ ‰ÏÈÎ‡, over-indulgent eating. This individual enjoys eating, but does not understand its limit. Eating is necessary; it is “good.” The glutton therefore consumes and consumes without
thought. The over-indulgent eater does not appreciate that a redeemed life
is one with restraint. He becomes dependent on that continual process of
eating.
Eating from the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢ expressed a desire to retreat into an intellectual life free of effort. Man did not want to attempt the difficult and
gradual process of learning about God and His goodness. He refused to accept limits on what and how he could know. Adam did not want to understand God through the mechanisms of the tree that would lead to this end.
Rather, Adam wanted to retreat into the simplicity of what seemed to him
as “good.” He wanted simple and quick answers to objective “good” and
“bad.” So he over-indulged and ate the fruit, making the choice to search
for answers to the questions about God’s world in ways that God did not
intend.
Yet, ˜ÁˆÈ ˙„˜Ú asserts that even after Ì„‡’s sin the possibility still exists to recreate this spiritual bond with God, to have a personal Eden based
on life. To achieve this ¢ÌÈÈÁ‰ ıÚ¢ existence, one must learn how to properly
approach the other “trees”, or knowledge, in the world. The “trees,” which
are “pleasant to see,” represent knowledge of nature. The “trees” which are
“good to eat,” express the natural enjoyment that man gets from working
the land to produce food, or his pleasure in creating works of the hand. If
Adam is able to recognize that personal fulfillment and beauty in nature
both come from the „ÒÁ of God, than he can enter into a relationship with
God based on „ÒÁ — the special divine providence.
To explain the restriction of eating from ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢, ˜ÁˆÈ ˙„˜Ú continues his focus on knowledge. The tree exhibits the potential for “good” use of
knowledge and “bad” use of knowledge. The ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢ represents in-depth
philosophical knowledge, with all of its dangers. To use such knowledge
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properly, one must use it to push away those who deny God as Creator,
those who materialize God’s existence, and those who say there is more
than one God. Improper use of philosophical knowledge is using such analysis
to deny God’s existence, divine providence, prophecy, or the giving of the
Torah. One must approach the acquisition of knowledge with discretion. It
must be used appropriately: to touch it, smell it, taste it. But one must not
become engrossed in it, thinking that knowledge is everything.
Four hundred years after Ï‡·¯·‡ and ˜ÁˆÈ ˙„˜Ú argued over the philosophical symbolism of the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢, Rav Shimshon Raphael Hirsch explained the significance of the tree’s name, “knowledge of good and bad.”
This name was given to indicate the result of eating from the tree, “man
would decide how he wished to recognize what was good or bad.”
According to Rav Hirsch, the very commandment not to eat the tree
provides man a window into the knowledge of “good” and “bad.” In order to
understand the meaning of “good” and “bad,” one must, “call that good,
which God stamps as being good, and bad, which He declares as such.” By
complying with this condition, Rav Hirsch explains, the earth will “be able
to form a paradise for us.” The existence of the ¢˙Ú„‰ ıÚ¢ taught the lesson
of how to lead a proper life in the garden. The definition of “good” and
“bad” are not subjective, at the whims of man’s desires. “The tree … [which]
was endowed with every attraction for taste, for the imagination, sight, and
reasoning judgment, all one’s senses declared it “good,” that it should be
eaten, and yet God had forbidden it to be eaten, was accordingly designed
‘bad’ for Man.” To lead an appropriate lifestyle in Eden, to have continued
interactions with God, man must accept God’s objective definitions of “good”
and “bad.”
Man could not take a superficial approach to “goodness”, an approach
which leaves his desires unredeemed. Whether these desires take the form
of materialism or intellectual pursuit, Adam must understand that “goodness” involves limitations and restrictions. Whether the allegory is understood in Ï‡·¯·‡’s perspective or in that of ˜ÁˆÈ ˙„˜Ú, God is teaching this
lesson by placing man into a situation of abundant gifts, connected with
limitations, in order to achieve God’s level of “goodness” in His world of
paradise.
1

Nehama Leibowitz, “Tree of Knowledge,” Studies in Bereshit (Genesis), Jerusalem,
1972, pp. 17–27.
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The Eternal Leaders: A Comparison of the
Personalities of „Â„ and Â‰ÈÏ‡
Leora Cohn

THROUGHOUT THE COURSE OF HISTORY, the Jewish people have
continually dreamed of ÁÈ˘Ó‰ ˙ÂÓÈ when once again Ï‡¯˘È È· will be lead by
‡È·‰ Â‰ÈÏ‡ and the descendants of ÍÏÓ‰ „Â„. These two leaders have surprisingly different personalities. Both „Â„ and Â‰ÈÏ‡ were motivated by a deep
interest in the physical and spiritual welfare of Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎ. Yet, their styles of
leadership were diametrically opposed. „Â„ and Â‰ÈÏ‡ each served a unique
role, which was indispensable at the time, and which are both necessary
components of ÁÈ˘Ó ˙‡È·.

The initial appearances of „Â„ and Â‰ÈÏ‡
Our first introduction to ‡È·‰ Â‰ÈÏ‡ reads: Ï‡ „ÚÏ‚ È·˘˙Ó È·˘˙‰ Â‰ÈÏ‡ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ¢
¢È¯·„ ÈÙÏ Ì‡ ÈÎ ¯ËÓÂ ÏË ‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ˘‰ ‰È‰È Ì‡ ÂÈÙÏ È˙„ÓÚ ¯˘‡ Ï‡¯˘È È˜Ï‡ ß‰ ÈÁ ·‡Á‡
(‡∫ÊÈ ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ). Â‰ÈÏ‡ appeared suddenly. We are told nothing about his family, Ë·˘, or past history. After such a concise introduction, Â‰ÈÏ‡ immediately became active, instituting a drought in the land. The only thing we
know of his identity is his name: Â‰ÈÏ‡, which means, ß‰ is my God. This was
the essence of Â‰ÈÏ‡. Everything that Â‰ÈÏ‡ did was caused by his intense
connection to and identification with ß‰.
Contrasting Â‰ÈÏ‡’s first appearance to that of „Â„ emphasizes how little we are told concerning Â‰ÈÏ‡. „Â„ is first introduced in ÊË ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘, when
‡È·‰ Ï‡ÂÓ˘ goes to È˘È ˙È· to anoint a new king instead of ÏÂ‡˘. Before we are
even introduced to „Â„, we hear about his father, his place of residence (˙È·
ÌÁÏ), and his seven older brothers (among whom Ï‡ÂÓ˘ assumed was the
ß‰ ÁÈ˘Ó). Finally „Â„ is introduced, described as ¢Ô‡ˆ· ‰Ú¯ ‰‰Â ÔË˜‰¢ (¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘
‡È∫ÊË). „Â„ is described in a natural setting, which enables us to identify with
him and his position in the family. Additionally, before „Â„ is revealed as the
ß‰ ÁÈ˘Ó, the ‡È· describes his physical appearance as ·ÂËÂ ÌÈÈÚ ‰ÙÈ ÌÚ ÈÂÓ„‡¢
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¢È‡¯ (·È∫ÊË ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘). These personal details of „Â„’s life before he became a
ÍÏÓ grant us a more complete picture of „Â„’s personality. We are able to
appreciate his existence as an individual, and not simply as Ï‡¯˘È ÍÏÓ. Indeed the people of his time were also able to identify with „Â„’s personality.
Even after „Â„ received ¢ß‰ ÁÂ¯¢ (‚È∫ÊË ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘), the people were able to appreciate his entire personality, both the spiritual and physical. As ¢ÌÈ¯Ú‰Ó „Á‡¢
describes „Â„: ß‰Â ¯‡˙ ˘È‡Â ¯·„ ÔÂ·Â ‰ÓÁÏÓ ˘È‡Â ÏÈÁ ¯Â·‚Â Ô‚ Ú„È ÈÓÁÏ‰ ˙È· È˘ÈÏ Ô·¢
¢ÂÓÚ (ÁÈ∫ÊË ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘). The people recognized his spiritual nature. Yet, they
also realized that he was one of the people. They were able to relate to him
as a person — as a son, as a member of the community of ÌÁÏ ˙È·, as a
warrior, as a ÔÂ·, and an ¯‡˙ ˘È‡.
As „Â„’s position in the nation became more glorious, he still maintained a very real and human persona. „Â„’s rise to ‰ÎÂÏÓ was gradual. Unlike
Â‰ÈÏ‡, who was already in a position of power at his first appearance, „Â„
worked to become established as a Ï‡¯˘È ÍÏÓ. There are numerous ÌÈ˜¯Ù
recounting the struggle between ÏÂ‡˘ and „Â„, as „Â„ slowly took over the
‰ÎÂÏÓ. These struggles provided an opportunity for „Â„ to slowly mature into
the quintessential Ï‡¯˘È ÍÏÓ.
In Ê¢È ˜¯Ù, „Â„ proved his strength by killing ˙ÈÏ‚. While „Â„’s victory
against ˙ÈÏ‚ was obviously a Ò, still it is common and normal that a king
gains power by saving his people from an enemy. Ï‡¯˘È È· were naturally
drawn to the leader who had saved them from ˙ÈÏ‚.
In Á¢È ˜¯Ù an additional aspect of „Â„’s character is revealed. The ˜ÂÒÙ
describes the friendship between „Â„ and Ô˙Â‰È: „Â„ ˘Ù· ‰¯˘˜ Ô˙Â‰È ˘ÙÂ¢
¢Â˘ÙÎ Ô˙Â‰È Â‰·‰‡ÈÂ (‡∫ÁÈ ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘). It is not surprising that Í¢˙ records the
human friendship of „Â„. Friendship is a deep emotional bond that every
human being feels. Any reader of Í¢˙ can relate to the bond which „Â„
experienced.
Not only does a reader of Í¢˙ feel a personal connection to „Â„, but
the people themselves came to relate to „Â„ on a personal level. Ï‡¯˘È ÏÎÂ¢
¢Ì‰ÈÙÏ ‡·Â ‡ˆÂÈ ‡Â‰ ÈÎ „Â„ ˙‡ ·‰‡ ‰„Â‰ÈÂ (ÊË∫ÁÈ ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘). „Â„ gained the love and
loyalty of the people by being one of them. „Â„ was connected with the
people as he gradually established his ‰ÎÂÏÓ. He fought together with the
people against the ÌÈ˙˘ÏÙ, thereby gaining their loyalty and respect. „Â„ himself felt like one of the nation when he said Ï‡¯˘È· È·‡ ˙ÁÙ˘Ó ÈÈÁ ÈÓÂ ÈÎ‡ ÈÓ¢
¢ÍÏÓÏ Ô˙Á ‰È‰‡ ÈÎ (ÁÈ∫ÁÈ ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘). „Â„ did not deem himself worthy of marrying ÏÂ‡˘’s daughter, considering himself like anyone else in Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎÆ
After „Â„ established himself as a ÍÏÓ, he remained a very real and
approachable figure. In particular, his sins make it easier for us to identify
with him. We, like „Â„, fall and sin, yet we can take strength from the courage of „Â„ as he overcame obstacles and performed ˙Ó‡ Ï˘ ‰·Â˘˙. We can
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identify with the fall of „Â„ when he sinned with Ú·˘ ˙·; feel his sorrow
when ÌÂÏ˘·‡, his own son, rebelled against him; connect to the emotions
he expressed in ÌÈÏÈ‰˙ ¯ÙÒÆ
In contrast to the approachable personality of „Â„, Â‰ÈÏ‡ was aloof. Â‰ÈÏ‡
simply appeared. We know nothing about any relationship he might have
to Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ, as even his Ë·˘ was not mentioned. He was certainly not one of
the people. On the contrary; he established himself as a dominating force
above them. Â‰ÈÏ‡’s entire personality was characterized by his ß‰ È¯·„Ï ˙Â‡˜.
Â‰ÈÏ‡ himself even admitted to his distance from the people when he declared, ¢È„·Ï ß‰Ï ‡È· È˙¯˙Â È‡ ÌÚ‰ Ï‡ Â‰ÈÏ‡ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ¢ (·Î∫ÁÈ ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ). Â‰ÈÏ‡ was a
singular defender of ß‰, performing decisive actions to prove ß‰’s presence.

˙Â‡˜: The ‰„ÈÓ of Â‰ÈÏ‡
Â‰ÈÏ‡’s sudden appearance in ÊÈ ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ is related to his ˙Â‡˜. Â‰ÈÏ‡’s appearance was precipitated by an unparalleled level of ‡ËÁ in Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚÆ The leaders at that time were ·‡Á‡ and his wicked queen, Ï·ÊÈ‡. The ‡È· describes
their sins as follows: Ï‡¯˘È ÈÎÏÓ ÏÎÓ Ï‡¯˘È È˜Ï‡ ß‰ ˙‡ ÒÈÚÎ‰Ï ˙Â˘ÚÏ ·‡Á‡ ÛÒÂÈÂ¢
¢ÂÈÙÏ ÂÈ‰ ¯˘‡ (‚Ï∫ÊË ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ). ·‡Á‡’s ÌÈ‡ËÁ were motivated by a desire ÒÈÚÎ‰Ï¢
¢ß‰ ˙‡Æ The end of ÊË ˜¯Ù describes the rampant ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú which infested all
of Ï‡¯˘È ˙ÂÎÏÓÆ Â‰ÈÏ‡ saw how Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎ was disgracing ß‰ È¯·„ and, as a È‡˜
ß‰Ï, he was compelled to act.
The ‡¯Ó‚ in ÔÈ¯„‰Ò elaborates on Â‰ÈÏ‡’s desire to defend ß‰. The ‡¯Ó‚
links the last ‡ËÁ described in ÊË ˜¯Ù to Â‰ÈÏ‡’s appearance in ÊÈ ˜¯Ù. The last
˜ÂÒÙ of ÊË ˜¯Ù describes the sinful rebuilding of the city of ÂÁÈ¯È. Ï‡ÈÁ ‰· ÂÈÓÈ·¢
„È· ¯·„ ¯˘‡ ß‰ ¯·„Î ‰È˙Ï„ ·Èˆ‰ Â¯ÈÚˆ ·È‚˘·Â ‰„ÒÈ Â¯Î· Ì¯È·‡· ‰ÁÈ¯È ˙‡ ÈÏ‡‰ ˙È·
¢ÔÂ Ô· Ú˘Â‰È („Ï∫ÊË ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ). The ‡¯Ó‚ (‡¢Ú ‚È˜ ¨ÔÈ¯„‰Ò) inserts a conversation
between this act and Â‰ÈÏ‡’s sudden appearance in ÊÈ ˜¯Ù, when Â‰ÈÏ‡ brought
a drought. The ‡¯Ó‚ says:
Ì˙¯ÒÂ¢ ·È˙Î„ ‡ÓÈÈ˜Ó ‡˜ ‡Ï ‰˘Ó„ ‡˙ËÂÂÏ ‡˙˘‰ ‰ÈÏ ¯Ó‡ ÔÈ‡ Â‰ÈÏ‡ Ï¢‡
ÌÈ˜Â‡ ‡¯·‚ ‡Â‰‰Â ¢Â‚Â ÌÈÓ˘‰ ˙‡ ¯ˆÚÂ ÌÎ· ‰ Û‡ ‰¯ÁÂ¢ ·È˙ÎÂ ¢Â‚Â Ì˙„·ÚÂ
‰ÈÏ „‚ÒÈÓ ÏÊÈÓ„ ‡¯ËÈÓ ‰ÈÏ ˜È·˘ ‡ÏÂ ÌÏ˙Â ÌÏ˙ ÏÎ ÏÚ ÌÈ·ÎÂÎ ˙„Â·Ú ‰ÈÏ
ÈÁ „ÚÏ‚ È·˘Â˙Ó È·˘˙‰ Â‰ÈÏ‡ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ¢ „ÈÓ ‡ÓÈÈ˜Ó ‰È„ÈÓÏ˙ Ú˘Â‰È„ ‡˙ËÂÂÏ
Ì˜Â ‡¯ËÓ„ ‡„ÈÏ˜‡ ‰ÈÏ Â·‰Â ÈÓÁ¯ ÈÚ· ¢Â‚Â ¯ËÓÂ ÏË ‰È‰È Ì‡ Ï‡¯˘È È˜Ï‡ ß‰
ÏÊ‡Â
This ‡¯Ó‚ notes the significance of the fulfillment of the curse of Ú˘Â‰È
with regard to ÂÁÈ¯È ÔÈ·. Ú˘Â‰È promised ¯ÈÚ‰ ˙‡ ‰·Â ÌÂ˜È ¯˘‡ ß‰ ÈÙÏ ˘È‡‰ ¯Â¯‡¢
¢‰È˙Ï„ ·ÈˆÈ Â¯ÈÚˆ·Â ‰„ÒÈÈ Â¯Î·· ÂÁÈ¯È ˙‡ ˙‡Ê‰ (ÂÎ∫Â ¨Ú˘Â‰È). This exact ÔÂ˘Ï is used
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to describe the punishment of Ï‡ÈÁ, who had rebuilt the city at the time of
Â‰ÈÏ‡. After observing that the curse of Ú˘Â‰È was fulfilled, Â‰ÈÏ‡ insisted that
the curse of ‰˘Ó in the ‰¯Â˙ also be fulfilled. He insisted that it would be
proper if there would also be an ÌÈÓ˘‚ ˙¯ÈˆÚ as punishment for the ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú
of Ï‡¯˘È È·. Immediately, Â‰ÈÏ‡ appeared and swore, ¢ÆÆÆ¯ËÓÂ ÏË ‰È‰È Ì‡¢ (ÌÈÎÏÓ
‡∫ÊÈ ¨‡). The ‡¯Ó‚ demonstrates that Â‰ÈÏ‡’s sole intention in bringing the
drought was to defend the honor of ß‰.
Not only did Â‰ÈÏ‡ act on behalf of ß‰, but he acted out of a sincere
concern for the future of Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ. Â‰ÈÏ‡ brought the drought as an act of
˙Â‡˜ in order to arouse the people to do ‰·Â˘˙. Had Ï‡¯˘È È· not done
‰·Â˘˙, they would have been subjected to the ˘ÂÚ that ß‰ promised ‰ÓÏ˘
ÍÏÓ‰:
È˙˙ ¯˘‡ È˙˜Á È˙ÂˆÓ ˙‡ Â¯Ó˘˙ ‡ÏÂ È¯Á‡Ó ÌÎÈ·Â Ì˙‡ ÔÂ·˘˙ ·Â˘ Ì‡
Ï‡¯˘È ˙‡ È˙¯Î‰Â ÆÌ‰Ï Ì˙ÈÂÁ˙˘‰Â ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ‰Ï‡ Ì˙„·ÚÂ Ì˙ÎÏ‰Â ÌÎÈÙÏ
ÈÙ ÏÚÓ ÁÏ˘‡ ÈÓ˘Ï È˙˘„˜‰ ¯˘‡ ˙È·‰ ˙‡Â Ì‰Ï È˙˙ ¯˘‡ ‰Ó„‡‰ ÈÙ ÏÚÓ
(Ê-Â∫Ë ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ) ÌÈÓÚ‰ ÏÎ· ‰È˘ÏÂ Ï˘ÓÏ Ï‡¯˘È ‰È‰Â
If Â‰ÈÏ‡ had not aroused the people to do ‰·Â˘˙ they would have fallen
to the doom of ¢‰Ó„‡‰ ÈÙ ÏÚÓ Ï‡¯˘È ˙‡ È˙¯Î‰Â¢, a point of no return. Â‰ÈÏ‡ was
compelled to act out of a love for Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ to ensure the future of Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎÆ
In this way, Â‰ÈÏ‡ was very similar to the other famous È‡˜, ÒÁÙ, whose
act of ˙Â‡˜ was precipitated by similar motives. These similarities motivate
ÈÂÚÓ˘ ËÂ˜ÏÈ to say that ¢Â‰ÈÏ‡ ‰Ê ÒÁÈÙ¢ (‡Ú˘˙ ¨‰¯Â˙ ˘¢ÏÈ). Like Â‰ÈÏ‡, ÒÁÙ observed Ï‡¯˘È È‡ËÁ and felt compelled to act as a ß‰ ¯·„Ï È‡˜Æ
¯Á‡ ‡·ÈÂ. Â„È· ÁÓ¯ Á˜ÈÂ ‰„Ú‰ ÍÂ˙Ó Ì˜ÈÂ Ô‰Î‰ Ô¯‰‡ Ô· ¯ÊÚÏ‡ Ô· ÒÁÈÙ ‡¯ÈÂ
‰˙·˜ Ï‡ ‰˘‡‰ ˙‡Â Ï‡¯˘È ˘È‡ ˙‡ Ì‰È˘ ˙‡ ¯˜„ÈÂ ‰·˜‰ Ï‡ Ï‡¯˘È ˘È‡
Æ(Á-Ê∫‰Î ¨¯·„Ó·) Ï‡¯˘È È· ÏÚÓ ‰Ù‚Ó‰ ¯ˆÚ˙Â
ÒÁÙ’s action was, ultimately, a bold defense of Ï‡¯˘È È·. By defending
God’s honor, ÒÁÙ saved Ï‡¯˘È È· from the plague which ß‰ had brought. In
this way ÒÁÙ and Â‰ÈÏ‡ are similar. Their zealousness was caused by a desire
to uphold the honor of ß‰, and by a sense of concern for the wellbeing of È·
Ï‡¯˘È.
This character trait of zealousness, which guided Â‰ÈÏ‡’s action, had an
important function in determining the future of Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎ. If Â‰ÈÏ‡ had not
acted decisively, then Ï‡¯˘È È· would have suffered even worse consequences.
Yet, Â‰ÈÏ‡ could not lead Ï‡¯˘È È· permanently. The approachable character
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of „Â„ makes for a more successful leader. „Â„ refrained from daring acts of
zealousness. For example, „Â„ did not kill ÌÂÏ˘·‡ and ÏÂ‡˘, who were „¯ÂÓ
˙ÂÎÏÓ· and should have been killed, because „Â„ realized that killing them
would create an uproar in Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎ.

Physical Appearances
An additional point of comparison between Â‰ÈÏ‡ and „Â„ is their physical
descriptions, which reflect their contrasting personalities.
Â‰ÈÏ‡’s physical description first appears in Á∫‡ ¨· ÌÈÎÏÓ, shortly after
his ‰ÈÏÚ to ÌÈÓ˘. This physical description comes late in Â‰ÈÏ‡’s career, after
his promise of drought, after his demonstration at ÏÓ¯Î‰ ¯‰, and after he
resurrected the young child. In contrast, „Â„’s physical description appears
before he began his career as a leader (·È∫ÊË ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘). This contrast is consistent with Â‰ÈÏ‡’s nature as a spiritual being. His physical appearance is
unimportant to his character. „Â„, however, has a very human personality; a
physical description enhances the approachable image of his personality.
This point becomes even more clear when we compare the physical
descriptions. Â‰ÈÏ‡ is described as an ¢ÂÈ˙Ó· ¯ÂÊ‡ ¯ÂÚ ¯ÂÊ‡Â ¯Ú˘ ÏÚ· ˘È‡¢ (ÌÈÎÏÓ
Á∫‡ ¨·). His hair was long and unkempt, as he paid little attention to it. He
was already wearing his belt, ready to react immediately to any spiritual task
that would arise. Indeed, it is because of this purely spiritual image that
‰ÈÊÁ‡ immediately recognized him as ¢È·˘˙‰ Â‰ÈÏ‡¢ (Á∫‡ ¨· ÌÈÎÏÓ).
The description of „Â„ is the exact opposite. „Â„ is described as an
¢È‡¯ ·ÂËÂ ÌÈÈÚ ‰ÙÈ ÌÚ ÈÂÓ„‡¢ (·È∫ÊË ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘). „Â„ had a pleasant and congenial
appearance. In fact, since „Â„’s appearance was so indiscreet and unremarkable, Ï‡ÂÓ˘ doubted if he is indeed the king, as he possessed no striking or
distinguishing features. ß‰ had to tell Ï‡ÂÓ˘, ¢‡Â‰ ‰Ê ÈÎ Â‰Á˘Ó ÌÂ˜¢ (¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘
·È∫ÊË). „Â„’s physical description matches his role as a leader who was close to
the common person.

A Deeper look into the Spirituality of Â‰ÈÏ‡
Another contrast between Â‰ÈÏ‡ and „Â„ is the way in which they led È·
Ï‡¯˘È to recognize ß‰. „Â„ taught the people about ß‰’s power by killing ˙ÈÏ‚.
Right before „Â„ defeated ˙ÈÏ‚ he said, ÈÎ ı¯‡‰ ÏÎ ÂÚ„ÈÂ ÆÆÆÈ„È· ß‰ Í¯‚ÒÈ ‰Ê‰ ÌÂÈ‰¢
¢Ï‡¯˘ÈÏ ÌÈ˜Ï‡ ˘È (ÂÓ∫ÊÈ ¨‡ Ï‡ÂÓ˘).
Â‰ÈÏ‡, in contrast, helped the nation realize that ¢ÌÈ˜Ï‡‰ ‡Â‰ ß‰¢ (ÌÈÎÏÓ
ËÏ∫ÁÈ ¨‡) through drastic and unpleasant measures. Â‰ÈÏ‡ punished the nation
with a drought in order to facilitate their gathering at ÏÓ¯Î‰ ¯‰, where he
proved that indeed ¢ÌÈ˜Ï‡‰ ‡Â‰ ß‰¢. This is the Í¯„ of a zealot.
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Yet it is important to realize that the drought was motivated by Â‰ÈÏ‡’s
desire to act for the good of Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎ, because this punishment could ultimately prevent their banishment into ˙ÂÏ‚. Perhaps this is why the story of
the widow whose son was saved by Â‰ÈÏ‡ appears following Â‰ÈÏ‡’s declaration
of a drought. During his stay with the widow, the ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ portray Â‰ÈÏ‡ as a
ÔÓÁ¯ who sustained the widow by granting her an endless supply of oil and
flour. This reflects Â‰ÈÏ‡’s sincere motivations; even in bringing a drought
upon Ï‡¯˘È È·, his goal was to bring life. In fact, Â‰ÈÏ‡’s prayer when he
resurrected the widow’s son indicates his ultimate concerns. ¯Ó‡ÈÂ ß‰ Ï‡ ‡¯˜ÈÂ¢
¢‰· ˙‡ ˙ÈÓ‰Ï ˙ÂÚ¯‰ ‰ÓÚ ¯¯Â‚˙Ó È‡ ¯˘‡ ‰ÓÏ‡‰ ÏÚ Ì‚‰ È˜Ï‡ ß‰ (Î∫ÊÈ ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ).
What Â‰ÈÏ‡, as an ÌÈ˜ÂÏ‡ ˘È‡, really wanted is resurrection, both for the woman’s son and also for the nation.
Additionally, this story demonstrates the extent to which Â‰ÈÏ‡’s entire essence was miraculous and spiritual. When the ‰ÓÏ‡ ‰˘‡ complained
of lack of food, Â‰ÈÏ‡ remedied this problem through a miracle (Î∫ÊÈ ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ).
Indeed Â‰ÈÏ‡ performed the ultimate miracle when he revived the son of the
‰ÓÏ‡ ‰˘‡.
The story of the ‰ÓÏ‡ ‰˘‡ is followed by the pinnacle of Â‰ÈÏ‡’s success as a zealot: the events at ÏÓ¯Î‰ ¯‰, which end when all those present
proclaim belief in the one God. At ÏÓ¯Î‰ ¯‰, Ï‡¯˘È È· came to the realization that ¢ÌÈ˜Ï‡‰ ‡Â‰ ß‰¢ (ËÏ∫ÁÈ ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ), and chose ß‰ over the ÏÚ·. Â‰ÈÏ‡ then
tried to make the people act on this acceptance, by instructing the nation
to capture and kill the ÏÚ·‰ È‡È· in ÔÂ˘È˜ ÏÁ (Ó∫ÁÈ ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ). Â‰ÈÏ‡ brought
them specifically to ÔÂ˘È˜ ÏÁ in order to remind them of the salvation which
took place in ÔÂ˘È˜ ÏÁ at the time of ‰¯Â·„ („ ÌÈËÙÂ˘). After her salvation,
‰¯Â·„ sang a song of thanks to ß‰ in which she declared her full allegiance to
ß‰. By reminding the nation of this, Â‰ÈÏ‡ hoped to ensure that the experience at ÏÓ¯Î‰ ¯‰ and the proclamation of ¢ÌÈ˜Ï‡‰ ‡Â‰ ß‰¢ would leave a lasting impression on the nation.
It is interesting to note that we mimic this proclamation of ‡Â‰ ß‰¢
¢ÌÈ˜Ï‡‰ every year on ¯ÂÙÈÎ ÌÂÈ. After fasting and praying for an entire day, we
too strive to relive some of ÏÓ¯Î ¯‰ by proclaiming ¢ÌÈ˜Ï‡‰ ‡Â‰ ß‰¢. It is our
hope that this will also have a lasting impression, and that we will be able to
draw inspiration from it throughout the following year.
During the demonstration at ÏÓ¯Î ¯‰, the image of fire played a prevalent role. When Â‰ÈÏ‡ drenched the ¯Ù with water („Ï∫ÁÈ ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ), the fire
still burnt it. Indeed, the fire soaked up all the water. Â‰ÈÏ‡ also used fire in
other contexts. For example, Â‰ÈÏ‡ sent a fire that consumed the messengers
of Â‰ÈÊÁ‡ („È≠·È∫‡ ¨· ÌÈÎÏÓ), and Â‰ÈÏ‡ ascended to ÌÈÓ˘ in a fire (‡È∫· ¨· ÌÈÎÏÓ).
Â‰ÈÏ‡’s use of fire is consistent with his fiery spirituality. Fire, by its ephemeral nature, evokes an image of something which converts the physical into
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spiritual, just as fire consecrates a Ô·¯˜ and makes it into an ‰ÏÂÚ to ß‰. Water,
on the other hand, descends from the heavens to nourish the earth. It brings
spirituality into the physical. At ÏÓ¯Î ¯‰, Â‰ÈÏ‡ brought down a fire which
consumed even all the water that surrounded the Ô·¯˜. Â‰ÈÏ‡ expressed his
relationship with ß‰ through fire, and not water. He was a zealot who could
only fathom pure spirituality.
This is, in part, why Â‰ÈÏ‡ could not be the eternal leader and was
replaced by Ú˘ÈÏ‡. In fact, Â‰ÈÏ‡’s zealous style is not fit for permanent leadership. His success at ÏÓ¯Î ¯‰ was only momentary. Ï·ÊÈ‡ immediately hunted
down Â‰ÈÏ‡ to kill him (·∫ËÈ ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ). This proves that Â‰ÈÏ‡’s actions at ¯‰
ÏÓ¯Î did not cause total religious reform, as Ï·ÊÈ‡ still possessed the authority to hunt down ÌÈ‡È·.
After this failure, Â‰ÈÏ‡ traveled to the desert, abandoning his mission
to improve Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎ. Â‰ÈÏ‡, like ‰˘Ó, went to ÈÈÒ ¯·„Ó. There are many
similarities between Â‰ÈÏ‡’s and ‰˘Ó’s experiences in ÈÈÒØ·¯ÂÁ. Â‰ÈÏ‡ stayed in
·¯ÂÁ for four days (Á∫ËÈ ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ), reminiscent of ‰˘Ó’s stay of forty days on ¯‰
ÈÈÒ. Both Â‰ÈÏ‡ and ‰˘Ó received a ˙ÂÏ‚˙‰ at ·¯ÂÁ („È≠Ë∫ËÈ ¨˙ÂÓ˘ and ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ
Ë≠‡∫‚). These similarities only serve to highlight the very different roles played
by Â‰ÈÏ‡ and ‰˘Ó. ‰˘Ó received his ˙ÂÁÈÏ˘ at ·¯ÂÁ as a leader of Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎ.
Â‰ÈÏ‡ arrived at ·¯ÂÁ as failed leader. He was unable to permanently raise È·
Ï‡¯˘È to higher spiritual levels. It is at this point that ß‰ asked Â‰ÈÏ‡: ‰Ù ÍÏ ‰Ó¢
¢Â‰ÈÏ‡ and Â‰ÈÏ‡ answered, ¢ß‰Ï È˙‡˜ ‡˜¢ (È≠Ë∫ËÈ ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ). Â‰ÈÏ‡ declared that
his zealousness was linked to his failure. Immediately, ß‰ revealed Himself to
Â‰ÈÏ‡. ß‰ showed that He is not in fire, noise, or storm, but in ‰˜„ ‰ÓÓ„ ÏÂ˜. ß‰
does not only rule through zealousness, but in softer ways as well. Yet, following God’s revelation in the still voice, Â‰ÈÏ‡ repeated his previous declaration, ¢ß‰Ï È˙‡˜ ‡˜¢ („È∫ËÈ ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ). Â‰ÈÏ‡, it seems, was only able to lead
with zealousness, which is why ß‰, at this point, stripped Â‰ÈÏ‡ of his leadership, commanding him to appoint Ú˘ÈÏ‡.
Ï‡È¯‡ Ï‡‚È in his work, ÍÏÓ ˘„˜Ó, views Â‰ÈÏ‡’s life as an ongoing educational process.1 ß‰ sent Â‰ÈÏ‡ to the ‰ÓÏ‡ ‰˘‡ in order to show him that he
must lead also with other ˙Â„ÈÓ besides zealousness. In sending Â‰ÈÏ‡ to the
‰ÓÏ‡ ‰˘‡, ß‰ was showing him the drastic results of the drought he declared
— widows and orphans were starving because of his zealousness. Still, Â‰ÈÏ‡
did not bring rain until ß‰ commanded him to do so (‡∫ÁÈ ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ). Again, as
we have noted, Â‰ÈÏ‡ also failed to learn the lesson of the ‰˜„ ‰ÓÓ„ ÏÂ˜. Â‰ÈÏ‡
could only approach ß‰ though zealousness. Therefore he was destined to
ascend to heaven in a fire, as Â‰ÈÏ‡ could only live a pure spiritual existence.
Yet, we should not view Â‰ÈÏ‡’s leadership as a complete failure, for he
brought the nation to accept ß‰ and declare ¢ÌÈ˜ÂÏ‡‰ ‡Â‰ ß‰¢. This declaration
saved Ï‡¯˘È È· from exile, and served a very important function. „Â„ was also
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extremely successful, as he brought the nation to the spiritual level of preparedness for ˘„˜Ó‰ ÔÈ·. In fact, both „Â„ and Â‰ÈÏ‡ are blessed with the
expression „Â„ È˜Ï‡ and Â‰ÈÏ‡ È˜Ï‡ (·∫Î ¨„È∫· ¨· ÌÈÎÏÓ) This phrase, which is
otherwise used to describe only the ˙Â·‡, is reserved for the ultimate leaders
of Ï‡¯˘È È·. It is clear, therefore, that both Â‰ÈÏ‡ and „Â„ performed important functions. „Â„ was a successful leader because he related to Ï‡¯˘È È· on
a practical level; he served as a realistic example in everyday life. „Â„’s mode
of leadership brought Ï‡¯˘È È· to the spiritual state of being, capable and
ready to build the ˘„˜Ó‰ ˙È·. Â‰ÈÏ‡’s style of leadership provided Ï‡¯˘È È·
with an intense, even if short-lived, moment of religious inspiration. Both
styles of leadership are neccesary, which is perhaps why ‡È·‰ Â‰ÈÏ‡ and ˙ÂÎÏÓ
„Â„ ˙È· are the critical pair which will lead Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ in the days of ÁÈ˘Ó.
1

±ππ¥ ¨ÔÈÙÒÈÁ ¨ÍÏÓ ˘„˜Ó ¨Ï‡È¯‡ Ï‡‚È.
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ÒÁÙ’s Zealousness
Ariela Adler

THE STORY of ÒÁÙ’s zealousness (‚È≠‡∫‰Î ¨¯·„Ó·) raises many questions.
How could ‰˘Ó not know what to do? Why was ÒÁÙ not a simple murderer?
What is the nature of the reward of ‰Â‰Î that ÒÁÙ received? Wasn’t he
already a Ô‰Î? The answers to these questions are deeply interrelated. Various ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ answer these questions differently.
The ‰¯Â˙ begins by placing these events in historical context. The
first ˜ÂÒÙ reads, ¢·‡ÂÓ ˙Â· Ï‡ ˙ÂÊÏ ÌÚ‰ ÏÁÈÂ¢. The fact that the women in
question came from ·‡ÂÓ implies a connection to the previous ‰˘¯Ù, in which
ÌÚÏ· tried to curse Ï‡¯˘È È· for the benefit of ·‡ÂÓ. A later ˜ÂÒÙ makes explicit that ÌÚÏ· had hatched this plan to bring a plague upon Ï‡¯˘È È· (¨¯·„Ó·
ÊË∫‡Ï). ÌÚÏ· learned the hard way that he could not curse Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ on his
own. The only way to bring harm to Ï‡¯˘È È· was to cause them to bring it
upon themselves.
‰·¯ ¯·„Ó· (·Î∫Î) emphasizes that the relationship with the women of
·‡ÂÓ was a first step toward idolatrous worship of ¯ÂÚÙ ÏÚ·. According to the
˘¯„Ó, one of the ˙ÂÈÂÎÊ of the Jews in ÌÈ¯ˆÓ was the fact that the Jews had no
involvement with ˙ÂÈ¯Ú ÈÂÏ‚. They did not violate this sin until they arrived
in ÌÈË˘. That is why the ˜ÂÒÙ says, ¢˙ÂÊÏ ÌÚ‰ ÏÁÈÂ ÌÈË˘· Ï‡¯˘È ·˘ÈÂ¢ (‡∫‰Î).
The men were so attracted to the women that they were willing to do ‰„Â·Ú
‰¯Ê as a means to get closer to the women. È¢˘¯ explains that a woman would
take out the image of ¯ÚÙ and tell the man to bow down to it. È¢˘¯, based on
the ˘¯„Ó, explains that the women would have the Jewish men uncover
themselves and relieve themselves in front of the ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú as a way of serving it (‚≠·∫‰Î ¨¯·„Ó·). This angered ß‰ so much that he sent a ‰Ù‚Ó (the ‰Ù‚Ó
is only mentioned later, in Ë ˜ÂÒÙ). At this point, ‰˘Ó was instructed to take
the ÌÚ‰ È˘‡¯ and hang the people who had been worshipping ¯ÚÙ ÏÚ· (˜ÂÒÙ
„). Usually the execution for ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú is stoning, but in this case the criminals were hanged, so that everyone would see and understand the severity
of the sin. Hence the requirement to hang them ¢˘Ó˘‰ „‚¢ („ ˜ÂÒÙ), so that
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they would be visible to all. R. Hirsch adds that although not everyone was
sinning, they were all responsible to try and stop it from continuing (¨„∫‰Î
¯Ó‡ÈÂ ‰¢„).
When È¯ÓÊ took È·ÊÎ in front of the „ÚÓ Ï‰‡, no one, including ‰˘Ó,
knew what to do. È¯ÓÊ had brought her to ‰˘Ó because he wanted to “ask” if
she was ¯ÂÒ‡ or ¯˙ÂÓ. The ˘¯„Ó („Î∫Î ¨‰·¯ ¯·„Ó·) explains that È¯ÓÈÊ was
taunting ‰˘Ó by saying, “If she is ¯ÂÒ‡ to me, than why is your ˙ÈÈ„Ó wife
permitted to you?” ‰˘Ó was so shocked that he forgot the ‰ÎÏ‰ and was
unable to respond. Perhaps this explains why the people were crying
(Â ˜ÂÒÙ). They were crying because no one, including ‰˘Ó, understood what
to do. Alternatively, ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡ explains that they were crying and praying
that things should work out properly. ÈÂ˜ÊÁ, in contrast, relates the tears to
‰˘Ó’s command to kill the sinners. They were crying over the fact that they
had been commanded to kill their relatives. At this point ‰˘Ó returned to
himself, and explained that it was in fact permissible for ‰˘Ó to marry the
˙ÈÈ„Ó woman because they had been married before ‰¯Â˙ Ô˙Ó. His wife had
in fact “converted” together with the rest of the nation.
In this context, the words ¢ÒÁÙ ‡¯ÈÂ¢ are understood by many ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ
to mean that ÒÁÙ remembered the ‰ÎÏ‰ of Â· ÌÈÚ‚ÂÙ ÌÈ‡˜. È¢˘¯ explains that
ÒÁÙ went to ‰˘Ó and said “I learned from you that when one is performing
˙ÂÊ with an ÈÓ¯‡, then the law of Â· ÌÈÚ‚ÂÙ ÌÈ‡˜ applies.” ‰˘Ó responded,
“Since you remembered the ‰ÎÏ‰, you should be the one to carry it out.”
ÒÁÙ picked up the spear and killed the two sinners. As he speared the two of
them, the ‰Ù‚Ó stopped, but only after 24,000 people had already died. Rav
Hirsch (‰Ú·¯‡ ‰¢„ ¨Â∫‰Î ¨¯·„Ó·) notes that at the time of the Ï‚Ú only 3,000
people died. There it was only a local sin of a “metaphysical” nature. But
here they had become involved in the entire culture of ˙ÂÊ and ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú.
Ì¢·Ó¯ summarizes the conditions under which the law of ÌÈÚ‚ÂÙ ÌÈ‡˜
Â· applies („∫·È ¨‰‡È· È¯ÂÒÈ‡ ˙ÂÎÏ‰). The sinner must be killed during his performance of the sin. If the È‡˜ kills the sinners after they complete their act,
than it is a simple murder. ÔÈ„ ˙È· could not be asked if it is permitted to kill
them, and if they were to be asked they could not permit the act. Furthermore, if the sinner kills the È‡˜ in self defense, he is not ·ÈÈÁ.
È¢˘¯ explains the ˜ÂÒÙ which says that ÒÁÙ emerged to do the act ÍÂ˙Ó¢
¢‰„Ú‰. The ‰„Ú refers to the ÔÈ¯„‰Ò, who were discussing what should be
done about the situation. This raises a question. If the ÔÈ¯„‰Ò were discussing the issue, then why was ÒÁÙ permitted to act as a È‡˜? ÈÂ˘Á ‰„Â‰È, in ˙Â‚‰
ÚÂ·˘‰ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù·, answers these difficulties (pp. 673-674). Although ÒÁÙ approached ‰˘Ó, he never specifically asked if he could kill the sinners. The
act of ˙Â‡˜ is prohibited once the È‡˜ asks permission. Asking implies that
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the È‡˜ was acting in a clear mind, instead of out of the passionate zealousness of the moment.
ÔÈ¯„‰Ò ÈÓÏ˘Â¯È(Ê¢‰∫Ë¢Ù) says that ÒÁÙ did not act following the will of
the ÌÈÓÎÁ. ÚÂ·˘‰ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù· ˙Â‚‰ explains that the ÌÈÓÎÁ were concerned only
with the letter of the law. The actual ‰ÎÏ‰ says that ÌÈ‡˜ (plural) can kill
the sinner, but it does not say that a single È‡˜ could do so. The ÌÈÓÎÁ were
worried that if all the conditions were not properly met, È¯ÓÊ’s relatives would
be permitted to kill ÒÁÙ. Another possible explanation is that ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏ it
was not a good thing to carry out Â· ÌÈÚ‚ÂÙ ÌÈ‡˜. Therefore, the ÌÈÓÎÁ were
unhappy. However, „·ÚÈ„·, once the act was performed, ß‰ considered it
praiseworthy. That was why Ì¢·Ó¯ in ‰‡È· ¯ÂÒÈ‡ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ („∫·È) writes ¢Â· ÂÚ‚Ù Ì‡¢
instead of ¢Â· ÚÂ‚ÙÏ ˘È¢.
‰˘Ó himself was unable to carry out the act of killing the sinners. As
È¢˘¯ explains, È¯ÓÊ had been taunting ‰˘Ó about his ˙ÈÈ„Ó wife. Had ‰˘Ó
been the È‡˜ who killed È¯ÓÊ, people might think that he did so because of
his personal emotional involvement in the case. Furthermore, ‰˘Ó could
not carry out the act of Â· ÌÈÚ‚ÂÙ ÌÈ‡˜ because he was considered the ÔÈ„ ˙È·
ÏÂ„‚ of those times. Since the È‡˜ could not ask for permission from ÔÈ„ ˙È· to
perform the act, ‰˘Ó himself could not kill the sinners.
Still this does not explain why part of ÒÁÙ’s reward is, ÂÚ¯ÊÏÂ ÂÏ ‰˙È‰Â¢
¢ÌÏÂÚ ˙‰Î ˙È¯· ÂÈ¯Á‡ (‚È ˜ÂÒÙ). After all, ÒÁÙ was already a Ô‰Î, as Ê ˜ÂÒÙ says,
¢Ô‰Î‰ Ô¯‰‡ Ô· ¯ÊÚÏ‡ Ô· ÒÁÈÙ¢. È¢˘¯ explains that ÔÂ¯‰‡ was given the ‰Â‰Î for
himself and for all future generations. ÒÁÙ was alive at the time of that
promise, and he was, therefore, not a future generation. In contrast, ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡
and ÈÂ˜ÊÁ explain that ÒÁÙ was rewarded by being made a Ô‰Î ÏÂ„‚, because a
ÏÂ„‚ Ô‰Î atones for the whole ÌÚ just as ÒÁÙ did by killing the two sinners.
To summarize, ÒÁÙ did what he should have done. In doing so, he
taught all of Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎ very important lessons about the eagerness one should
have when doing something for ß‰.
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˜ÁˆÈ and Â˘Ú: A Story of Father and Son
Devorah Wolf

THE STORY OF the ˙ÂÎ¯· of ·˜ÚÈ and Â˘Ú provides us with a glimpse into
one of Í¢˙’s most famous and most mysterious families. Rich and complex,
this pivotal episode elucidates aspects of its characters’ personalities and
raises many questions. Why did ‰˜·¯ feel she needed to trick her husband
into giving the ‰Î¯· to ·˜ÚÈ? How could ·˜ÚÈ, the quintessential Ì˙ ˘È‡ and
˙Ó‡ ˘È‡, go along with such a scheme? How does the character of Â˘Ú fit
into the story? What did ˜ÁˆÈ think of Â˘Ú and what were his intentions in
blessing him? In this article, we will focus on the last of these questions.
Using the commentaries È¢˘¯ and ˜¢„¯, we will analyze ˜ÁˆÈ’s interaction
with Â˘Ú in order to understand ˜ÁˆÈ’s opinion of his eldest son, and how
that led to the ‰Î¯· he wanted to give him.
Our story is found in ˙Â„ÏÂ˙ ˙˘¯Ù, the beginning of which speaks of
the births of ·˜ÚÈ and Â˘Ú to ˜ÁˆÈ and ‰˜·¯. Merely one ˜ÂÒÙ after their births,
we already are told ·˘È Ì˙ ˘È‡ ·˜ÚÈÂ ‰„˘ ˘È‡ „Èˆ Ú„È ˘È‡ Â˘Ú È‰ÈÂ ÌÈ¯Ú‰ ÂÏ„‚ÈÂ¢
¢ÌÈÏ‰‡ (ÊÎ∫‰Î ¨˙È˘‡¯·). As both È¢˘¯ and ˜¢„¯ point out, once they reached
the age of maturity, it became evident that they would lead different lifestyles. È¢˘¯ focuses on the idea that the pre-existing personality differences
only became visible in adulthood. ˜¢„¯ explains that they only started preferring different things once they became adults. Also, we can see a difference emerging in what the two ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ think of Â˘Ú’s character; È¢˘¯ explicitly says Â˘Ú worshipped ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú and was deceitful, while ˜¢„¯ points to
Â˘Ú’s worldly characteristics and rash behavior. Commenting on a later ˜ÂÒÙ,
˜¢„¯ describes Â˘Ú this way: “·ÂËÂ ÔÂ‚‰ ˘È‡ ‰È‰ ‡Ï¢ — “He was not an upright,
good person” (¢‰˘ÚÂ¢ ‰¢„ ¨„∫ÊÎ ¨˜¢„¯).
The next ˜ÂÒÙ will begin to tell us how ˜ÁˆÈ saw Â˘Ú’s character: ·‰‡ÈÂ¢
¢·˜ÚÈ ˙‡ ˙·‰‡ ‰˜·¯Â ÂÈÙ· „Èˆ ÈÎ Â˘Ú ˙‡ ˜ÁˆÈ. ˜ÁˆÈ loved Â˘Ú for this peculiar
reason of ¢ÂÈÙ· „Èˆ ÈÎ¢. Simply, he loved him because Â˘Ú was a hunter and
brought his father food. Read this way, the word ¢ÂÈÙ¢ (his mouth) refers to
˜ÁˆÈ’s mouth; Â˘Ú put the food in ˜ÁˆÈ’s mouth. But, as È¢˘¯ points out, we
can understand ¢ÂÈ Ù ¢ to mean Â˘Ú’s mouth. According to the ˘¯ „Ó in
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‰·¯ ˙È˘‡¯· ®È∫‚Ò), Â˘Ú used to ask his father questions such as how to take
¯˘ÚÓ on straw and salt, both items from which one need not take ¯˘ÚÓ.
Skillfully crafting his words, he pretended to be unusually exacting in his
performance of ˙ÂÂˆÓ, and tricked his father into thinking as much. Read
this way, ˜ÁˆÈ loved Â˘Ú because Â˘Ú had „Èˆ, or the ability to deceive his
father through his words, in his mouth. È¢˘¯ explains that ˜ÁˆÈ was utterly
fooled by his cunning eldest child.
˜¢„¯, however, takes a different approach. His comment on the word
¢·‰‡ÈÂ¢ is as follows: ·˜ÚÈ ·‰Â‡ ‰È‰ ¯˙ÂÈÂ ¯˙ÂÈ ÈÎ ¨·‰Â‡ ‰È‰ ·˜ÚÈ ÈÎ ¯Ó‡Ï ÍÈ¯ˆ ÔÈ‡¢
¢Â˘Ú ˙‡ ·‰Â‡ ‰È‰˘Ó. This does not mean that ˜ÁˆÈ loved Â˘Ú more than ·˜ÚÈ,
as we had assumed; he actually loved ·˜ÚÈ more than Â˘Ú! The ˜ÂÒÙ only tells
us of his love for Â˘Ú because without the specification, we might have
thought ˜ÁˆÈ did not love him. ˜¢„¯ further comments that ÁÎ ˜ÂÒÙ is not in
chronological order. ˜ÁˆÈ’s love for Â˘Ú, based on Â˘Ú’s providing food for
him, only occurred much later, after ˜ÁˆÈ grew old and in need of his son’s
special care. When ˜ÁˆÈ was blind and no longer capable of running household events, Â˘Ú was able to win his affection by hunting fabulous delicacies
for him, despite ˜ÁˆÈ’s clear awareness of Â˘Ú’s reckless personality. This is
not to say that Â˘Ú was trying to trick ˜ÁˆÈ; Â˘Ú was doing a genuine act of
·‡ „Â·ÈÎ. However, he only helped ˜ÁˆÈ when the latter was weak and helpless. ˜¢„¯ refers here to the beginning of ÊÎ ˜¯Ù. The ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ speak of an aging,
blind ˜ÁˆÈ, who suddenly feels an urgent need to bless his children.
È· ÂÈÏ‡ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ Ï„‚‰ Â· Â˘Ú ˙‡ ‡¯˜ÈÂ ˙‡¯Ó ÂÈÈÚ ÔÈ‰Î˙Â ˜ÁˆÈ Ô˜Ê ÈÎ È‰ÈÂ
ÍÈÏÎ ‡ ‡˘ ‰˙ÚÂ ÆÈ˙ÂÓ ÌÂÈ È˙Ú„È ‡Ï È˙˜Ê ‡ ‰‰ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ ÆÈ‰ ÂÈÏ‡ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ
‰‡È·‰Â È˙·‰‡ ¯˘‡Î ÌÈÓÚËÓ ÈÏ ‰˘ÚÂ Æ„Èˆ ÈÏ ‰„ÂˆÂ ‰„˘‰ ‡ˆÂ Í˙˘˜Â ÍÈÏ˙
Æ˙ÂÓ‡ Ì¯Ë· È˘Ù ÍÎ¯·˙ ¯Â·Ú· ‰ÏÎ‡Â ÈÏ
˜¢„¯ explains that ˜ÁˆÈ went prematurely blind; he was not actually
about to die, but he thought he was because of the blindness. This explains
the hurried nature of ˜ÁˆÈ’s request. We can also understand why he asked
Â˘Ú to hunt to facilitate the ‰Î¯·. This „Èˆ is what generated ˜ÁˆÈ’s love for
Â˘Ú. ˜ÁˆÈ wanted to be reminded of the qualities he loved most about Â˘Ú
when blessing him, and therefore requested the food.
È¢˘¯’s explanation that Â˘Ú’s strategy involved trickery hints at the
trickery that is about to follow. ‰˜·¯, who overheard all this and found it
unacceptable, enlisted ·˜ÚÈ in a plan to trick ˜ÁˆÈ into blessing his youngest
son instead of his oldest. A reluctant ·˜ÚÈ agreed, and the two of them prepared food for ˜ÁˆÈ while ·˜ÚÈ donned his brother’s hunting clothes and
hairy animal skins to simulate his brother’s appearance. He appeared before
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his father, posing as Â˘Ú, and a rather curious dialogue ensued between father and son. ‰Î≠ÁÈ ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ read as follows:
Â˘Ú ÈÎ‡ ÂÈ·‡ Ï‡ ·˜ÚÈ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ ÆÈ· ‰˙‡ ÈÓ È‰ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ È·‡ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ ÂÈ·‡ Ï‡ ‡·ÈÂ
ÆÍ˘Ù ÈÎ¯·˙ ¯Â·Ú· È„ÈˆÓ ‰ÏÎ‡Â ‰·˘ ‡ ÌÂ˜ ÈÏ‡ ˙¯·„ ¯˘‡Î È˙È˘Ú Í¯Î·
ÆÈÙÏ ÍÈ˜Ï‡ ß‰ ‰¯˜‰ ÈÎ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ È· ‡ˆÓÏ ˙¯‰Ó ‰Ê ‰Ó Â· Ï‡ ˜ÁˆÈ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ
·˜ÚÈ ˘‚ÈÂ Æ‡Ï Ì‡ Â˘Ú È· ‰Ê ‰˙‡‰ È· Í˘Ó‡Â ‡ ‰˘‚ ·˜ÚÈ Ï‡ ˜ÁˆÈ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ
ÂÈ‰ ÈÎ Â¯ÈÎ‰ ‡ÏÂ ÆÂ˘Ú È„È ÌÈ„È‰Â ·˜ÚÈ ÏÂ˜ Ï˜‰ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ Â‰˘ÓÈÂ ÂÈ·‡ ˜ÁˆÈ Ï‡
¯Ó‡ÈÂ ÆÈ‡ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ Â˘Ú È· ‰Ê ‰˙‡ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ ÆÂ‰Î¯·ÈÂ ˙¯Ú˘ ÂÈÁ‡ Â˘Ú È„ÈÎ ÂÈ„È
Æ˙˘ÈÂ ÔÈÈ ÂÏ ‡·ÈÂ ÏÎ‡ÈÂ ÂÏ ˘‚ÈÂ È˘Ù ÍÎ¯·˙ ÔÚÓÏ È· „ÈˆÓ ‰ÏÎ‡Â ÈÏ ‰˘‚‰
˜ÁˆÈ seems suspicious that the person standing before him is not Â˘Ú.
Did ˜ÁˆÈ really think he was blessing Â˘Ú? If so, how was he convinced? If
˜ÁˆÈ was not positive Â˘Ú was standing before him, why did he give the ‰Î¯·
anyway, with the risk that it would fall on the wrong son? We will again
look at È¢˘¯ and ˜¢„¯ to give us two different perspectives.
What provoked ˜ÁˆÈ’s suspicion? ˜¢„¯ points to ·˜ÚÈ’s voice itself. È¢˘¯
disagrees, explaining that it was the manner in which ·˜ÚÈ spoke which was
unusual (È¢˘¯ È˘¯ÙÓ suggest that according to È¢˘¯, ·˜ÚÈ and Â˘Ú had identical voices, so ·˜ÚÈ’s voice alone was not enough to make ˜ÁˆÈ suspicious).
·˜ÚÈ said two things that shocked his father according to È¢˘¯: ß‰ ‰¯˜‰ ÈÎ¢
¢ÈÙÏ ÍÈ˜Ï‡, and ¢‰·˘ ‡ ÌÂ˜¢. È¢˘¯ explains that the former was unusual because ¢ÂÈÙ· ¯Â‚˘ ÌÈÓ˘ Ì˘ ÔÈ‡¢, Â˘Ú did not often mention God’s name. The
latter was strange because it was spoken with ÌÈÂÁ˙ ÔÂ˘Ï: with soft, entreating language, seemingly uncharacteristic of Â˘Ú. This raises a glaring question within È¢˘¯. È¢˘¯ had told us before that ˜ÁˆÈ had been totally fooled by
Â˘Ú. ˜ÁˆÈ was thoroughly convinced of Â˘Ú’s righteousness, which is why he
wanted to give him this ‰Î¯· to begin with. If so, why would Â˘Ú’s speaking
softly and mentioning God’s name be unusual? Why would such expressions
arouse his father’s suspicion?
We may now turn to Ï¢¯‰Ó’s commentary on È¢˘¯, the ‰È¯‡ ¯Â‚. He
explains that ˜ÁˆÈ’s suspicion actually reflected his high opinion of Â˘Ú. ¯Â‚
‰È¯‡ cites Ô¢·Ó¯’s theory and then offers his own. Ô¢·Ó¯ explains that Â˘Ú was
an ‰„˘ ˘È‡, and would not mention God’s name because he was not in the
proper state to do so; he was ‡ÓË and his mind was on his hunting, disallowing proper ‰ÂÂÎ. Â˘Ú’s refraining from mentioning God’s name in this context would therefore actually show his ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È. ‰È¯‡ ¯Â‚ further posits that
Â˘Ú’s nature was to serve God out of ‰‡¯È, as opposed to ‰·‰‡, and one who
has heightened fear of God will, out of awe and reverence, not mention His
name freely. ˜ÁˆÈ respected this type of ß‰ ˙„Â·Ú, since he himself also served
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ß‰ with a great deal of ‰‡¯È. However, ˜ÁˆÈ knew this was not the case with
·˜ÚÈ, who characteristically served God with abundant ‰·‰‡, and was likely
to mention Him in his regular conversations. Therefore, hearing his son
speaking God’s name jolted ˜ÁˆÈ. Similarly, the expression ¢‰·˘ ‡ ÌÂ˜¢, spoken with ¢ÌÈÂÁ˙ ÔÂ˘Ï¢, aroused ˜ÁˆÈ’s suspicion for a positive reason. ‰È¯‡ ¯Â‚
explains that ˜ÁˆÈ saw ·˜ÚÈ as a soft-spoken person, and Â˘Ú as a bold personality. When he heard ÌÈÂÁ˙ ÔÂ˘Ï from Â˘Ú, or who he thought was Â˘Ú, he
couldn’t believe it, not because Â˘Ú always spoke brazenly and disrespectfully, but because Â˘Ú spoke like a leader, boldly and strongly. Now, when
˜ÁˆÈ heard him speaking softly, he worried: where is my leader-son? Where
is the Â˘Ú whose strength renders him capable of boldly leading a nation?
With ‰È¯‡ ¯Â‚’s explanations, we can now view ˜ÁˆÈ’s suspicion as a
manifestation of his love for Â˘Ú, of his knowledge of his son’s character and
good qualities. Now we must figure out why, with all this suspicion, ˜ÁˆÈ
gave the ‰Î¯· anyway.
‰È¯‡ ¯Â‚ takes us through ˜ÁˆÈ’s complicated calculation process. ˜ÁˆÈ,
according to È¢˘¯, thought Â˘Ú had an impeccable character, and ˜ÁˆÈ was
not sure which son was standing before him. In his mind there were now
two proofs that it was ·˜ÚÈ: ¢ÂÈÙ· ¯Â‚˘ ÌÈÓ˘ Ì˘ ÔÈ‡¢ and ¢ÌÈÂÁ˙ ÔÂ˘Ï¢ — Â˘Ú’s
uncharacteristic verbal expressions (¢ß‰ ‰¯˜‰ ÈÎ¢ and ¢‰·˘ ‡ ÌÂ˜¢). But there
were also two proofs that it was Â˘Ú. The ‡¯Ó‚ in ‰˘‰ ˘‡¯ (·¢Ú ·Î) states the
following principle: ¢È˘È‡ ‰· È¯˜˘Ó ‡Ï ¨ÈÈÂÏ‚‡Ï ‡„È·Ú„ ‡˙ÏÈÓ ÏÎ.¢ According to
this principle, people will not lie when the truth will surely be found out,
because they, in turn, will be revealed as liars. ˜ÁˆÈ reasoned that if ·˜ÚÈ has
gone through all this trouble to trick him and was actually posing as Â˘Ú, he
would know that he would eventually be found out. Â˘Ú was sure to return,
and as soon as he did, ·˜ÚÈ would be exposed. ·˜ÚÈ, being the ˙Ó‡ ˘È‡ that he
was, would certainly not want to be proven a liar, especially not in front of
his father. Therefore, thought ˜ÁˆÈ, it was unlikely that ·˜ÚÈ would go so far
to trick him, knowing the truth would be revealed. ˜ÁˆÈ’s other proof is more
clearly seen in the text: his son’s hands were hairy, unmistakably Â˘Ú’s.
‰È¯‡ ¯Â‚ balances these proofs as follows. ˜ÁˆÈ compared Â˘Ú’s mentioning of God’s name with the principle that people who will be found out do
not lie. Both acts were unusual. Nevertheless, both were possible; one can
change his mode of speech and one can lie even when doing so is unwise.
These two proofs therefore cancelled each other out in ˜ÁˆÈ’s mind. He was
now left with another unusual verbal expression weighted against a physical sign. Like before, it is unusual but possible to change one’s mode of
speech. However, to change one’s physical appearance, to grow hair on one’s
formerly smooth skin, is virtually impossible.
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According to this explanation, we can read ‚Î ˜ÂÒÙ as the resolution of
˜ÁˆÈ’s doubt. ¢Â‰Î¯·ÈÂ ˙¯Ú˘ ÂÈÁ‡ Â˘Ú È„ÈÎ ÂÈ„È ÂÈ‰ ÈÎ Â¯ÈÎ‰ ‡ÏÂ¢. The hands convinced him. Similarly, ˜ÁˆÈ’s utterance in „Î ˜ÂÒÙ must be read as a statement: ¢Â˘Ú È· ‰Ê ‰˙‡¢, i.e. you are my son Â˘Ú. È¢˘¯, with the help of ‰È¯‡ ¯Â‚,
neatly resolves our questions and shows us precisely how ˜ÁˆÈ was convinced
he was speaking to Â˘Ú.
Recall that ˜¢„¯ focuses on ·˜ÚÈ’s actual voice, not his manner of speaking, as the cause for ˜ÁˆÈ’s suspicion. ˜¢„¯ also concludes that the hairy hands
convinced ˜ÁˆÈ that Â˘Ú was the son standing before him. However, ˜¢„¯
reads „Î ˜ÂÒÙ differently than È¢˘¯; it’s a question, says ˜¢„¯, despite the fact
that it lacks the grammatical ¢‰Ï‡˘‰ ‰¢. ¢øÂ˘Ú È· ‰Ê ‰˙‡¢ — are you my son
Â˘Ú? If ˜ÁˆÈ was not sure which person stood before him, why did ˜ÁˆÈ bestow
this ‰Î¯·? ˜¢„¯ answers that ˜ÁˆÈ only checked the identity of his son as
much as he did to spare Â˘Ú’s feelings should ˜ÁˆÈ end up mistakenly blessing
·˜ÚÈ. ·˜ÚÈ was his beloved son. Therefore, says ˜¢„¯, it would not be so terrible if ·˜ÚÈ received this ‰Î¯· instead of Â˘Ú. However, it would be terrible if
Â˘Ú were made to feel that his father had been part of the trickery, as if ˜ÁˆÈ
had never really wanted to bless him. After all, ˜ÁˆÈ loved Â˘Ú and intended
this ‰Î¯· for him for a reason. Still, it seems that according to ˜¢„¯, this ‰Î¯·
was not as important as we thought.
An earlier comment by ˜¢„¯ strengthens this point. We noted before
that ˜¢„¯ referred to Â˘Ú as ¢·ÂËÂ ÔÂ‚‰ ‡Ï¢ — not an upright, good person. This
is in fact the reason, according to ˜¢„¯, that ˜ÁˆÈ needed to bless Â˘Ú at all.
Â˘Ú needed this ‰Î¯·. On his own, he was not worthy of a ‰Î¯·. On the other
hand, says ˜¢„¯, ·˜ÚÈ did not need a ‰Î¯·, nor did ˜ÁˆÈ intend to give him
one. ˜ÁˆÈ knew both that ·˜ÚÈ would receive the ‰Î¯· of Ì‰¯·‡ to be the
father of the chosen nation in the promised land, and that he would receive
it from God Himself. ˜ÁˆÈ was aware that neither he nor his father Ì‰¯·‡
received that special ‰Î¯· from their respective fathers. Each received it
directly from God, as would ·˜ÚÈ. But Â˘Ú needed a different kind of ‰Î¯· in
order to succeed.
We see, therefore, that according to ˜¢„¯ this was not the ‰Î¯· that
would determine which son would continue the line of God’s chosen nation. This was another ‰Î¯· entirely, one similar to the ˙ÂÎ¯· various fathers
in Í¢˙ gave their children, based on potential and life opportunities. This
‰Î¯·, as recorded in ËÎ≠ÁÎ ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ, contains two elements: leadership and
prosperity. It contains no mention of the two promises God bestowed upon
Ì‰¯·‡ and ˜ÁˆÈ: a special nation and a special land. Recall that according to
˜¢„¯, ˜ÁˆÈ knew exactly what type of person Â˘Ú was; he knew that this ‰Î¯·
was necessary for Â˘Ú’s future. Perhaps ˜ÁˆÈ was trying to help Â˘Ú use his
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outwardly-focused talents positively. Maybe ˜ÁˆÈ envisioned a partnership
between the two brothers, with ·˜ÚÈ the “chosen one” and Â˘Ú in some position of material or political leadership. In any case, ˜ÁˆÈ was not intending
for this ‰Î¯· to “choose” Â˘Ú; he simply wanted to give Â˘Ú a chance. But
that chance was very important, and ˜ÁˆÈ certainly hadn’t given up on Â˘Ú.
It would still be terrible if Â˘Ú ended up feeling the whole thing had been a
setup.
Presumably this ‰Î¯· was intended to “choose” Â˘Ú according to È¢˘¯.
The painstaking way ˜ÁˆÈ tried to determine which son stood before him, as
well as the drastic way he reacted upon Â˘Ú’s return, imply that ˜ÁˆÈ saw this
‰Î¯· as precursor to the special ‰Î¯· God would give the leader of the nation. The ‰Î¯· says ¢ÌÈ˜Ï‡ ÍÏ Ô˙ÈÂ¢ — ˜ÁˆÈ, could of course only bless his son
that God should bless him; still, the text of the ˘ÓÂÁ implies that this ‰Î¯·
was quite serious and È¢˘¯ does not indicate that we should assume otherwise.
A look at the end of this story will further clarify this point. After ˜ÁˆÈ
blessed ·˜ÚÈ, thinking he was Â˘Ú, Â˘Ú returned, bearing the meat he had
hunted and prepared for his aging father. ‚Ï ˜ÂÒÙ tells us ˜ÁˆÈ’s response:
‡Â·˙ Ì¯Ë· ÏÎÓ ÏÎ‡Â ÈÏ ‡·ÈÂ „Èˆ „ˆ‰ ‡Â‰ ‡ÂÙ‡ ÈÓ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ „‡Ó „Ú ‰Ï„‚ ‰„¯Á ˜ÁˆÈ „¯ÁÈÂ¢
¢‰È‰È ÍÂ¯· Ì‚ Â‰Î¯·‡Â. ˜ÁˆÈ was shocked and flustered by what has happened.
È¢˘¯ cites a ˘¯„Ó to explain this ‰„¯Á: truly trembling, ˜ÁˆÈ saw ÌÂÈ‰È‚ opening up beneath Â˘Ú. Perhaps ÌÂÈ‰È‚ here implies that ˜ÁˆÈ became aware of
the horrible consequences that would have ensued had Â˘Ú received this
‰Î¯· and been the one to lead the nation. It is interesting that the ˘¯„Ó
offers a visual reaction, since ˜ÁˆÈ had gone blind. Perhaps it would like to
hint that ˜ÁˆÈ’s blindness of perception was shattered, and he now saw both
his mistake and a very real image of disaster. Whatever the intent of this
˘¯„Ó, the ‰„¯Á according to this explanation was real and intense, highlighting ˜ÁˆÈ’s authentic shock at realizing his mistake. The words ÍÂ¯· Ì‚¢
¢‰È‰È at the end of the ˜ÂÒÙ, as È¢˘¯ explains, mean that ˜ÁˆÈ now gave his full
support to ·˜ÚÈ as receiver of this ‰Î¯·. ˜ÁˆÈ came to realize that ·˜ÚÈ was the
rightful owner of this ‰Î¯· all along. ˜ÁˆÈ said, I had been tricked, but ·˜ÚÈ
acted ¢‰Ó¯Ó·¢ — ¢‰ÓÎÁ·¢ (‰Ï ˜ÂÒÙ), wisely, as È¢˘¯ translates. Although it is
unclear what exactly made ˜ÁˆÈ realize he had been wrong all along, we can
assume that ˜ÁˆÈ had some kind of insight at this time. Perhaps it was this
vision of ÌÂÈ‰È‚, inspired by Â˘Ú, which contrasted to the ÁÈ¯ of Ô„Ú Ô‚ that had
filled the room when ·˜ÚÈ entered (È¢˘¯ comments that Â˘Ú’s garments, when
worn by ·˜ÚÈ, emitted the sweet fragrance of the Garden, whereas normally
they stank of animal decay). Whatever the cause, ˜ÁˆÈ now recognized that
·˜ÚÈ was, and had always been, the one who must receive this ‰Î¯· and be
44

˜ÁˆÈ and Â˘Ú: A Story of Father and Son
the father of God’s special nation. He had been thoroughly deceived about
Â˘Ú’s character, and was now justifiably shaken by the comprehension of his
decades-long misconception.
˜¢„¯’s explanation of ˜ÁˆÈ’s reaction follows the theme identified before. Concerned more with Â˘Ú’s feelings than with the possibility of ·˜ÚÈ
mistakenly receiving this ‰Î¯·, and not entirely sure which son he blessed,
˜ÁˆÈ was not all that stunned to learn he had actually blessed ·˜ÚÈ. He was
not shaking and trembling with shock, says ˜¢„¯; he simply made it appear
that way. ˜ÁˆÈ put on a great show of ‰„¯Á before Â˘Ú so the latter would not
think the former had intentionally tricked him. ˜¢„¯ explains ¢‰È‰È ÍÂ¯· Ì‚¢
as follows: ¢‰È‰ È· ÈÎ È˙Ú„È ÈÎ ‰Î¯·‰ ÂÏ ÌÈÈ˜Ó È‡ ‰˙Ú ÂÈ˙Î¯·˘ ¯Á‡¢. Similar to
È¢˘¯’s, this explanation points to ˜ÁˆÈ’s full retrospective support of ·˜ÚÈ as
receiver of this ‰Î¯·. The peculiar addendum ¢‰È‰ È· ÈÎ¢ is certainly mysterious; of course ·˜ÚÈ was his son — Â˘Ú was his son as well. Surely nobody
doubts ·˜ÚÈ’s claim as ˜ÁˆÈ’s descendant. Perhaps ¢‰È‰ È·¢ is trying to tell us
something about what ˜ÁˆÈ wanted for his children. This ‰Î¯· was intended
for Â˘Ú. It was supposed to help Â˘Ú develop his leadership qualities positively, perhaps even to lead the two brothers in a partnership. ˜ÁˆÈ came to
realize that there could be no partnership. The nation had to be led in all
capacities by one man and one man only, the chosen one, the “true son” of
Ì‰¯·‡ and ˜ÁˆÈ. Â˘Ú could not have the future his father had hoped for. It
was a sad realization, rather than the utter shock described by È¢˘¯.
˜ÁˆÈ had hopes for Â˘Ú, and although he was ultimately mistaken, his
treatment of this ‰Î¯· shows us the love and compassion he had for his
eldest son. Perhaps he had been tricked, perhaps not, but his strength as a
father lies in the fact that he never gave up on Â˘Ú. Only when he realized
that things could not be as he had hoped, did ˜ÁˆÈ recognize the potential,
and the need, for Ï‡¯˘È È· to come from and be led by only one of his sons.
This son would contain within his character all the spiritual and physical
leadership qualities necessary for the nation; everything would come from
him. And ÂÈ·‡ ·˜ÚÈ would certainly go on to become a paradigm of the allencompassing nature of the Jewish Nation. But we should not forget about
Â˘Ú, and the father who wanted great things for him.
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Tamara Gal

BOTH ¯˙Ò‡ ˙ÏÈ‚Ó AND ˙Â¯ ˙ÏÈ‚Ó hold a common theme: ˙ÂÚÈˆ. The
heroines of both ˙ÂÏÈ‚Ó displayed the ‰„ÈÓ of ˙ÂÚÈˆ extensively, despite some
very trying circumstances and the corrupt eras in which each lived.
˙Â¯, a convert from ·‡ÂÓ, lived in a corrupt time. The reason the word
ÌÈËÙÂ˘ is in plural in the first ˜ÂÒÙ of ˙Â¯ ˙ÏÈ‚Ó is to show that the judges were
judged by the people, and, in turn, the judges judged the people corruptly.
˙Â¯ ˙ÏÈ‚Ó takes place in the period between the entrance of Ï‡¯˘È È· into ı¯‡
Ï‡¯˘È in 2488 and the destruction of ÔÂ˘‡¯ ˙È· in 2988. The destruction of
ÔÂ˘‡¯ ˙È· was caused because no ‰Î¯· was made on the ‰¯Â˙. ‰ÂÂ‡˙, desire,
destroyed the first ˘„˜Ó ˙È·, which eventually led to ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú, ˙ÂÈ¯Ú ÈÂÏÈ‚ and
ÌÈÓ„ ˙ÂÎÈÙ˘. All this teaches the evil of the time period. Despite this, ˙Â¯, a
convert, overcame the temptations of the sinful era and maintained an extremely high level of ˙ÂÚÈˆ.
¯˙Ò‡, living during È„ÓÂ Ò¯Ù ˙ÂÏ‚, also lived in a corrupt era. The first
word of the ‰ÏÈ‚Ó is ¢È‰ÈÂ¢. È¢˘¯ says that this is ¯Úˆ ÔÂ˘Ï, a reference to the evil
of the period. ˘Â¯Â˘Á‡ was wicked from beginning to end, and only became
a ruler because he married into royalty (ÍÈ˘Ï‡ ¯ÂˆÈ˜). His wife, È˙˘Â, made
her slaves work on ˙·˘ and prance around naked while they worked. From
here we see ¢‰„ÈÓ „‚Î ‰„ÈÓ¢, for when È˙˘Â was called to appear at the ‰˙˘Ó,
she was told to come ¢˙ÂÎÏÓ ¯˙Î·¢, with her crown only. From here we see
that the king and queen were so corrupt, and represented the opposite of
the ‰„ÈÓ of ˙ÂÚÈˆ. If the leadership of Ô˘Â˘ was so evil, then no doubt so
many of the people were corrupt as well. ¯˙Ò‡ lived in such a shameful time,
yet she displayed the utmost ˙ÂÚÈˆ in all her actions.
In ˙Â¯ ˙ÏÈ‚Ó (‰:·), ÊÚÂ· asked ¢˙‡Ê‰ ‰¯Ú‰ ÈÓÏ¢. What about ˙Â¯ made
ÊÚÂ· take notice? È¢˘¯ comments that ˙Â¯ was not only ‰ÚÂˆ, but she was also
smart, for ÊÚÂ· saw that she took two grains and not three. ˙Â¯ bent down to
pick up these grains in a very ‰ÚÂˆ manner; she bent her knees gracefully,
for she wanted to maintain modesty so that people would not watch her.
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This is just one example of ˙Â¯ being ‰ÚÂˆ with her body language and movement.
˙Â¯ ˙ÏÈ‚Ó (Â∫‚) says, ¢‰˙ÂÓÁ ‰˙Â‡ ‰˙Âˆ ¯˘‡ ÏÎÎ ˘Ú˙Â ¨Ô¯‚‰ „¯˙Â.¢ ˙Â¯ went
down to the Ô¯Â‚ and did as her mother-in-law, ÈÓÚ, had told her. Though
ÈÓÚ had told ˙Â¯ to first dress herself up and then go to the Ô¯Â‚, È¢˘¯ tells us
that ˙Â¯ reversed the order. First she went to the Ô¯Â‚ and then she got dressed.
˙Â¯ did not want to walk through the streets dressed inappropriately. This
shows us that ˙Â¯ was careful to maintain ˙ÂÚÈˆ also regarding dress and
physical appearance.
A few ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ later ÊÚÂ· woke up to see a woman lying next to him. He
asked ¢ø˙‡ ÈÓ¢ and ˙Â¯ answered ¢‰˙‡ Ï‡‚ ÈÎ Í˙Ó‡ ÏÚ ÍÙÎ ˙˘¯ÙÂ Í˙Ó‡ ˙Â¯ ÈÎ‡¢
— spread your wings, for you are the redeemer. È¢˘¯ comments that when
˙Â¯ said to ÊÚÂ·, ¢ÍÙÎ ˙˘¯ÙÂ,¢ she meant “spread out the corner of your garment and spread out your ˙ÈÏË,” meaning “marry me.” ‰·¯ ˘¯„Ó compares
the indiscreet way ¯ÙÈËÂÙ ˙˘‡ grabbed ÛÒÂÈ’s clothing and said “sleep with
me,” to the way ˙Â¯ beautifully said “spread your wings”. This demonstrates
how ˙Â¯ was ‰ÚÂˆ not only in body language, movement, dress, and physical
appearance, but in speech as well (Ë∫‚ ¨˙Â¯ ¨‰ÓÈÓ˙ ‰¯Â˙).
In ¯˙Ò‡ ˙ÏÈ‚Ó we see that all the other young women went willingly to
the king. Yet, in reference to ¯˙Ò‡ it says ¢Á˜Ï˙Â¢ (ÊË∫· ¨¯˙Ò‡©, meaning that
she was taken to ˘Â¯Â˘Á‡ against her will. Instead of running to the king like
the rest of the women, ¯˙Ò‡ was not at all eager to go to him. ¯˙Ò‡’s hesitancy teaches that she, like ˙Â¯, was ‰ÚÂˆ regarding body language and movement. ¯˙Ò‡ went willingly to the king only once, when it was absolutely
necessary for the salvation of Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎ.
During the “competition” to be a new queen, the women were given
whatever they desired (‚∫· ¨¯˙Ò‡). Yet, ¯˙Ò‡ requested nothing from the
servants (ÂË∫·), except what È‚‰, the king’s keeper of the women, insisted.
¯˙Ò‡, it seems, did not want the fancy oils and creams that might make her
stand out. This demonstrates ¯˙Ò‡’s ‰„ÈÓ of ˙ÂÚÈˆ in the way she dressed.
At the end of ß· ˜¯Ù, ÈÎ„¯Ó overheard Ô˙‚· and ˘¯˙, two of the king’s
guards, plotting to harm ˘Â¯Â˘Á‡. ÈÎ„¯Ó told this to ¯˙Ò‡, who then reported
it to the king in the name of ÈÎ„¯Ó. Upon hearing this, the king marked it
down in his ÌÈÓÈ‰ È¯·„ ¯ÙÒ, including the fact that it was ÈÎ„¯Ó who overheard this information. ¯˙Ò‡ did not want to gain for herself credit that she
did not deserve. Not only does this show ¯˙Ò‡’s ‰„ÈÓ of ˙ÂÚÈˆ in regard to
speech, but this teaches us the lesson that one should always report statements in the name of the person who said them (as it says in ˙Â·‡ È˜¯Ù,
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¢ÌÏÂÚÏ ‰ÏÂ‡‚ ‡È·Ó Â¯ÓÂ‡ Ì˘· ¯·„ ¯ÓÂ‡‰ ÏÎ¢ [Â ˜¯Ù], everyone who says something in the name of the person who said it beings redemption to the world).
The emphasis on ˙ÂÚÈˆ is particularly interesting in light of the fact
that both ¯˙Ò‡ and ˙Â¯ found themselves in situations which were intrinsically not ÚÂˆ: ¯˙Ò‡, as candidate in the bizarre beauty contest, and ˙Â¯ as
the lone woman in the all-male Ô¯Â‚. They were not passive figures. Each
took bold initiative that was critical in the positive conclusion of the stories. ¯˙Ò‡ even maintained ˙ÂÚÈˆ in her role as queen of a world empire.
Each woman, in her own way, maintained the highest level of ˙ÂÚÈˆ at the
very same time as she was required to take bold initiative in difficult and
uncomfortable circumstances. ¯˙Ò‡ saved Ï‡¯˘È È· from destruction, and
from ˙Â¯ developed the line of ˙ÂÎÏÓ, which will ultimately bring ÁÈ˘Ó. From
¯˙Ò‡ and ˙Â¯, we can learn that being ‰ÚÂˆ is not just one aspect of ourselves, but has to do with our every action, thought, and word, no matter
how trying the conditions. Every Jew should strive to reach the levels of
¯˙Ò‡ and ˙Â¯, for then our ÌÈ˘ÚÓ will show that we are truly following in the
ways of these ˙Â˜È„ˆ.
This article is based on a distinction that I learned from Mrs. Chaya Elias, who
distinguished between three levels of ˙ÂÚÈˆ: 1) body language and movement, 2)
dress code and physical appearance, and 3) speech.
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A Comparison of ‰ÂÈ to Â‰ÈÏ‡
Beth Pollack

ONE OF THE MOST magnificent aspects of Í¢˙ is our ability to meet the
powerful characters who helped shape the destiny of our nation. From our
˙Â·‡ and the ˙ÂÂÈÒÈ that they overcame, to the fiery ÌÈ‡È· who suffered
every indignity and persecution to relay God’s message, we find ourselves
captivated and almost mystified by the powerful lives they led. However,
these “larger than life” personas were also burdened with human frailties,
which Í¢˙ does not hesitate to portray. In the end, these personalities help
teach us lessons not only about these magnificent characters, but also about
ourselves.
‰ÂÈ and Â‰ÈÏ‡ are two of the ÌÈ‡È· who are easiest to relate to. Even
more fascinating than the closeness we can feel to these ÌÈ‡È· and the difficulties that they faced in trying to carry out the word of God, are their
amazing similarities. In the following analysis of these two ÌÈ‡È·, I wish to
not only unfurl these parallels, but also offer a possible reason for this uncanny connection.
Both ÌÈ‡È· lived in a time when Ï‡¯˘È È· were straying far from ß‰ Í¯„.
During Â‰ÈÏ‡’s time, Ï‡¯˘È È· were devoted to the ÏÚ· that ·‡Á‡ and his wife,
Ï·ÊÈ‡, had introduced to the nation, and in ‰ÂÈ’s time Ï‡¯˘È È· were on a
downward path that would ultimately lead them to exile at the hands of
¯Â˘‡. In fact, the È¯ÙÒ says that one of the reasons why ‰ÂÈ ran away from his
‰‡Â·, was that he knew that ¯Â˘‡ (‰ÂÈ was a city of ¯Â˘‡) would send È·
Ï‡¯˘È into exile in the future, and he didn’t want to be the one to tell them
to do ‰·Â˘˙. He hoped that ‰ÂÈ would not do ‰·Â˘˙, would be destroyed,
and would be unable to harm Ï‡¯˘È È·.
Also, both ÌÈ‡È· were persecuted by Ï‡¯˘È È·. During Â‰ÈÏ‡’s time,
Ï·ÊÈ‡ commanded that all the ÌÈ‡È· of ß‰ be killed. ÈÂÚÓ˘ ËÂ˜ÏÈ indicates that
‰ÂÈ was treated as a ¯˜˘ ‡È· after he prophesied that ‰ÂÈ would be destroyed. When the people subsequently did ‰·Â˘˙, and were not destroyed,
they thought that he was a ¯˜˘ ‡È·. (They did not realize that a negative
‰¯ÈÊ‚ can always be recalled. ‰ÂÈ was, of course, a ˙Ó‡ ‡È·.)

A Comparison of ‰ÂÈ to Â‰ÈÏ‡
Neither ‡È· was popular among Ï‡¯˘È È·. Yet, both went on to do the
jobs that they were meant to do. Â‰ÈÏ‡, in his celebrated ‰Ú˘ ˙‡¯Â‰ on ¯‰
ÏÓ¯Î‰, brought Ï‡¯˘È È· back to believing in ß‰. Similarly, when ‰ÂÈ finally
transmitted his ‰‡Â· to ‰ÂÈ, the city subsequently did ‰·Â˘˙. Yet, oddly,
after their successful prophecies, both immediately ran off to an unpopulated area. There, both found solace under a tree, and both asked ß‰ to take
their lives from them. Both were very frustrated and confused by ß‰’s ÌÈÓÁ¯
on people whom they felt were deserving of severe punishment. Because of
this, ß‰ used a Ï˘Ó to teach them both a magnificent lesson about the ÌÈÓÁ¯
of ß‰.
Let us first explore the Ï˘Ó given to Â‰ÈÏ‡. In ËÈ ˜¯Ù ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ, Â‰ÈÏ‡ ran
away to the desert, and specifically told his attendant not to come with
him. He found a solitary Ì˙¯ tree, sat under it, and requested that ß‰ take his
life. ˜¢„¯ comments that the Ì˙¯ tree is often used to make coals, because a
burning Ì˙¯ tree emits immense heat. I think that it is no coincidence that
Â‰ÈÏ‡ sat under this specific tree. The nature of the tree is a hint to the
burning anger that Â‰ÈÏ‡ harbored against the sinners, who, according to
Â‰ÈÏ‡, had not been sufficiently punished. This anger is revealed in the ensuing ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ. When ß‰ asked him, ¢Â‰ÈÏ‡ ‰Ù ÍÏ ‰Ó¢, “Why are you here?”(ËÈ∫Ë),
Â‰ÈÏ‡ responded:
˙‡Â ÂÒ¯‰ ÍÈ˙Á·ÊÓ ˙‡ Ï‡¯˘È È· Í˙È¯· Â·ÊÚ ÈÎ ˙Â‡·ˆ È˜Ï‡ ß‰Ï È˙‡˜ ‡˜
‰˙Á˜Ï È˘Ù ˙‡ Â˘˜·ÈÂ È„·Ï È‡ ¯˙Â‡Â ·¯Á· Â‚¯‰ ÍÈ‡È·
I have acted with great zeal for God, God of legions, for the children
of Israel have forsaken Your covenant; they have razed Your altars and
have killed your prophets by the sword, so I alone have remained and
they now seek to take my life.

‚¢·Ï¯ interprets this ˜ÂÒÙ as an intimation that ß‰ should take vengeance on Ï‡¯˘È È·. It is a desperate attempt to comprehend why ß‰ had not
punished the wayward people, who were seeking to destroy ß‰’s most devoted agent. In the next few ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ, we read that Â‰ÈÏ‡ was ordered to stand
on ·¯ÂÁ ¯‰. On the mountain, a powerful wind passed and Â‰ÈÏ‡ was told that
ß‰ was not in the wind. Then an earthquake came and Â‰ÈÏ‡ was told that ß‰
was not in the earthquake. After the earthquake came a fire and Â‰ÈÏ‡ was
told that ß‰ was not in the fire. Then, after all these tremendous manifestations of the power of nature and ß‰’s hand, a still, thin sound (‰˜„ ‰ÓÓ„ ÏÂ˜)
passed. It was then that Â‰ÈÏ‡ humbled himself, and wrapped himself in his
mantle. ß‰ was trying to teach Â‰ÈÏ‡ that He has tremendous power to do
whatever He wants and cause whatever destruction He wills. Still, He does
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not always use it, and prefers to patiently wait for sinners to repent. Such
was this episode in the life of Â‰ÈÏ‡, and the lesson that he learned.
In ß„ ˜¯Ù of ‰ÂÈ ¯ÙÒ, we read that ‰ÂÈ ran away to the desert after ß‰ had
mercy on ‰ÂÈ. ß‚ ˜¯Ù ends with the ˜ÂÒÙ,
¯˘‡ ‰Ú¯‰ ÏÚ ÌÈ˜Ï‡‰ ÌÁÈÂ ‰Ú¯‰ ÌÎ¯„Ó Â·˘ ÈÎ Ì‰È˘ÚÓ ˙‡ ÌÈ˜Ï‡‰ ‡¯ÈÂ
‰˘Ú ‡ÏÂ Ì‰Ï ˙Â˘ÚÏ ¯·„
And God saw their deeds, that they repented from their evil way; and
God relented concerning the evil he had said he would bring upon
them, and did not do it.

ß„ ˜¯Ù begins:
„Ú È¯·„ ‰Ê ‡ÂÏ‰ ß‰ ‰‡ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ ß‰ Ï‡ ÏÏÙ˙ÈÂ ÆÂÏ ¯ÁÈÂ ‰ÏÂ„‚ ‰Ú¯ ‰ÂÈ Ï‡ Ú¯ÈÂ
ÌÂÁ¯Â ÔÂÁ Ï˜ ‰˙‡ ÈÎ È˙Ú„È ÈÎ ‰˘È˘¯˙ Á¯·Ï È˙Ó„˜ ÔÎ ÏÚ È˙Ó„‡ ÏÚ È˙ÂÈ‰
‰Ú¯‰ ÏÚ ÌÁÂ „ÒÁ ·¯Â ÌÈÙ‡ Í¯‡
And it displeased Yona greatly and angered him. He prayed to God
and said, “Please God, was this not my contention when I was still on
my own soil? Because of this I had hastened to flee to Tarshish for I
knew that you are a gracious and merciful God, slow to anger, abundant in kindness, and relent from doing harm.”

‰ÂÈ then requested that ß‰ take his life from him. In response, God
created a small ÔÂÈ˜È˜ (È¢˘¯ says this is a very leafy and shady tree) under
which ‰ÂÈ took shelter. God then designated a worm to attack it and cause
it to wither until it died. Once this happened ‰ÂÈ became very hot, and once
again requested to die because he was so aggravated over the death of his
ÔÂÈ˜È˜. God then responded with a lesson about ÌÈÓÁ¯. ‡È≠È ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ:
Ô·Â ‰È‰ ‰ÏÈÏ Ô·˘ Â˙Ï„‚ ‡ÏÂ Â· ˙ÏÓÚ ‡Ï ¯˘‡ ÔÂÈ˜È˜‰ ÏÚ ˙ÒÁ ‰˙‡ ß‰ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ
ÌÈ˙˘Ó ‰·¯‰ ‰· ˘È ¯˘‡ ‰ÏÂ„‚‰ ¯ÈÚ‰ ‰ÂÈ ÏÚ ÒÂÁ‡ ‡Ï È‡Â Æ„·‡ ‰ÏÈÏ
‰·¯ ‰Ó‰·Â ÂÏ‡Ó˘Ï ÂÈÓÈ ÔÈ· Ú„È ‡Ï ¯˘‡ Ì„‡ Â·¯ ‰¯˘Ú
God said, “You took pity on the gourd plant for which you did not
labor, you did not make grow; it lived one night and perished after one
night. And I shall not take pity upon Ninveh the great city, in which
there are more than a hundred and twenty thousand persons who do
not know their right hand from their left and many animals as well?”

Such was the powerful lesson that ß‰ taught ‰ÂÈ.
We have identified a number of parallels between the two figures.
Both lived under similar circumstances, both were persecuted, both lived at
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a time when Ï‡¯˘È È· were deviating from the proper path, both succeeded
in their ‰‡Â·, and both ended up confused by ß‰’s ‰„ÈÓ of mercy. What is the
reason for the similarities?
In Í¢˙, we often see parallels between fathers and sons. Fathers and
sons often share the same character traits and experiences. (For instance,
Ì‰¯·‡ and ˜ÁˆÈ had many similar experiences. ·˜ÚÈ tricked his father, and
·˜ÚÈ’s children tricked him later in his life.) Is it possible that Â‰ÈÏ‡ was ‰ÂÈ’s
“father” in some way?
There is a ÏÏÎ, ¢‡Â‰ ‡È· Ô· ‡È· ÂÈ·‡ Ì˘ ˘¯Ù˙Â ÂÓ˘ ˘¯Ù˙˘ ‡È· ÏÎ¢,
“Every prophet whose name is mentioned with his father’s name attached
to it, is a ‡È· whose father was also a ‡È·” (Â ‰˘¯Ù ¨‰·¯ ‡¯˜ÈÂ). ‰ÂÈ is introduced to us as ¢È˙ÈÓ‡ Ô· ‰ÂÈ¢, which raises the question of who the ‡È· named
È˙ÈÓ‡ was? In ÊÈ ˜¯Ù ¨‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ, we read that ß‰ sent Â‰ÈÏ‡ to stay with a widow
who sustained him while he was in hiding from ·‡Á‡. While he was there,
the son of the widow became seriously ill. ÊÈ ˜ÂÒÙ says, ¯˘‡ „Ú „‡Ó ˜ÊÁ ÂÈÏÁ È‰ÈÂ¢
¢‰Ó˘ Â· ‰¯˙Â ‡Ï, “His illness became very serious until there was no more
breath left in him.” The woman became angered and said to Â‰ÈÏ‡,
ÆÈ· ˙‡ ˙ÈÓ‰ÏÂ ÈÂÚ ˙‡ ¯ÈÎÊ‰Ï ÈÏ‡ ˙‡· ÌÈ˜Ï‡‰ ˘È‡ ÍÏÂ ÈÏ ‰Ó
What is there between me and you, O man of God, that you have
come to me to call attention to my sins and cause my son to die?!

Â‰ÈÏ‡ then resurrected the dead boy. The woman said to him, ‰Ê ‰˙Ú¢
¢˙Ó‡ ÍÈÙ· ß‰ ¯·„Â ‰˙‡ ÌÈ˜Ï‡ ˘È‡ ÈÎ È˙Ú„È, “I know now that you are a man of
God and that God spoke truth through your mouth.” In Rav Bachrach’s ¯ÙÒ
on ‰ÂÈ, he develops the idea that because of this, Â‰ÈÏ‡ was referred to thereafter as È˙ÈÓ‡, from the word ¢˙Ó‡¢.1 Who exactly was this boy in the story?
È¢˘¯ says that this boy was none other than ‰ÂÈ. So, in a way, Â‰ÈÏ‡ became a
“spiritual father” to ‰ÂÈ because he gave him life. Rav Bachrach explains
that ‰ÂÈ became a student of Â‰ÈÏ‡. After Â‰ÈÏ‡’s death, while worship of the
ÏÚ· was still popular amongst Ï‡¯˘È È·, ‰ÂÈ became a student of Ú˘ÈÏ‡. While
he was a student of Ú˘ÈÏ‡, he was the one who was sent to anoint king ‡Â‰È
(Ë ¨· ÌÈÎÏÓ). According to È¢˘¯ on the words ¢‡È·‰ ¯Ú‰ ¯Ú‰¢ („∫Ë ¨· ÌÈÎÏÓ),
he was the one who ultimately got rid of the ÏÚ·. In a way, ‰ÂÈ helped fulfill
the „È˜Ù˙ of his “spiritual father” after Â‰ÈÏ‡ had died.
This is the key to our mystery. I believe that ‰ÂÈ learned so much from
Â‰ÈÏ‡, that he later acquired some of Â‰ÈÏ‡’s character traits. ‰ÂÈ saw so much
of Â‰ÈÏ‡’s anger and frustration about those sinners who were not punished
for their wayward actions. This can explain not only why the two ÌÈ‡È· had
similar feelings and circumstances, but also why ‰ÂÈ did not want to try to

54

A Comparison of ‰ÂÈ to Â‰ÈÏ‡
help ‰ÂÈ do ‰·Â˘˙. ‰ÂÈ thought that they really needed to be punished for
their actions. He had witnessed his “father’s” frustration, and did not wish
to go through it himself. Ultimately, ‰ÂÈ also needed to learn a similar lesson
to that of his “father”.
And thus, our mystery is solved. However, as in many instances in
Í¢˙, while we can learn a lot about these magnificent characters, it is essential that we also internalize the lessons ourselves. We can never reach the
levels of the men of God like Â‰ÈÏ‡ and ‰ÂÈ, but we see through their stories
that they also had human frailties, despite their greatness. Even they did
not fully understand the ways of God, and even they struggled with frustrations such as why bad people are not always punished. But we must see from
this that we are not meant to understand all of God’s ways, and it is acceptable to be frustrated sometimes. However, after that frustration, we must
take solace in the fact that God is there — He is with us, and He is patient.
Thank God that He is, because we are far from perfect and need much
mercy too. We must be open and patient, just as He is, always listening for
that still, thin, sound in our lives that passes us all in different ways.
1

„¢˘˙ ¨Ï‡¯˘È ¨Â‰ÈÏ‡Â È˙ÈÓ‡ Ô· ‰ÂÈ ¨Í¯Î· ÚÂ˘Â‰È
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Ambiguities in ˙È˘‡¯· ¯ÙÒ
Talia Wiesen

THROUGHOUT ‰¯Â˙ È˘ÓÁ ‰˘ÓÁ, a variety of pronouns are used to describe people, places, and events. These pronouns are often ambiguous, lacking a clear subject, which allows for multiple interpretations of a given ˜ÂÒÙ.
Different ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ have different approaches to dealing with these ambiguities, and their approaches reflect their general approach to ˙Â˘¯Ù throughout Í¢˙. Here we will focus on examples from ˙È˘‡¯· ¯ÙÒ.

˜¢„¯
1) ˜¢„¯’s general approach focuses on the context of the ambiguous word. For
example, in ÂÎ∫‡ it says, ¢ÂÈ˙ÂÓ„Î ÂÓÏˆ· Ì„‡ ‰˘Ú¢. It is unclear who the
subject of this ˜ÂÒÙ is. ÌÈ˜ÂÏ‡ is the sole subject, yet there is a plural verb,
‰˘Ú. ˜¢„¯ explains that the plural language of ‰˘Ú and ÂÓÏˆ· refers to ß‰
and the ˙Â„ÂÒÈ, the elements from which the world was formed. The ˙Â„ÂÒÈ
will form the physical body into which God will impart a spiritual being.
Therefore, this man will be created in both the image of God as well as
that of the ˙Â„ÂÒÈ, creating a necessity for a plural subject of ‰˘Ú and
ÂÓÏˆ·.
˜¢„¯ reaches this conclusion by evaluating the subject of each ¯Ó‡ÈÂ
ÌÈ˜ÂÏ‡ throughout the ˜¯Ù. This sheds light on the subject in this specific
˜ÂÒÙ. Because the subject of this ˜ÂÒÙ is plural, unlike in the other ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ,
˜¢„¯ concludes that this ÌÈ˜ÂÏ‡ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ is collective, and directed toward all
the different subjects in the ˜¯Ù, namely the ˙Â„ÂÒÈ.
2) ‡∫‰ says ¢Ì„‡‰ ˙„ÏÂ˙ ¯ÙÒ ‰ÊÆ¢ What ¯ÙÒ does this ˜ÂÒÙ refer to? ˜¢„¯ explains
that this is a book of counting, a list of the genealogy of human history.
This book of counting begins with Ì„‡ and proceeds with ˙˘, excluding
ÔÈ˜ and Ï·‰ because neither one left children who would create a family of
their own. Mankind would continue through ˙˘.
˜¢„¯ draws this conclusion from context: the prior ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ, which deal
with the birth of ˙˘, and the subsequent ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ, which list only the
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genealogy of ˙˘. ˜¢„¯ concludes that ¢Ì„‡‰ ˙„ÏÂ˙ ¯ÙÒ ‰Ê¢ refers to this
listing of the genealogy of early man.
3) In ‡Ï∫‡È ¨˙È˘‡¯· the ˜ÂÒÙ says ¢ÌÈ„˘Î ¯Â‡Ó Ì˙‡ Â‡ˆÈÂÆ¢ In context there are
four possible subjects for this sentence, including Ì¯·‡, È¯˘, ËÂÏ and Á¯˙. It
remains unclear who Â‡ˆÈÂ refers to and who Ì˙‡ refers to. ˜¢„¯ explains
that this whole ‰‡ÈˆÈ was dependent on Ì¯·‡ and his wife, È¯˘. Therefore,
the other individuals present, namely Á¯˙ and ËÂÏ and any servants who
went along, were merely followers on the journey. Ì˙‡ refers to Ì¯·‡ and
È¯˘, while Â‡ˆÈÂ refers to Á¯˙ and ËÂÏ. ˜¢„¯ looks towards the preceding
ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ to evaluate the subjects of the ambiguous words. God’s command
of ÍÏ ÍÏ from ÌÈ„˘Î ¯Â‡ comes immediately following the words Ì˙‡ Â‡ˆÈÂ¢
¢ÌÈ„˘Î ¯Â‡Ó. Therefore, concludes ˜¢„¯, the leaders of the mission are Ì¯·‡
and È¯˘, with Á¯˙ and ËÂÏ playing secondary roles in the trip.
4) In ‡Ï ˜¯Ù, we see that ·˜ÚÈ makes two commands to his brothers: ¯Ó‡ÈÂ¢
¢ÌÈ·‡ ÂË˜Ï ÂÈÁ‡Ï ·˜ÚÈ (ÂÓ ˜ÂÒÙ) and ¢ÌÁÏ ÏÎ‡Ï ÂÈÁ‡Ï ‡¯˜ÈÂ¢ („ ˜ÂÒÙ).
Is ·˜ÚÈ calling to the same people in both ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ, or does ÂÈÁ‡ refer to a
different subject in the two cases? ˜¢„¯ explains that ÂÈÁ‡ in both ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ
refers to the same group of people, namely ·˜ÚÈ’s family as well as Ô·Ï and
his people. ˜¢„¯ again argues from context. In this ‰˘¯Ù, ·˜ÚÈ and Ô·Ï are
in the process of making a ˙È¯·, a peace agreement. Therefore they are all
residing together in harmony and are considered ÌÈÁ‡.
5) As ·˜ÚÈ is making his return to Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ to meet Â˘Ú, the ˜ÂÒÙ explains,
¢ÂÈÙÏ ÌÈÎ‡ÏÓ ·˜ÚÈ ÁÏ˘ÈÂ¢ (‚∫·Ï).
It is unclear whether these ÌÈÎ‡ÏÓ are angels or human messengers.
˜¢„¯ interprets them as actual people from ·˜ÚÈ’s camp. The following
ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ, in which ·˜ÚÈ gives instructions to these messengers, is a proof for
this interpretation, because only humans would require directions from
·˜ÚÈ before setting out on an unknown assignment.
These examples indicate that ˜¢„¯ has a specific approach to dealing
with ambiguities in the text. He looks at the context of the general story
line to explain the specific details.

È¢˘¯
È¢˘¯ takes several different approaches when explaining ambiguities in the
text. These varying approaches can be placed in three distinct categories:
the use of a ˘¯„Ó, the use of ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù ˙ÂÎÈÓÒ to clarify a ˜ÂÒÙ, and an explanation based on simple Ë˘Ù. È¢˘¯, more than ˜¢„¯, seems particularly interested
in what moral lesson can be learned from the interpretation.
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1) Above we saw ˜¢„¯’s explanation of the ˜ÂÒÙ, ¢Â˙ÂÓ„Î ÂÓÏˆ· Ì„‡ ‰˘Ú¢
(ÂÎ∫‡). As noted, it is unclear who, other than God, is involved in the
creation of man. È¢˘¯ cites a ˘¯„Ó that says ¢Ô‡ÎÓ Â„ÓÏ ‰¢·˜‰ Ï˘ Â˙Â˙ÂÚ¢
(Ê∫Á ¨‰·¯ ˙È˘‡¯·). We learn the humility of God because before creating
man, the ultimate creation which may cause jealousy among the angels,
He consulted with His court of angels so they too would feel a part in this
important creation. The ˘¯„Ó continues and says, „ÓÏÏÓ ·Â˙Î‰ ÚÓ ‡Ï¢
¢ÔË˜‰ ÔÓ ˙Â˘¯ ÏËÂÂ ÍÏÓ ÏÂ„‚‰ ‡‰È˘ Æ‰ÂÚ ˙„ÓÂ ı¯‡ Í¯„Æ God put His own
honor aside, and made the honor of the angels His primary concern.
2) In Ê∫‡È ˜¯Ù, we have another example where God is the sole subject, but
speaks in plural. During the incident of Ï·· Ï„‚Ó, God says, ‰Ï·Â ‰„¯ ‰·‰¢
¢Ì˙Ù˘ Ì˘.
È¢˘¯ cites a ˘¯„Ó which says, ¢‰¯È˙È‰ Â˙Â˙ÂÚÓ ÍÏÓ ÂÈ„ ˙È··¢ (¨‡ÓÂÁ˙
ÁÈ∫Á). As in our last example, God put His honor aside and consulted His
heavenly court before taking any drastic measures in punishing the ¯Â„
‰‚ÏÙ‰.
3) Before destroying ÌÂ„Ò, God exclaimed, ÈÏ‡ ‰‡·‰ ‰˙˜ÚˆÎ‰ ‰‡¯‡Â ‡ ‰„¯‡¢
¢‰ÏÎ Â˘Ú (‡Î∫ÁÈ). What is the scream that is coming to God, and who is
screaming? Furthermore, why is the scream in feminine, ascribing the
scream to a woman?
È¢˘¯ cites ÔÈ¯„‰Ò ‡¯Ó‚ (·¢Ú ¨Ë˜), that says these cries that came up to
God were those of a young girl who was murdered brutally by the people
of ÌÂ„Ò for giving food to the poor. God says ¢‰„¯‡¢. He Himself is planning
to descend from His heavenly perch to observe the situation in this corrupt
city and to evaluate whether they are in fact involved in such actions.
When È¢˘¯ brings a ˘¯„Ó to explain an ambiguity in the text, it often
contains a valuable lesson that one can glean from it. In these examples,
È¢˘¯ teaches us important lessons about humility.
4) ‡∫ÂË ˜¯Ù begins a conversation between God and Ì‰¯·‡ with the words,
¢‰Ï‡‰ ÌÈ¯·„‰ ¯Á‡¢. Which event does the ˜ÂÒÙ refer to? È¢˘¯ explains this
verse based on a broader principle: ÍÂÓÒ ¨¯Á‡ ¯Ó‡˘ ÌÂ˜Ó ÏÎ (¨‰·¯ ˙È˘‡¯·
‰∫„Ó). Each time the word ¯Á‡ appears in the text, it means following the
immediately prior event. The event that occurred prior to this discussion
is the war that Ì‰¯·‡ and the five kings fought against the four kings.
Hence, È¢˘¯ explains, God spoke to Ì‰¯·‡ reassuring him that, despite the
recent military victory, his rewards and merits were not completely
consumed. He will be protected during the remainder of his life. È¢˘¯,
therefore, states that God’s appearance to Ì‰¯·‡ occurred immediately
following the war.
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When faced with a word such as ‰Ï‡ or ¯Á‡, È¢˘¯ often associates it
with the ‰˘¯Ù or event directly preceding the ambiguous word.
5) Unlike ˜¢„¯, we see that È¢˘¯ says that the term ¢ÂÈÁ‡¢ in ÂÓ∫‡Ï and in „∫‡Ï
refers to different people. The term ÂÈÁ‡ in ÂÓ∫‡Ï — ÂË˜Ï ÂÈÁ‡Ï ·˜ÚÈ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ¢
¢ÌÈ·‡ — refers to ¢ÂÈ·¢, his sons. In „∫‡Ï, ¢ÌÁÏ ÏÎ‡Ï ÂÈÁ‡Ï ‡¯˜ÈÂ¢, he explains
that it refers to ¢Ô·Ï ÌÚ˘ ÂÈ·‰‡¢.
Why the different interpretations of the same word, ÂÈÁ‡? It seems that
when È¢˘¯ approaches ambiguities in the middle of a ‰˘¯Ù from a Ë˘Ù
perspective, he looks at the immediate Ë˘Ù of the ˜ÂÒÙ and, if necessary,
he will also look at preceding and succeeding ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ. Therefore, in ÂÓ∫‡Ï,
when the ÌÈÁ‡ are being sent to gather stones, È¢˘¯ explains ÂÈÁ‡ as ÂÈ·,
because when one needs work done sons are often the called upon for
help. In „∫‡Ï, however, when the ÌÈÁ‡ are being called to gather for a
festive meal following the peace agreement, it is explained as ÌÚ˘ ÂÈ·‰‡
Ô·Ï, because subsequent to the agreement they all lived in peace together.

‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡
‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡ is extremely literal and practical in his explanation of ambiguous
terms. He looks at each ˜ÂÒÙ and examines it as an individual entity to decipher the simplest meaning of the ambiguous words.
1) „∫· ˜¯Ù says, ¢Ì‡¯·‰· ı¯‡‰Â ÌÈÓ˘‰ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙ ‰Ï‡¢. Context does not provide an
obvious explanation of which ˙Â„ÏÂ˙ the ˜ÂÒÙ refers to. ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡ posits that
these are some kind of beings that developed out of the sky and earth, and
which were given by God the power to bring forth other creatures. Here
he takes the term ˙Â„ÏÂ˙ in a literal sense, that which was born from the
heaven and earth.
2) This literalist orientation is clear from another example. During the
discussion between ·˜ÚÈ and Ô·Ï about ·˜ÚÈ’s salary, the ˜ÂÒÙ explains, Ô˙ÈÂ¢
¢Ì˘ÈÂ ÆÆÆÂÈ· „È· (ÂÏ≠‰Ï∫Ï). Someone gave sheep to someone’s sons. Following
the simplest possible explanation, ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡ explains that Ô·Ï gave the
animals to ·˜ÚÈ’s sons.
3) As we asked before, when ·˜ÚÈ sent ÌÈÎ‡ÏÓ to Â˘Ú — ÌÈÎ‡ÏÓ ·˜ÚÈ ÁÏ˘ÈÂ¢
¢ÂÈÙÏ — it is not clear if these are messengers or angels. According to Ô·‡
‡¯ÊÚ, ¢ÂÈ„·ÚÓ Ì‰ ÌÈÎ‡ÏÓ‰ ‰Ï‡¢. These were simply workers in ·˜ÚÈ’s camp
who were worthy of carrying out this important mission. Again, we see
Ô·‡ ‡¯ÊÚ’s emphasis on the simplest, most down-to-earth Ë˘Ù.
A close analysis of these three ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ highlights the basic differences
in their approach to ambiguities in the text of Í¢˙. They can be placed on a
spectrum, which will measure the importance of the immediate or broader
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context of the ambiguous term. ˜¢„¯ is at one end of the spectrum, because
he looks primarily at the overall context when deciphering the meanings of
ambiguities, while de-emphasizing the immediate context of the ˜ÂÒÙ. È¢˘¯
can be placed next on this gradient, because in most cases his explanation
stems from an analysis of the individual ˜ÂÒÙ. Unlike ˜¢„¯ whose first propensity is to analyze the overall context, È¢˘¯ turns to the immediately adjoining ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ for his interpretation of the ambiguity. Last on this spectrum
would be ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡. He is the most literal and practical of these ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ. He
makes use of the simplest reading of the immediate ˜ÂÒÙ when explaining
difficulties and ambiguities in the text.
Though they may seem insignificant in the text, and no different than
any other difficulty, ambiguities are vital to the text. They open the story to
various interpretations, each one yielding a different lesson or insight into
the lives of the characters. Ô¢·Ó¯, in his introduction to his ˘Â¯Ù on the ‰¯Â˙,
says that each letter and word in the ‰¯Â˙ was selected for a specific purpose.
One must keep this idea at the forefront of his or her mind when reading
the ‰¯Â˙ and attempting to deal with the various ambiguities in the text.
This is what keeps ‰¯Â˙ alive and applicable to all Jews in the past, present,
and future.
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Julie Brown

IN ÈÏ˘Ó ¯ÙÒ, ÍÏÓ‰ ‰ÓÏ˘ reitorates that man needs ‰ÓÎÁ to be an ß‰ „·Ú.
The secound ˜ÂÒÙ indicates that the main purpose of ÈÏ˘Ó ¯ÙÒ is ¢‰ÓÎÁ ˙Ú„Ï¢
(·∫‡ ÈÏ˘Ó). Similarly, later ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ indicate that the goal of the ¯ÙÒ is ·È˘˜‰Ï¢
¢ÍÊ‡ ‰ÓÎÁÏ (·∫· ÈÏ˘Ó). ÈÏ˘Ó describes different personalities who are defined
by their relationship with ‰ÓÎÁ. These personalities include the È˙Ù, ÏÈÒÎ,
ÏÈÂ‡, Ô‚¯, ÏˆÚ, and ÌÂ¯Ú. Their respective attitude towards ‰ÓÎÁ creates specific obstacles and challenges.
The È˙Ù lacks ‰ÓÎÁ. The ˜ÂÒÙ indicates that ¢¯·„ ÏÎÏ ÔÈÓ‡È È˙Ù¢ (¨ÈÏ˘Ó
ÂË∫„È). The ‡¯˜Ó ˙Ú„ commentary states that the È˙Ù is young and lacks experience. His naivete leaves him vulnerable and open to influence. ÈÏ˘Ó
‚∫·Î explains ¢Â˘ÚÂ Â¯·Ú ÌÈÈ˙ÙÂ ¨¯˙ÒÈÂ ‰Ú¯ ‰‡¯ ÌÂ¯ÚÆ¢ The ÌÂ¯Ú is singular, while
the ¢ÌÈÈ˙Ù¢ is in plural. ‡¯˜Ó ˙Ú„ explains that there are always many ÌÈÈ˙Ù,
since they act as a group and make decisions based on social pressure. The
È˙Ù follows the crowd, never taking the initiative to think for himself. Therefore, ¢È˙Ù ÌÎÁÈ ıÏ ˘Ú·¢ (‡È∫‡Î ¨ÈÏ˘Ó). When the È˙Ù sees that the ıÏ’s way of
life reaps punishment, only then will he gain an understanding that he has
followed the wrong path.
The ÏÈÒÎ is equated with a fool. His words are many but the content is
scarce. Indeed, it is better to be poor than ¢ÏÈÒÎ ‡Â‰Â ÂÈ˙Ù˘ ˘˜ÚÓ¢ (‡∫ËÈ ¨ÈÏ˘Ó).
‡¯˜Ó ˙Ú„ explains that this involves opening one’s mouth and confirming
oneself to be a fool. ˙Ï‰˜ writes that fools speak a lot, ¢ÌÈ¯·„ ·¯· ÏÈÒÎ¢ (¨˙Ï‰˜
·∫‰). A ÏÈÒÎ speaks a great deal, but his words contain little substance. Consequently, ¢ÍÈÏÓ ÏÎ˘Ï ÊÂ·È ÈÎ ¯·„˙ Ï‡ ÏÈÒÎ ÈÊ‡·¢ (Ë∫‚Î ¨ÈÏ˘Ó). A ÏÈÒÎ will immediately reject words of a ÌÎÁ who tries to teach or rebuke him. So, as the
·¢Ú ‰Ò ¨˙ÂÓ·È ‡¯Ó‚ says: ‡Ï˘ Ì„‡ ÏÚ ‰ÂˆÓ ÍÎ ¨ÚÓ˘‰ ¯·„ ¯ÓÂÏ Ì„‡ ÏÚ ‰ÂˆÓ˘ Ì˘Î¢
¢ÚÓ˘ ÂÈ‡˘ ¯·„ ¯ÓÂÏ. There is little point trying to teach the ÏÈÒÎ, since he
will never listen. The ÏÈÒÎ does not want to focus on the purpose of life,
because he is not prepared to face the consequences of understanding life’s
true meaning. The ÏÈÒÎ may understand that there is such a thing as ‰ÓÎÁ,
yet he will reject it because of his foolishness and ˙ÂÂ‡˙. His capacity for
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‰ÓÎÁ may exist, yet his weak personality leaves him unwilling to take advantage of it. The ÏÈÒÎ in many ways has attributes similar to those of a
child. He thinks that he is the expert on everything; he speaks whatever
passes through his mind; he does not want to be rebuked or told what to do;
and his decisions are based on his immediate wants and desires. The ÏÈÒÎ’s
downfall is that he never broke out of this juvenile mentality.
The ÏÈÂ‡ is similar to the ÏÈÒÎ in that he also has the hypothetical
ability to gain ‰ÓÎÁ, but rejects it. The difference between them is that the
ÏÈÂ‡ lacks ß‰· ‰ÂÓ‡, while the ÏÈÒÎ is motivated by foolishness and temporal
desires. The ÏÈÂ‡ is a skeptic as opposed to a fool. In ·Î∫„ Â‰ÈÓ¯È, God explains
that ¢ÂÚ„È ‡Ï È˙Â‡ ÈÓÚ ÏÈÂ‡ ÈÎÆ¢ He who does not recognize ß‰ is referred to as an
ÏÈÂ‡. Similarly, „Â„ writes ¢ÌÚ˘Ù Í¯„Ó ÌÈÏÂ‡¢ (ÊÈ∫Ê˜ ¨ÌÈÏÈ‰˙). People are ÌÈÏÂ‡
because they sin, and someone who sins does not grasp that ß‰ and His commandments are true ‰ÓÎÁ. The ÏÈÂ‡ tries to deny the truth and make all
those around him agree with his rationalizations. He, similar to the ÏÈÒÎ, is
always talking, but the ÏÈÂ‡ is having debates to justify his mode of thinking,
as opposed to the ÏÈÒÎ who talks just to pass time. ÏÈÂ‡ ÈÙÂ ˙Ú„ ÂÙˆÈ ÌÈÓÎÁ¢
¢‰˙ÁÓ („È∫È ¨ÈÏ˘Ó) — “The wise conceal their knowledge (because they have
nothing to prove), but the ÏÈÂ‡ brings ruin near.” The ÏÈÂ‡ is constantly starting arguments and inciting fights, because this is his only weapon. Similarly, in ‚∫Î ¨ÈÏ˘Ó, ¢ÚÏ‚˙È ÏÈÂ‡ ÏÎÂ ¨·È¯Ó ˙·˘ ˘È‡Ï „Â·Î¢ — “A man shows his
honor in holding back from quarrels, but the skeptic reveals himself in it.”
The ÏÈÂ‡ does not fully accept that everything comes from ß‰, which creates
frustration, since he has no answer for why things are the way they are. He
will never be satisfied intellectually, because the only true answer comes
through ‰ÂÓ‡. Ultimately, his frustration and consequent fury bring about
his demise: ¢˘ÚÎ ‚¯‰È ÏÈÂ‡Ï ÈÎ¢ — “Anger will kill the skeptic” (·∫‰ ¨·ÂÈ‡).
Another personality described is a Ô‚¯, a complainer. He is like the
ÏÈÂ‡, because his downfall comes from the anger which derives from a lack of
understanding. He does not reject the notion of God. Yet, he does not use
his knowledge of ß‰ to help him through his troubles. He is so steeped in
self-pity that he convinces himself that ß‰ created man to endure a terrible
life. ¢ÔÂ„Ó ˜¯˘È Ô‚¯ ÔÈ‡·¢ (Î∫ÂÎ ¨ÈÏ˘Ó) — “When there is no complainer, strife is
silenced.” ‡¯˜Ó ˙Ú„ explains that the Ô‚¯ instigates dispute, because he finds
fault in everything. Similarly, ¢ÌÈÓ‰Ï˙ÓÎ Ô‚¯ È¯·„¢ (Á∫ÁÈ ¨ÈÏ˘Ó) — “The words
of a complainer are like blows,” because his words create a negative atmosphere around him. He creates animosity toward everyone, isolating himself
from his fellow Jews. The Ô‚¯’s skewed view on life derives from his inability
to apply ‰ÓÎÁ to his personal situation, which makes him incapable of living
peacefully among Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎ.
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The ÏˆÚ is unique in that he understands the importance of ‰ÓÎÁ, but
he does not obtain it because of his lack of motivation or stamina. È˙Ó „Ú¢
¢Í˙˘Ó ÌÂ˜˙ È˙Ó ¨·Î˘˙ ÏˆÚ (Ë∫Â ¨ÈÏ˘Ó). The ÏˆÚ is inactive and totally unproductive. He lets himself waste time, not appreciating the limited moments
he has to do ˙ÂÂˆÓ. He never finishes a project to its end. ÏˆÚ ˘È‡ ‰„˘ ÏÚ¢
¢‰Ò¯‰ ÂÈ·‡ ¯„‚Â ÌÈÏ¯Á ÂÈÙ ÂÒÎ ÌÈÂ˘Ó˜ ÆÆÆÈ˙¯·Ú (‡Ï≠Ï∫„Î ¨ÈÏ˘Ó) — “I passed by
the field of a lazy man…it was covered with thorns, nettles covered its surface and the stone wall was broken down.” The ÏˆÚ lacks the self-discipline
to accomplish something of significance. His field lays in ruin because he
lacks the willpower to work it. The ÏˆÚ invents imaginary dangers in order
to validate his inactive approach on life. ¢˙Â·Á¯‰ ÔÈ· È¯‡ ¨Í¯„· ÏÁ˘ ÏˆÚ ¯Ó‡¢
(‚È∫ÂÎ ¨ÈÏ˘Ó). He invents a threat — a lion waiting on the path — so that he
can convince himself that laying in bed is his only option. His laziness prevents him from contemplating ß‰, because he has no desire to arrive at the
conclusion that he should be an ß‰ „·Ú who has a responsibility to work hard
in that role.
On the other end of the spectrum is the ÌÂ¯Ú, who is not at all lazy. He
uses all his energy and intellectual faculties to manipulate ‰ÓÎÁ to his selfish
needs. The ˘Á in Ô„Ú Ô‚ is described as ¢ÌÂ¯Ú¢ (‡∫‚ ¨˙È˘‡¯·) because he was
deceitful, and tricked ‰ÂÁ into eating from the ˙Ú„‰ ıÚ. ‡¯˜Ó ˙Ú„ explains
that in ·ÂÈ‡ the expression ¢ÌÈÓÂ¯Ú ÔÂ˘Ï¢ (‰∫ÂË) is a criticism. People did not
say what they thought. They would hide bad thoughts behind kind words.
¢¯˙ÒÈÂ ‰Ú¯ ‰‡¯ ÌÂ¯Ú¢ (‚∫·Î ¨ÈÏ˘Ó) — “The ÌÂ¯Ú sees evil and hides.” This shows
that the ÌÂ¯Ú thinks ahead. He is aware of the consequences and plans accordingly. The ÌÂ¯Ú does not avoid wrong out of strong moral convictions or
ß‰· ‰ÂÓ‡. Rather, he acts cleverly and cunningly in order to avoid the troubles that could result from his crooked actions. He is the antithesis of the
purpose of ‰ÓÎÁ. He uses ‰ÓÎÁ, but ignores the fact that it is a gift from ß‰
and a tool that should be used for good rather than trickery.
The ıÏ, like the ÌÂ¯Ú, possesses ‰ÓÎÁ, but uses it incorrectly. The first
˜ÂÒÙ of ÌÈÏÈ‰˙ praises the man who, ¢·˘È ‡Ï ÌÈˆÏ ·˘ÂÓ·¢. The ıÏ is a scorner.
He mocks ‰ÓÎÁ and convinces those around him to be lax with ß‰. The ıÏ
breaks down the morals and discipline of others with mockery. Ê∫Ë ¨ÈÏ˘Ó says,
¢ÔÂÏ˜ ÂÏ Á˜Ï ıÏ ¯ÒÈ¢ — “One who chastises a scorner acquires shame for himself.” This is because a ıÏ refuses to listen to anyone. He is stubborn and
closed-minded when it comes to rebuke, and will merely brush away a person’s advice with a witty comment. His sarcasm gains him short-term approval from others, but diminishes the value of genuine ‰ÓÎÁ in their eyes.
‡∫Î ¨ÈÏ˘Ó explains ¢ÔÈÈ‰ ıÏ¢. A ıÏ and wine are similar, for they both lead one
to ignore their ÏÎ˘, following their Ú¯‰ ¯ˆÈ and ˙ÂÂ‡˙ instead.
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Each one of these personalities is affected by the way he admits ‰ÓÎÁ
into his life. Whether he vehemently rejects it, ignores it, or embraces it on
his own terms, his relationship with ‰ÓÎÁ negatively affects his life. In truth,
¢˙Ú„ ˙È˘‡¯ ß‰ ˙‡¯È¢ (Ê∫‡ ¨ÈÏ˘Ó). Without ß‰ ˙‡¯È, ‰ÓÎÁ will come to nothing.
ß‰ ˙‡¯È is a prerequisite to the kind of learning that leads to fulfilling ß‰ ÔÂˆ¯.
‰ÓÎÁ without ß‰ ˙‡¯È will make man skeptical of anything he cannot understand, which can lead to ‡ËÁ. ‰ÓÎÁ means much more than understanding
abstract ideas. Rather, ‰ÓÎÁ has a behavioral aspect. It involves incorporating ß‰ and ‰¯Â˙ into our lives. Man is not equipped with the capabilities to
decipher everything he learns. This is why ‰ÓÏ˘ warns us, Í·Ï ÏÎ· ß‰ Ï‡ ÁË·¢
Í˙È· Ï‡Â ¢ÔÚ˘˙ Ï‡ (‰∫‚ ¨ÈÏ˘Ó). In the final analysis, ß‰’s wisdom determines
right from wrong, not merely what mortal humans have derived from ‰ÓÎÁ.
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ÔÂ¯‰‡: ÏÂ„‚ Ô‰Î or ‰˘Ó’s deputy?
Lauren Lew

Ô‰Î‰ ÔÂ¯‰‡ is one of the most enigmatic personalities in the ‰¯Â˙. We are
introduced to him as a helper to his younger brother ‰˘Ó. However, once he
became the ÏÂ„‚ Ô‰Î, it became clear that there was a lot more to his character. This special status meant not only that he was in charge of the spiritual
state of the people, but also that his descendents would be the holiest group
of Jews, who would spend their time serving ß‰ on behalf of the people in the
˘„˜Ó‰ ˙È·.
How did ÔÂ¯‰‡ come to deserve such a role? In addition, how can this
position of leadership be reconciled with his function as secondary leader of
Ï‡¯˘È È·, subservient to his younger brother ‰˘Ó? The aim of this study is to
examine the mission he was given by ß‰, thereby clarifying his character and
role. A prophet’s first prophetic experience, when he is handed his Divine
mission, can be called his ¢‰˘„˜‰¢ (initiation). Much about a prophet’s character and objectives can be learned from studying this episode in his life.
An investigation into the manifestation of ÔÂ¯‰‡’s role and the way it
progresses after his ˙Â˘„˜‰ will help explain the real essence and greatness
of ÔÂ¯‰‡.
Unlike most ÌÈ‡È·, ÔÂ¯‰‡ had two (very brief) ˙Â˘„˜‰, and surprisingly,
the first one was not spoken to him directly. Rather, ß‰ spoke to ÔÂ¯‰‡’s brother,
‰˘Ó. This is the only time in Í¢˙ that a sibling received a ‰˘„˜‰ for his
brother. Indeed the only other instance of an indirect ‰˘„˜‰ is that of ÔÂ˘Ó˘,
whose parents received ‰‡Â· before his birth. Yet in ÔÂ¯‰‡’s case, ÔÂ¯‰‡ was
alive at the time of the ‰˘„˜‰, and was in fact the older of the two brothers.
There are also other questions regarding the ‰˘„˜‰ of ÔÂ¯‰‡. ÔÂ¯‰‡ is
the last member of his family to be spoken of in the ‰¯Â˙. ÔÂ¯‰‡ is introduced
into the story almost as an afterthought, after ‰˘Ó voiced his hesitancy about
having to approach ‰Ú¯Ù alone („È∫„ ¨˙ÂÓ˘). ß‰ responded by trying to comfort ‰˘Ó: ¢ÈÂÏ‰ ÍÈÁ‡ Ô¯‰‡ ‡Ï‰¢ will help you. Furthermore, ß‰ told ‰˘Ó that
ÔÂ¯‰‡ would greet him with ‰ÁÓ˘: ¢Â·Ï· ÁÓ˘Â ‰‡¯Â.¢ Why did ‰˘Ó need to
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know his brother’s reaction? In addition, why is this so important that it is
one of the first details that the ‰¯Â˙ chooses to tell us about the ‡È·? Furthermore, why does the ‰¯Â˙ tell us so much about ÔÂ¯‰‡’s role before he even
appears in the narrative?
Later in the ˜¯Ù, ß‰ spoke directly to ÔÂ¯‰‡ (ÊÎ∫„ ¨˙ÂÓ˘). This ‰˘„˜‰ is
remarkably short, including one simple command: ¢‰¯·„Ó‰ ‰˘Ó ˙‡¯˜Ï ÍÏ.¢
This command comes without any explanation, introduction, or preparation. Yet, ÔÂ¯‰‡’s immediate response is, ¢ÍÏÈÂ¢. Not only did he do as instructed, but he did it with passion and love, going and kissing his brother.
These two ˙Â˘„˜‰ teach us a great deal about ÔÂ¯‰‡’s life and character.
ß‰ told ‰˘Ó that ÔÂ¯‰‡ would come to meet him with complete ‰ÁÓ˘.
Despite the fact that ß‰ had given ‰˘Ó, the younger brother, the role of
leading Ï‡¯˘È È·, and ‰˘Ó had not even grown up living amongst the people, ÔÂ¯‰‡ was not at all jealous. Indeed È¢˘¯ states that ÔÂ¯‰‡ was rewarded for
this ‰ÁÓ˘ by being granted the Ô˘ÂÁ („È∫„ ¨˙ÂÓ˘ ÏÚ È¢˘¯). This points to ÔÂ¯‰‡’s
overwhelming love of ‰˘Ó, and by extension, for all of Ï‡¯˘È È·. This ˙·‰‡
Ï‡¯˘È is one of ÔÂ¯‰‡’s primary ˙Â„ÈÓ. It is not surprising that ÔÂ¯‰‡’s first action reflects the ‰„ÈÓ of Ï‡¯˘È ˙·‰‡, which was so central to his personality.
This portrayal is strengthened further after the second ‰˘„˜‰, when the first
action which ÔÂ¯‰‡ performed was one of affection: ¢ÂÏ ˜˘ÈÂ¢ (ÊÎ∫„ ¨˙ÂÓ˘).
These passages also reflect ÔÂ¯‰‡’s trait of obedience, which is magnified in the contrast to ‰˘Ó. When ß‰ told ‰˘Ó of his task, ‰˘Ó provided
various reasons why he should not be given the job. He refused so adamantly to take on the task that ß‰ eventually got angry with him: ß‰ Û‡ ¯ÁÈÂ¢
¢‰˘Ó· („È∫„ ¨˙ÂÓ˘). Even though he had been given the greatest reassurance
possible — ¢ÍÈÙ ÌÚ ‰È‰‡ ÈÎ‡Â¢ (·È∫„ ¨˙ÂÓ˘) — ‰˘Ó eventually agreed reluctantly when ß‰ told him that ÔÂ¯‰‡ would accompany him. ÔÂ¯‰‡, however,
was given no such lengthy explanations. All he was told was that he must
go and meet his brother (ÊÎ∫„ ¨˙ÂÓ˘). He obeyed without any questions, in
contrast to ‰˘Ó’s reluctance. ÔÂ¯‰‡’s obedience is reflected by the use of the
same verb root in the command, ¢ÍÏ¢, and the action taken, ¢ÍÏÈÂ¢. Similarly,
when ‰˘Ó told ÔÂ¯‰‡ about the nature of their task, ÔÂ¯‰‡ acted immediately:
¢Ô¯‰‡Â ‰˘Ó ÍÏÈÂ Ô¯‰‡Ï ‰˘Ó „‚ÈÂ¢ (ËÎ≠ÁÎ∫„ ¨˙ÂÓ˘). Later, ÔÂ¯‰‡ became a man of
action, and his calm and unquestioning presence alongside ‰˘Ó gave ‰˘Ó
the confidence and security he needed to lead the people.
Furthermore, these ˙Â˘„˜‰ give a sense of the structure that the brothers’ relationship would assume. ¢Â‰ÈÙ ÌÚÂ ÍÈÙ ÌÚ ‰È‰‡ ÈÎ‡Â¢(ÂË∫„ ¨˙ÂÓ˘). ß‰ would
assist both ‰˘Ó and ÔÂ¯‰‡, in particular with their power of speech in approaching ‰Ú¯Ù. Despite ÔÂ¯‰‡’s very active role in this realm, it is clear from
the outset that ‰˘Ó was the chief, as the ˜ÂÒÙ says, ‰È‰˙ ‰˙‡Â ‰ÙÏ ÍÏ ‰È‰È ‡Â‰Â¢
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¢ÌÈ‰Ï‡Ï ÂÏ (ÊË∫„ ¨˙ÂÓ˘). Indeed, this ˜ÂÒÙ encapsulates the partnership formed
by ‰˘Ó and ÔÂ¯‰‡. ÔÂ¯‰‡ was the man of action, who would represent ‰˘Ó
before ‰Ú¯Ù, as is seen in the words ¢ÍÏ ‡Â‰ ¯·„Â.¢ His main purpose initially
was to act as a source of strength for his brother, who seemed much less at
ease with his new role. ‰˘Ó, in contrast, was the man of God, the one with
whom God would always speak. As the ˜ÂÒÙ explicitly states, ÔÂ¯‰‡ would be
subservient to him in this regard, as ‰˘Ó would relate the word of ß‰ to ÔÂ¯‰‡,
who, in turn, would have to obey ‰˘Ó. Ô¢·Ó¯ supports this when he emphasizes that ÔÂ¯‰‡ kissed ‰˘Ó, but ‰˘Ó did not reciprocate (ÊÎ∫„ ¨˙ÂÓ˘). ÔÂ¯‰‡’s
kiss was a manifestation of his new respect and honor for his new leader.
The ˙Â˘„˜‰ emphasize the importance of the partnership. Each brother
had his role, and their mission required both of them. The ˙Â˘„˜‰ accentuate the three-way partnership between ‰˘Ó, ÔÂ¯‰‡, and ß‰. The first ˜ÂÒÙ after
the ‰˘„˜‰ reflects the importance of the partnership: ÌÈ¯·„‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ Ô¯‰‡ ¯·„ÈÂ¢
¢‰˘Ó Ï‡ ß‰ ¯·„ ¯˘‡. This three-way partnership led to success: ÌÚ‰ ÔÓ‡ÈÂ¢
¢ÂÚÓ˘ÈÂ („∫„ ¨˙ÂÓ˘).

ÔÂ¯‰‡’s personality
ÔÂ¯‰‡ retained these character traits throughout his life. ÔÂ¯‰‡, unlike ‰˘Ó,
did not question God’s commands. For example, when ‰˘Ó relayed God’s
command to the ÌÈ‰Î (descendents of ÔÂ¯‰‡), they implemented it immediately: ¢‰˘Ó ¯·„Î Â˘ÚÈÂ ÌÎÈÏÚ ß‰ ˙Á˘Ó ÔÓ˘ ÈÎ Â˙Ó˙ ÔÙ Â‡ˆ˙ ‡Ï „ÚÂÓ Ï‰‡ Á˙ÙÓÂ¢
(Ê∫È ¨‡¯˜ÈÂ). ÔÂ¯‰‡’s ‰„ÈÓ of obedience was so strong that it was adopted by his
children. Even when ÔÂ¯‰‡ was given the task of lighting the ‰¯ÂÓ — an
‰„Â·Ú that is so important that it might be intimidating to ÔÂ¯‰‡ — he showed
no qualms, doubts, or even technical questions. As the ˜ÂÒÙ says, ÔÎ ˘ÚÈÂ¢
¢Ô¯‰‡ (‚∫Á ¨¯·„Ó·).
Furthermore, we see that ÔÂ¯‰‡ was a man of action, the one who was
commanded to orchestrate the first plague (‡∫Á ¨˙ÂÓ˘), in addition to his
role as spokesman for ‰˘Ó. However, it is important to note that despite his
role as spokesperson, ÔÂ¯‰‡ also understood when to be silent. The most profound example of this follows the death of his two sons („ ¨‡¯˜ÈÂ). The ˜ÂÒÙ
describes ÔÂ¯‰‡’s reaction to their deaths: ¢Ô¯‰‡ Ì„ÈÂ¢. Most fathers would have
been crying out in grief, or at least trying to defend the action of their sons.
Yet ÔÂ¯‰‡ remained mute because he knew there was no appropriate answer
or plea. His sons had done wrong, and he mourned them deeply. This astounding degree of self-control epitomizes ÔÂ¯‰‡’s calculated and sensitive
way of knowing when to keep silent. The first ˜ÂÒÙ following this incident
perhaps reflects ÔÂ¯‰‡’s reward for his silent self-control. The ˜ÂÒÙ reads, ¯·„ÈÂ¢
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¢¯Ó‡Ï Ô¯‰‡ Ï‡ ß‰ (Á∫È ¨‡¯˜ÈÂ). This is quite unusual, as the Divine command is
normally given from ß‰ to ‰˘Ó or from from ß‰ to both ‰˘Ó and ÔÂ¯‰‡. Arguably, ÔÂ¯‰‡ merits to receive a ÈÂÂˆ from ß‰ directly as a reward for his silence.
ÔÂ¯‰‡’s personality also contains another striking trait, namely his love
for the entire Ï‡¯˘È ÏÏÎ. His compassion and overriding love for the people,
despite their sinful actions, is seen in the rebellion of Á¯Â˜. ‰˘Ó instructed
ÔÂ¯‰‡ to stop the plague by bringing a Ô·¯˜. ÔÂ¯‰‡ did so immediately. Not
only did he carry out the instruction precisely, but the ˜ÂÒÙ emphasizes that
he ran to do it, ¢Ï‰˜‰ ÍÂ˙ Ï‡ ı¯ÈÂ¢ (·È∫ÊÈ ¨¯·„Ó·). He was driven not only by
obedience, but by a deep-seated compassion and love for Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ. Whereas,
in the aftermath of his sons’ death, he calculated his response rather than
acting on impulse, here, when he had the chance to save Jews, he spontaneously ran as soon as ‰˘Ó gave him the command.
It is therefore not at all surprising that ‰˘Ó’s initial reaction to Á¯Â˜’s
rebellion was ¢‡Â‰ ‰Ó Ô¯‰‡Â¢ (‡È∫ÊË ¨¯·„Ó·). ‰˘Ó seems to be asking, how could
anyone bear such jealousy and hatred against someone who loves Ï‡¯˘È È·
so deeply and thoroughly? ÌÈ·ÏÓ interprets ‰˘Ó’s question slightly differently,
although his interpretation still reflects the same principle. According to
his interpretation, ‰˘Ó was asking why Á¯Â˜ was disguising his complaint
against the whole of the ÈÂÏ È· by complaining against ÔÂ¯‰‡. Á¯Â˜ could not
possibly be complaining about ÔÂ¯‰‡ himself, because his pure motives and
love were too apparent.
This examination of the ˙Â„ÈÓ of ÔÂ¯‰‡ can help explain a very conspicuous ˜ÂÒÙ immediately after the crossing of the ÛÂÒ ÌÈ. When ÌÈ¯Ó took
musical instruments and led the women in a song, she was described as ÌÈ¯Ó¢
¢ÔÂ¯‰‡ ˙ÂÁ‡ ‰‡È·‰ (Î∫ÂË ¨˙ÂÓ˘). Why does the ˜ÂÒÙ describe her in this instance as ÔÂ¯‰‡’s sister? Arguably, her behavior here was characteristic of her
brother. This song denotes a certain spontaneity, an outpouring of gratitude
to ß‰ with great ‰ÁÓ˘ and love, and a self-confidence in leading the other
women in song. We have seen that ÔÂ¯‰‡’s behavior involves love, ‰ÁÓ˘, and
leadership.

A unique partnership
The partnership between ‰˘Ó and ÔÂ¯‰‡ that was outlined in the ‰˘„˜‰ becomes even more important later in the ‰¯Â˙. ÔÂ¯‰‡ first appears in a reassuring role. Throughout the rest of the ‰¯Â˙, ÔÂ¯‰‡’s support often helped ‰˘Ó
when he wavered or hesitated in leadership.
We know that ‰˘Ó was uncertain about going to ‰Ú¯Ù (·È≠È∫Â ¨˙ÂÓ˘).
The juxtaposition of this ‰˘¯Ù with ¢Ô¯‰‡ Ï‡Â ‰˘Ó Ï‡ ß‰ ¯·„ÈÂ¢ magnifies the
importance of ‰˘Ó and ÔÂ¯‰‡ working together. When ÔÂ¯‰‡ and ‰˘Ó worked
70

ÔÂ¯‰‡: ÏÂ„‚ Ô‰Î or ‰˘Ó’s deputy?
together, God’s will could be fulfilled and ‰˘Ó’s leadership role could be
properly secured. For example, when Ï‡¯˘È È· complained about not having
food, both ‰˘Ó and ÔÂ¯‰‡ told the nation that the ÔÓ was coming (Â∫ÊË ˙ÂÓ˘).
‰˘Ó turned to his brother for support at times of crisis. Similarly, when ˜ÏÓÚ
attacked the Jews, ‰˘Ó did not go alone. Rather ˘‡¯ ÂÏÚ ¯ÂÁÂ ÔÂ¯‰‡ ‰˘ÓÂ¢
¢‰Ú·‚‰ (È∫ÊÈ ¨˙ÂÓ˘).
As demonstrated in the ‰˘„˜‰, ‰˘Ó remained superior to ÔÂ¯‰‡ in this
partnership. Yet, they each had a slightly different role. ‰˘Ó is described as
an ¢‰Ú¯ÙÏ ÌÈ‰Ï‡¢, while ¢Í‡È· ‰È‰È ÍÈÁ‡ Ô¯‰‡¢ (·∫Ê ¨˙ÂÓ˘). ÔÂ¯‰‡ was the ‡È·: the
intermediary between the word of God and the people. He was the transmitter, the people’s person, while ‰˘Ó was the ÌÈ˜Ï‡‰ ˘È‡, the man who was
so close to God that it was more difficult for him to relate to the people.
However there is one instance where ‰˘Ó and his children were to be
subservient to ÔÂ¯‰‡. Before ß‰ informed the ÌÈÈÂÏ about their task, He commanded ‰˘Ó to ¢Â˙‡ Â˙¯˘Â Ô‰Î‰ Ô¯‰‡ ÈÙÏ Â˙‡ ˙„ÓÚ‰Â ÈÂÏ ‰ËÓ ˙‡ ·¯˜‰¢ (¨¯·„Ó·
Â∫‚). ÈÂÏ È· had a specific command to serve ÔÂ¯‰‡. Perhaps ÔÂ¯‰‡’s reward for
his faithfulness was that he received his own status as the Ô‰Î in the ÔÎ˘Ó.
Ï‡¯˘È È· succeeded when ‰˘Ó and ÔÂ¯‰‡ adhered to their roles and cooperated with each other. After the ‰¯Â˙ explained the roles of each brother —
‰˘Ó as the ¢ÌÈ‰Ï‡¢ and ÔÂ¯‰‡ as the ‡È· — the ˜ÂÒÙ immediately explains ÁÏ˘Â¢
¢Âˆ¯‡Ó Ï‡¯˘È È· ˙‡,¢ (·∫Ê ¨˙ÂÓ˘). Salvation from ÌÈ¯ˆÓ would come when they
each perform their task properly. It comes as no surprise, therefore, that ß‰ „Â·Î
appears when the team is united, ¢ß‰ „Â·Î ‡¯ÈÂ ÆÆÆ„ÚÂÓ Ï‰‡ Ï‡ Ô¯‰‡Â ‰˘Ó ‡·ÈÂ¢ (¨‡¯˜ÈÂ
‚Î∫Ë).
Yet we should not lose sight of the differences between their personalities. The ‰¯Â˙ oscillates between focusing on them as individuals and as a
team. In particular, there are some occasions where we see a dichotomy
between their two personalities. The rebellion of Á¯Â˜ is one such example.
He rebelled against both of them: ¢Ô¯‰‡ ÏÚÂ ‰˘Ó ÏÚ ÂÏ‰˜ÈÂ¢ (‚∫ÊË ¨¯·„Ó·). Yet,
they responded differently. ‰˘Ó responded by falling on his face in prayer
and distress, ¢ÂÈÙ ÏÚ ÏÙÈÂ ‰˘Ó ÚÓ˘ÈÂ,¢ demonstrating his overwhelming grief at
the sin of the people and the distress they may cause his brother. This is
exemplary of his reaction at any time when Ï‡¯˘È È· sinned, and reflects
‰˘Ó’s closeness to God and his shock at the fact that the people would sin in
such a way. ÔÂ¯‰‡’s conspicuous silence here is also very characteristic of his
personality. When dealing with an unpleasant situation, he was always calm
and calculated in his pursuit of ÌÂÏ˘, a quality that he held in such great
esteem due to his Ï‡¯˘È ˙·‰‡. ÔÂ¯‰‡ was silent because he understood the
level of the people, and was not nearly as shocked as ‰˘Ó was. Neither approach was wrong. ‰˘Ó needed to be focused on being ß‰ ˘È‡, while ÔÂ¯‰‡
needed to focus on being ÌÂÏ˘ ˘È‡, in order to form the balanced partnership
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which was so necessary.
There is only one instance where ÔÂ¯‰‡ lost his focus, when he and
ÌÈ¯Ó spoke Ú¯‰ ÔÂ˘Ï about ‰˘Ó (‡∫·È ¨¯·„Ó·). This incident broke the pattern
of obedience which began in the ‰˘„˜‰. Here, we see ÔÂ¯‰‡’s human weakness. Shortly thereafter, ß‰ reminded ÔÂ¯‰‡ and ÌÈ¯Ó that they were not at the
same level as ‰˘Ó. ‰˘Ó was capable of speaking to God at any time, while
ÌÈ¯Ó and ÔÂ¯‰‡ were not. This scolding may hint that the source of ÔÂ¯‰‡’s and
ÌÈ¯Ó’s sin may have been a desire to be like ‰˘Ó. ÔÂ¯‰‡ needed to be reminded
that ‰˘Ó was the ß‰ ˘È‡, and that he is the man of the people. If he were to
take on the same role as ‰˘Ó, their team would not function effectively.
ÔÂ¯‰‡ learned his lesson and did immediate ‰·Â˘˙: ÂÈÏÚ ˙˘˙ ‡ Ï‡ È„‡ È·¢
¢Â‡ËÁ ¯˘‡Â ÂÏ‡Â ¯˘‡ ˙‡ËÁ (‡È∫·È ¨¯·„Ó·). ÔÂ¯‰‡ humbled himself for the sake
of ÌÈ¯Ó. Hence the ˜¯Ù ends with ÔÂ¯‰‡ reinstated, and content with his role
as ÌÂÏ˘ ˘È‡.
The importance of ÔÂ¯‰‡’s role is reflected in the priestly blessing (¨¯·„Ó·
ÊÎ≠·Î∫Â). The blessing of ÔÂ¯‰‡ was the bridge between ß‰ and the people,
which hints at ÔÂ¯‰‡’s task of connecting with the people. This contrasts
with ‰˘Ó, who was elevated to such a level of intimacy with ß‰ that it was
harder for him to relate to the people. ÔÂ¯‰‡’s job to light the ‰¯ÂÓ strengthens this idea further. His purpose was to bring the light of God down to the
people.
ß‰ recognized ÔÂ¯‰‡’s invaluable contribution to the partnership. When
ß‰ gave the laws of ÁÒÙ Ô·¯˜ (·È ¨˙ÂÓ˘), he spoke to both ‰˘Ó and ÔÂ¯‰‡, whereas
He generally spoke only to ‰˘Ó. ÔÂ¯‰‡ and ‰˘Ó had approached ‰Ú¯Ù as a
team, and together had saved Ï‡¯˘È È· from Egypt. Therefore the laws of the
celebration of that salvation were given to both members of the team. Once
the subject of ÁÒÙ has been dealt with, ß‰’s word once again begins to appear
to ‰˘Ó only.

Visits to ‰Ú¯Ù
A close examination of the commands given to the brothers regarding the
˙ÂÎÓ reveals a progression and evolution in their relationship. When ‰˘Ó
and ÔÂ¯‰‡ first went to ‰Ú¯Ù, ÔÂ¯‰‡ did the miracle with the ‰ËÓ. Furthermore, ÔÂ¯‰‡ initiated the first three plagues by using the ‰ËÓ. Hence, ‰˘Ó
was specifically told that he must tell ÔÂ¯‰‡ about the plagues, ¢Ô¯‰‡ Ï‡ ¯ÂÓ‡¢
(·È∫Á ¨‡∫Á ¨ËÈ∫Ê ¨˙ÂÓ˘). This reflects the status of their partnership at the time.
‰˘Ó was still not comfortable with his position as leader, and needed ÔÂ¯‰‡ to
take a very active role.
However ß‰ commanded the fourth plague directly to ‰˘Ó, ¯˜·· ÌÎ˘‰¢
¢˙¯Ó‡Â ÆÆÆ‰Ú¯Ù ÈÙÏ ·ˆÈ˙‰Â (ÊË∫Á), with absolutely no mention of ÔÂ¯‰‡ or his
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participation. This marks a new stage. After having benefited from ÔÂ¯‰‡’s
assistance, ‰˘Ó was now able to take action himself. ÔÂ¯‰‡’s modesty and
self-sacrifice become evident. ÔÂ¯‰‡ was not interested in self-elevation. He
sacrificed his own leadership role to help ‰˘Ó become the leader.
‰Ú¯Ù also understood that ‰˘Ó and ÔÂ¯‰‡ were an inseparable team, yet
he may not have understood the intricacies of their relationship. For example, ‰Ú¯Ù called ¢Ô¯‰‡Â ‰˘Ó Ï‡¢ (‡Î∫Á). Yet, there is no mention of ÔÂ¯‰‡ in the
response, which reads ¢‰˘Ó ¯Ó‡ÈÂ¢. Once again in ÊÎ∫Ë, ‰Ú¯Ù appealed to both
the brothers (¢Ô¯‰‡ÏÂ ‰˘ÓÏ ‡¯˜ÈÂ¢). Yet, ÔÂ¯‰‡’s absence is conspicuous in the
response: ¢‰˘Ó ÂÈÏ‡ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ.¢ Similarly, in È≠Ë∫Â, ‰˘Ó spoke to ‰Ú¯Ù, and ‰Ú¯Ù
answered both brothers. Throughout their negotiations, ‰Ú¯Ù viewed ‰˘Ó
and ÔÂ¯‰‡ as one entity and appealed to both of them. When ‰Ú¯Ù was finally prepared to admit his folly and repent, he called both brothers (¨˙ÂÓ˘
ÊË∫È).1

A paragon of perfection?
In light of the above, how can we explain ÔÂ¯‰‡’s involvement in the sin of
the golden calf? How could he facilitate an act so antithetical to Judaism?
How does this fit into the picture of ÔÂ¯‰‡ that has been portrayed until this
point? A closer look at how the ‰¯Â˙ views his involvement in this episode
will help clarify how he became a part of such an act, and how serious his
involvement was. He clearly did not join with the people out of a desire to
worship idolatry. Rather this was his mistaken reaction to their request for
an idol.
It seems that he did not deal with the problem in the best possible
way. Beside ÔÂ¯‰‡’s role in facilitating the construction of the calf at nearly
every step, ‰˘Ó explicitly accused ÔÂ¯‰‡ of having brought great sin onto the
people, ¢‰ÏÂ„‚ ‰‡ËÁ ÂÈÏÚ ˙‡·‰¢ (‡Î∫·Ï ¨˙ÂÓ˘). Indeed, ÔÂ¯‰‡ was the one who
demanded that the people bring their jewelry, while up to that point they
had done nothing but complain.
To understand how ÔÂ¯‰‡ could have been involved in such an episode
it is necessary to recall ÔÂ¯‰‡’s interaction with the people in general. As
mentioned above, ÔÂ¯‰‡ was very close to the people. It is therefore no surprise that Ï‡¯˘È È· approached him when they decided they wanted to make
an idol. ÔÂ¯‰‡ was so involved in the concerns of the nation that it was
difficult for him to act against the people. This is reflected in ‰˘Ó’s rebuke
of ÔÂ¯‰‡: ¢‰Ï„‚ ‰‡ËÁ ÂÈÏÚ ˙‡·‰ ÈÎ ‰Ê‰ ÌÚ‰ ÍÏ ‰˘Ú ‰Ó¢ (‡Î∫·Ï ¨˙ÂÓ˘). The first
clause attributes the majority of blame to the people, suggesting that they
were the ones who persisted until ÔÂ¯‰‡ conceded. However, the second clause
accuses ÔÂ¯‰‡ of being the one who caused such a grave sin to occur. This
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expression reflects the interdependence of ÔÂ¯‰‡ and the people. It was so
difficult for ÔÂ¯‰‡ to prevent the sin because of their mutual relationship and
dependence.
A similar expression appears when ‰˘Ó returned with the second tablets. ÔÂ¯‰‡ is grouped together with the people, rather than together with
‰˘Ó: ¢‰˘Ó ˙‡ Ï‡¯˘È È· ÏÎÂ Ô¯‰‡ ‡¯ÈÂ¢ (Ï∫„Ï ¨˙ÂÓ˘). This reflects the crucial
difference between the brothers. ‰˘Ó was the lone and pure man of God,
while ÔÂ¯‰‡ was the man of the people. This trait, which had been critical to
ÔÂ¯‰‡’s successes, brought about his failing during the sin of the calf. This
distinction between the two brothers originated in their childhood. ÔÂ¯‰‡
grew up together with Ï‡¯˘È È·; ‰˘Ó grew up in the palace of ‰Ú¯Ù, close to
royalty but far from the people.
The incident of the ·‰Ê‰ Ï‚Ú indicates that the partnership was necessary for both brothers. Just as ‰˘Ó had needed his brother when he went to
‰Ú¯Ù, ÔÂ¯‰‡ also needed ‰˘Ó. With ‰˘Ó on ÈÈÒ ¯‰, ÔÂ¯‰‡ was forced to be the
sole leader. His weaknesses were exposed to a greater degree. Without ‰˘Ó’s
support, ÔÂ¯‰‡’s love of the people got the better of him.

ÔÂ¯‰‡
ÔÂ¯‰‡’s death
The story of ÔÂ¯‰‡’s death (·Î∫Î ¨¯·„Ó·) matches his ˙Â˘„˜‰ and his life. The
most striking aspect of his death is its simplicity, which parallels the simple
love he portrayed towards ‰˘Ó in his ‰˘„˜‰. He is referred to at this point as
¢ÔÂ¯‰‡¢ without the title Ô‰Î‰. He died without his title, but only with his
essence. He earned the title Ô‰Î, but his essence was simple. ÔÂ¯‰‡ went about
his pursuit of ÌÂÏ˘ in a quiet way, and he never demanded any special status.
Similarly, when he died, his clothing were referred to simply as ÌÈ„‚· rather
than ‰Â‰Î È„‚·. (That they were the ‰Â‰Î È„‚· is clear from the fact that they
were passed down to the next ÏÂ„‚ Ô‰Î: ¢Â· ¯ÊÚÏ‡ ˙‡ Ì˙˘·Ï‰Â¢ (ÂÎ∫Î ¨¯·„Ó·). In
contrast, when ‰˘Ó died, many more details are given („Ï ¨ÌÈ¯·„). Regarding ÔÂ¯‰‡, we are not told his age or the like, because the narrative of his
death is as simple as possible, paralleling the simple and pure love and compassion he felt towards each member of Ï‡¯˘È È·. This is emphasized in Ï¢ÊÁ’s
description of ÔÂ¯‰‡’s clothing at the time of his death. ÔÂ¯‰‡’s material clothing was insignificant, because ÔÂ¯‰‡ was clothed in the ‰ÈÎ˘ itself (¨ÈÂÚÓ˘ ËÂ˜ÏÈ
ÂË˜˙ ¨Âˆ ˙˘¯Ù). The ‰¯Â˙ further emphasizes the dignity and simplicity of
ÔÂ¯‰‡’s death when ß‰ reassured ‰˘Ó about his own death by telling him it
would be like his brother ÔÂ¯‰‡’s: ¢ÍÈÁ‡ Ô¯‰‡ ÛÒ‡ ¯˘‡Î ‰˙‡ Ì‚¢ (‚È∫‚Î ¨¯·„Ó·).
It is particularly significant that after ÔÂ¯‰‡ died, ‰˘Ó descended from
the mountain together with ¯ÊÚÏ‡, which evokes images of a new ÏÂ„‚ Ô‰Î
emerging. However, ¯ÊÚÏ‡ is not described here as ÔÂ¯‰‡ Ô·, even though this
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is the way the ‰¯Â˙ regularly describes him. ¯ÊÚÏ‡ must learn how to thrive
independently as a ÏÂ„‚ Ô‰Î. A parent’s and child’s true success comes when
the child becomes successful independently, when he or she can use his or
her individual style and personality to continue in the ways of his or her
parents.
There are several very powerful ÌÈ˘¯„Ó which describe the death of
the ÏÂ„‚ Ô‰Î. The ˘¯„Ó is troubled by the fact that ‰˘Ó was commanded to
take his brother onto the mountain. Why did ß‰ not take ÔÂ¯‰‡ himself? The
˘¯„Ó emphasizes the triangular relationship between ß‰, ‰˘Ó, and ÔÂ¯‰‡. ß‰
asked ‰˘Ó to reveal to ÔÂ¯‰‡ that it was time for his death, because He did
not want to have to do it Himself. In addition, the ˘¯„Ó emphasizes the
different characters of the two brothers. The same ˘¯„Ó says that ‰˘Ó turned
to ÔÂ¯‰‡ at the time of his death and said, “ÔÂ¯‰‡ my brother, when ÌÈ¯Ó died,
we both buried her, and now you are dying and ¯ÊÚÏ‡ and I will bury you.
But when I die, who will bury me?” Suddenly, the immensely difficult role
of being ß‰ ˘È‡ surfaces. ‰˘Ó was the one who would die alone, without
children or loved ones supporting him. His legacy was not his immediate
family, but the eternal ‰¯Â˙ and the entire Jewish people. Near his death,
the ˘¯„Ó echoes the inherent loneliness of ‰˘Ó’s role. Yet the ˘¯„Ó continues. “ß‰ said to him, ‘I will bury you’, and then the ‰ÈÎ˘ came down and
kissed him.” ‰˘Ó was buried by ß‰ Himself, the epitome of ß‰ ˘È‡. ÔÂ¯‰‡ died
embodying what he had stood for in his life, the ÌÂÏ˘ ˘È‡, with his loved
ones and his inheritor next to him.
However, the most telling sign of ÔÂ¯‰‡’s greatness came after his death
when we hear of how he was mourned. ¢Ï‡¯˘È ˙È· ÏÎ ÌÂÈ ÌÈ˘Ï˘ Ô¯‰‡ ˙‡ ÂÎ·ÈÂ¢
(˜ÂÒÙ ËÎ). This is the only time in Í¢˙ that we are told that the entire
nation not only mourned, but also cried for thirty whole days. ÔÂ¯‰‡’s quiet
love for the people and his pursuit of ÌÂÏ˘ come to the fore. Though he
pursued no honor in his life, happy with his role as second to ‰˘Ó, he ultimately received the honor.

ÔÂ¯‰‡
ÔÂ¯‰‡’s essence
ÔÂ¯‰‡’s overriding characteristic is his ‰·‰‡: love of both ß‰ and his fellow
Jew. ‰Â‰Î could be given only to someone who had an overwhelming love
for every Jew, as the ÏÂ„‚ Ô‰Î had to represent them before God, offer sacrifices for them, and achieve atonement on their behalf. The ‰¯Â¯· ‰˘Ó records
the ‰ÎÏ‰ that a Ô‰Î must leave the synagogue rather than bless the ¯Â·Èˆ, if he
feels any antipathy towards even one individual in the congregation (Á¯Â‡
ÁÎ˜ ¨ÌÈÈÁ). ÔÂ¯‰‡’s greatness was that he felt sympathy and compassion towards the entire nation. He was the ideal candidate for the role of ÏÂ„‚ Ô‰Î,
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since the ‰„ÈÓ of ‰·‰‡ was embedded within his very being.
In conclusion, ÔÂ¯‰‡’s enigmatic portrayal is centered around one attribute: his ‰·‰‡. His inauguration, position of leadership, triumphs, pitfalls, and death all revolved around his passionate love and intense bond to
his nation. Perhaps this explains the advice of ÏÏ‰: “Be amongst the disciples of ÔÂ¯‰‡, loving peace, pursuing peace, loving people and bringing them
closer to ‰¯Â˙” (·È∫‡ ¨˙Â·‡).
The only time ‰Ú¯Ù called ‰˘Ó alone was during the plague of darkness. Perhaps
during this time of darkness, ‰Ú¯Ù’s clarity of perception was also obscured. Hence, he
failed to see the silent but fundamentally important partner, ÔÂ¯‰‡.
1
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May a Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ô· do ‰Î‡ÏÓ for a ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ Ô· on
È˘ ·ÂË ÌÂÈ in Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡?
Riva Preil

UPON ARRIVING in MMY, many of us were faced with a new question in
‰ÎÏ‰. Living temporarily in Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡, most MMY students followed the
majority opinion, and continued observing two days of ·ÂË ÌÂÈ. The rest of
the country, however, kept only one day of ·ÂË ÌÂÈ. Therefore, the question
arose — can a Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ô· perform a ‰Î‡ÏÓ for a ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ Ô· who is observing
È˘ ·ÂË ÌÂÈ? On the one hand, it isn’t ·ÂË ÌÂÈ for the Israeli, and he can do any
‰Î‡ÏÓ he desires. On the other hand, the person for whom he would be
performing the act is still observing ·ÂË ÌÂÈ, and it would be prohibited for
him to perform the ‰Î‡ÏÓ for himself. This issue has been addressed by the
ÌÈ˜ÒÂÙ, and there are three different ways of approaching the case.

The Lenient Position of ˘¢˜È¯‰Ó
The first approach is that of ˘¢˜È¯‰Ó („ ÏÏÎ ¨Á¢‡ ˜ÏÁ ¨ÌÈ„¯Â ˙È‚ ˙¢Â˘· ‡·ÂÓ
Ê¢Ë ÔÓÈÒ), who concludes that not only would it be permitted for the ıÂÁ Ô·
ı¯‡Ï to derive benefit from the actions of the Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ô·, but the person
observing È˘ ·ÂË ÌÂÈ would even be allowed to ask the Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ô· to go out
of his way to perform a ‰Î‡ÏÓ for him.
He draws this conclusion based on ‡¢·˘¯’s reading of a ‡¯Ó‚ about
˙·˘ ÌÂÁ˙. The ‡¯Ó‚ (‡¢Ú ‡˜ ˙·˘) says that it would be ¯˙ÂÓ for Reuven to
ask Shimon to guard Reuven’s fruit, which is located outside of Reuven’s
˙·˘ ÌÂÁ˙, but within Shimon’s ÌÂÁ˙. ‡¢·˘¯ (¯Ó‡ ‰¢„ ¨Ì˘ ¨‡¢·˘¯‰ È˘Â„ÈÁ
‰„Â‰È ·¯) quotes a ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙ which takes this logic one step further. He says that
a Jew, Reuven, who has already accepted ˙·˘ early on Friday afternoon, is
allowed to ask his friend, Shimon, (who has not yet accepted ˙·˘) to do a
‰Î‡ÏÓ for his benefit. Since it is ¯˙ÂÓ for Shimon to do the ‰Î‡ÏÓ, therefore
Reuven is allowed to ask Shimon to do the ‰Î‡ÏÓ for him, even though
Reuven could not do the ‰Î‡ÏÓ for himself.

May a È¢‡ Ô· do ‰Î‡ÏÓ for a Ï¢ÂÁ Ô· on È˘ ·ÂË ÌÂÈ in È¢‡?
Ô¢¯ (È¯Ó‡„ÓÂ ‰¢„ ¨Û¢È¯‰ ÈÙ„Ó ·¢Ú „Ò ¨˙·˘), however, disagrees. He doesn’t
believe that we can apply the reasoning behind the ˙·˘ ÌÂÁ˙ case to the
case of the person who accepted ˙·˘ early. Ô¢¯ (at least according to the way
ÛÒÂÈ ˙È· understands him) believes that we only allow Shimon to perform
the ‰Î‡ÏÓ for Reuven in a case where Reuven could have been allowed to
perform the ‰Î‡ÏÓ for himself under slightly different circumstances. This
holds true only for the ÌÂÁ˙ case, which is why the ‡¯Ó‚ allows Shimon to
perform the act for Reuven. Had there been houses in between Reuven and
Shimon’s property, the ÌÂÁ˙ would have been extended, thus allowing Reuven
to guard his own fruit. Therefore, Reuven can ask Shimon to guard the fruit
for him. However, with regards to the case of ˙·˘ ˙ÙÒÂ˙, Ô¢¯ believes that it
is impossible to create such a “had been” scenario. Once Reuven accepted
˙·˘, he would not be allowed to perform any ‰Î‡ÏÓ at all, and therefore,
Shimon cannot do any ‰Î‡ÏÓ for him.
However, ÛÒÂÈ ˙È· (Ô¢¯‰ ·˙Î ‰¢„ ¨‚¢Ò¯ ¨ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡) supports ‡¢·˘¯, and asks
the obvious question against Ô¢¯. It seems that Ô¢¯’s standard would also apply
to the ˙·˘ ˙ÙÒÂ˙ case. In other words, had circumstances been slightly different, had Reuven not accepted ˙·˘ early, he could have done the ‰Î‡ÏÓ
for himself.1 Therefore, by the Ô¢¯’s own logic, a person who has already
accepted ˙·˘ early can ask a friend to do the ‰Î‡ÏÓ for him. Both ÍÂ¯Ú ÔÁÏÂ˘
(ÊÈ ¨‚¢Ò¯ ¨ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡) and Ì‰¯·‡ Ô‚Ó (Ï ˜¢Ò ¨Ì˘) conclude ‰ÎÏ‰Ï that someone
who accepted ˙·˘ early may ask another Jew to do ‰Î‡ÏÓ for him. Based on
this discussion, ˘¢˜È¯‰Ó concludes that È˘ ·ÂË ÌÂÈ is exactly like accepting
˙·˘ early. Not only would the Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ô· be allowed to perform ˙ÂÎ‡ÏÓ for
the ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ Ô·, but the ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ Ô· could even explicitly ask the Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ô·
to do so.
Rav Moshe Feinstein (‚Ú∫‚ Á¢Â‡ ¨‰˘Ó ˙Â¯‚‡) disagrees with this conclusion. He says, based on ÛÒÂÈ ˙È·’s reading of Ô¢¯, that the only reason we
allow the person who accepted ˙·˘ early to do ‰Î‡ÏÓ is because he could
have not accepted ˙·˘ early, and would have been permitted to do the
‰Î‡ÏÓ himself. But, says Rav Moshe, this logic does not apply to È˘ ·ÂË ÌÂÈ.
We cannot say, “Had he come to live in Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ he would not keep two
days of ·ÂË ÌÂÈ” because that is not a realistic possibility. Circumstances, such
as his livelihood in ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ, for example, generally force the individual to
return to the Diaspora. Therefore, it would not be intellectually honest to
invent a hypothetical scenario such that the person himself could do the ‰Î‡ÏÓ.

The ‡¯ÓÂÁ of ÌÈ„¯Â ˙È‚
The second ‰·Â˘˙ regarding this case, in ÌÈ„¯Â ˙È‚ ˙¢Â˘ (Ì˘), compares
this situation to a similar one discussed by ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙ regarding ÔÈÏÈ˘·˙ ·Â¯ÈÚ.
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The ‡¯Ó‚ in ·¢Ú Ê¢È ¨‰ˆÈ· ˙ÎÒÓ, as interpreted by È¢˘¯, says that if an individual forgot to designate the ÔÈÏÈ˘·˙ ·Â¯ÈÚ two possibilities exist as to his
relationship to his uncooked food. The first possibility is that ÂÁÓÈ˜Â ¯Ò‡ ‡Â‰
¯Ò‡ — meaning, it would be ¯ÂÒ‡ both for him to cook for himself as well as
for others to cook for him with his own flour. However, if he gives his flour
as a gift to others, they would be permitted to cook for him using the flour.
In other words, the flour is completely off limits until its ownership is
transferred. The second possibility is that ¯Ò‡ ÂÁÓ˜ ÔÈ‡Â ¯Ò‡ ‡Â‰ — it would
be ¯ÂÒ‡ for him to cook for himself, however the flour is not prohibited, and
others would be allowed to cook for him using the flour, even without acquiring it as a gift.
However, ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙ (˙¯Ó‡ È‡ ‰¢„ ¨·¢Ú ÊÈ ¨‰ˆÈ·) do not accept È¢˘¯’s understanding of the ‡¯Ó‚. ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙ claim that ¯Ò‡ ÂÁÓ˜Â ¯Ò‡ ‡Â‰ cannot mean that
a transfer of ownership permits the flour, because, how can a mere transfer
of property rid the flour of the inherent ¯ÂÒÈ‡ which pertains to the flour? In
addition to this, ask ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙,since it would be ¯ÂÒ‡ for him to cook for himself, how can others possibly do something for him which he is prohibited
from doing for himself? ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙ assume, in asking these questions, that if it is
¯ÂÒ‡ for someone to perform a ‰Î‡ÏÓ for himself on ˙·˘ or ·ÂË ÌÂÈ, then it
would also be ¯ÂÒ‡ to have others perform the ‰Î‡ÏÓ for him. Therefore,
they find it simply impossible to understand the ‡¯Ó‚ through È¢˘¯’s understanding. Instead, ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙ suggest an alternative understanding. If ¯Ò‡ ‡Â‰
¯Ò‡ ÂÁÓ˜Â, then not only is it ¯ÂÒ‡ for him to cook, but it would even be ¯ÂÒ‡
for anyone else to cook with his flour! Even if he were to give the flour to
his friend as a present, his friend would not be permitted at all to cook using
the flour, even for personal benefit. Indeed, say ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙, the ÔÈ˜ would be
completely ineffective. The ‡¯Ó‚’s second possibility, ¯Ò‡ ÂÁÓ˜ ÔÈ‡Â ¯Ò‡ ‡Â‰,
means, according to ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙, that it is ¯ÂÒ‡ for him to cook for himself or for
others to cook for him using his flour. However, the flour is not ¯ÂÒ‡ in and
of itself, and if he were to transfer the ownership of the flour to his friend,
then the transfer would be valid, and the new owner could cook with the
flour for personal benefit. However, the friend would only be permitted to
use the flour for himself, and cooking for the original owner would always
be prohibited. The reason for this, as mentioned earlier, is because ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙
believe that when something is ¯ÂÒ‡ for a certain person, then it would also
be prohibited for others to perform that action for him. Therefore, the flour
could never be used for the original person’s benefit. At most, the ÔÈ˜ would
permit the friend to cook with the flour for his own personal benefit.
The ramifications of this ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙ to our case, as the ÌÈ„¯Â ˙È‚ concludes,
would be that the Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ô· would not be allowed to perform ‰Î‡ÏÓ for
the ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ Ô· observing È˘ ·ÂË ÌÂÈ. Just as the flour could never be used to
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benefit the person who forgot to make the ÔÈÏÈ˘·˙ ·Â¯ÈÚ, so too it would be
¯ÂÒ‡ for the ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ Ô· to benefit from ‰Î‡ÏÓ performed by the Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ô·
on È˘ ·ÂË ÌÂÈ, even „·ÚÈ„·! Also, the ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ Ô· would obviously not be
allowed to ask the Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ô· to go out of his way and perform a ‰Î‡ÏÓ for
him.
ÌÈ„¯Â ˙È‚ tries to bring proof that ÛÒÂÈ ˙È· agrees with ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙’s principle. ÛÒÂÈ ˙È· (‰˘ÚÓ È˘‡Â ÌÈ„ÈÒÁÂ ‰¢„ ¨„¢Î¯˙ ¨ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡) cites a ‰·Â˘˙ of Ì¢¯‰Ó
‚¯·ËÂ¯Ó („Ú ÔÓÈÒ ¨„ ˜ÏÁ), who discusses the uncommon practice of observing
¯ÂÙÈÎ ÌÂÈ for two days (just as we keep two days of other ÌÈ‚Á). When the first
day of ¯ÂÙÈÎ ÌÂÈ would fall out on a Thursday and the second day (for those
who kept it) would be on a Friday, it would be forbidden for them to cook
food on Friday for themselves to eat on ˙·˘.
Furthermore, ‚¯·ËÂ¯Ó Ì¢¯‰Ó says that it would even be ¯ÂÒ‡ for others
to intentionally cook extra food for them. The only case where the twoday ¯ÂÙÈÎ ÌÂÈ observer would be permitted to eat from his fellow Jew’s food
would be if that Jew cooked food on Friday without the intention of benefiting the observer of the second day of ¯ÂÙÈÎ ÌÂÈ. One might conclude from
this passage that ÛÒÂÈ ˙È· agrees with ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙ (i.e. that it is ¯ÂÒ‡ to have others
perform a ‰Î‡ÏÓ for your benefit that you can not do for yourself). Indeed,
ÌÈ„¯Â ˙È‚ cites this ÛÒÂÈ ˙È· as proof that ÛÒÂÈ ˙È· would agree that a ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ Ô·
may not gain benefit from ‰Î‡ÏÓ done for him by a Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ô·.
However, it is not clear that ÛÒÂÈ ˙È· actually agrees with the blanket
‰¯ÓÂÁ of ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙. First, ÛÒÂÈ ˙È· discusses the case of two days of ¯ÂÙÈÎ ÌÂÈ in the
ÛÒÂÈ ˙È·, but does not cite the ‰ÎÏ‰ in the ÍÂ¯Ú ÔÁÏÂ˘. It is not entirely clear
that ÛÒÂÈ ˙È· would agree with ‚¯·ËÂ¯Ó Ì¢¯‰Ó in terms of ‰˘ÚÓÏ ‰ÎÏ‰. Furthermore, regarding the issue of ÔÈÏÈ˘·˙ ·Â¯ÈÚ itself, ÛÒÂÈ ˙È· follows È¢˘¯’s
reading of the ‡¯Ó‚, against ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙ (Î¢Ò ¨Ê¢Î˜˙ ¨ÌÈÈÁ Á¯Â‡ ¨Ú¢Â˘). One who did
not make an ÔÈÏÈ˘·˙ ·Â¯ÈÚ may have another person cook for him, even though
we hold ¯Ò‡ ÂÁÓ˜Â ¯Ò‡ ‡Â‰, provided that he gives the food as a gift to the
neighbor. Hence, it is difficult for ÌÈ„¯Â ˙È‚ to bring ÛÒÂÈ ˙È· as a proof that
we should follow ˙ÂÙÒÂ˙’s major ‰¯ÓÂÁ.

Rav Moshe Feinstein’s Middle Position
After his criticism of the argument of ˘¢˜È¯‰Ó, Rav Moshe suggests an alternative way of understanding the whole issue (Ì˘ ¨‰˘Ó ˙Â¯‚‡ ˙¢Â˘). According
to Rav Moshe, the very nature of È˘ ·ÂË ÌÂÈ is really ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ‚‰Ó. In fact, the
practice of È˘ ·ÂË ÌÂÈ is no longer related to ˜ÙÒ about which day is really ÌÂÈ
·ÂË. Rather, Diaspora Jews simply maintain the ‚‰Ó that their ancestors
maintained when there was a ˜ÙÒ about the day. Jews who live in the Diaspora
must follow their general practice of keeping two days of ·ÂË ÌÂÈ, even when
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they are temporarily in Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡. Consequently, says Rav Moshe, ıÂÁ È·
ı¯‡Ï in Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ should behave on È˘ ·ÂË ÌÂÈ in the same way that they
would behave if they would have been in ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ. In ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ, Jews do not
generally ask others to do ‰Î‡ÏÓ for them on either day of ·ÂË ÌÂÈ (except,
under very restricted circumstances, non-Jews). So too, on È˘ ·ÂË ÌÂÈ in ı¯‡
Ï‡¯˘È, the ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ Ô· should act as if he is in ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ and not ask anybody to
do ‰Î‡ÏÓ for him.
There seem to be two conclusions that can be derived from this ˜ÒÙ.
First, the ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ Ô· would be permitted to ask the Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ô· to do ‰Î‡ÏÓ
under the same kinds of circumstances where È¯ÎÂÏ ‰¯ÈÓ‡ would be permitted in ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ. Second, it would follow that the ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ Ô· could derive
benefit from a ‰Î‡ÏÓ that was done by a Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ô· who had not been
asked to do so. For example, if the Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ô· cooked something, even if
the Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ô· took initiative to cook for the ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ Ô·, then the ıÂÁ Ô·
ı¯‡Ï would be allowed to benefit from this ‰Î‡ÏÓ. There is no ¯ÂÒÈ‡ of deriving pleasure from the actions of the Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ô·, and it would only be ¯ÂÒ‡
for the ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ Ô· to ask him to specifically go out of his way and cook extra
for him.
This question against Ô¢¯ seems so strong that ‰˘È¯„ suggest an alternative reading of
the passage in Ô¢¯. When Ô¢¯ says that “had there been houses in between, then he
[Reuven] could have guarded [the fruit] himself,” he does not mean, as ÛÒÂÈ ˙È· explains,
that Reuven could have done the ‰Î‡ÏÓ under different circumstances. Rather, Ô¢¯
means that Reuven did not ask Shimon to do a ‰Î‡ÏÓ, because Shimon did not have
to cross a ˙·˘ ÌÂÁ˙ in order to watch the fruit. Reuven could also watch his own fruit
had he not had to cross the ˙·˘ ÌÂÁ˙.
1
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ÏÈÙÓ‰
Naomi Gerszberg

ÏÚ ‰ÓÂ˙Â ÈÈÚ ÏÚ ‰È˘ ÈÏ·Á ÏÈÙÓ‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÍÏÓ ÂÈ˜Ï‡ ß‰ ‰˙‡ ÍÂ¯·
È„ÈÓÚ˙Â ÌÂÏ˘Ï È·ÈÎ˘˙˘ È˙Â·‡ È˜Ï‡Â È˜Ï‡ ß‰ ÍÈÙÏÓ ÔÂˆ¯ È‰ÈÂ ÆÈÙÚÙÚ
‰ÓÈÏ˘ È˙ËÓ ‡‰˙Â ÆÌÈÚ¯ ÌÈ¯Â‰¯‰Â ÌÈÚ¯ ˙ÂÓÂÏÁÂ ÈÂÈÚ¯ ÈÂÏ‰·È Ï‡Â ÌÂÏ˘Ï
ß‰ ‰˙‡ ÍÂ¯· ÆÔÈÚ ˙· ÔÂ˘È‡Ï ¯È‡Ó‰ ‰˙‡ ÈÎ ˙ÂÓ‰ Ô˘È‡ ÔÙ ÈÈÚ ¯‡‰Â ÍÈÙÏ
ÆÂ„Â·Î· ÂÏÎ ÌÏÂÚÏ ¯È‡Ó‰
‘Blessed are You, Hashem our God, King of the Universe, who casts
the bonds of sleep upon my eyes and slumber upon my eyelids. May it
be Your Will, Hashem, my God and God of my forefathers, that you
lay me down to sleep in peace and raise me erect in peace. May my
ideas, bad dreams, and bad notions not confound me; may my bed be
perfect before You, and may You illuminate my eyes lest I die in sleep,
for it is You who illuminates the pupil of the eye. Blessed are You,
Hashem, who illuminates the entire world with His glory.’

Jews are commanded to serve God with all our heart and soul. In
order for one to reach this level of observance, one must be aware of ß‰’s
presence at all times, forever feeling a sense of ‰‡¯È and awe. The necessity
to be aware of God at all times motivates us to say ˙ÂÏÈÙ˙ just before we go to
sleep and as soon as we wake up. In fact, this may help explain why reciting
‰ËÓ‰ ÏÚ ÚÓ˘ ˙‡È¯˜ is one of the first ˙ÂÂˆÓ that Jewish parents teach their
children. Even if the children do not understand the meaning of the prayer,
reciting ÚÓ˘ ˙‡È¯˜ instills in them the concept of being aware of ß‰ both day
and night.
Sleep is the bridge between life and death. By saying ÚÓ˘ at night we
are taking the day’s last opportunity to thank ß‰ and beseech Him to watch
over us as we walk the fine line between ÌÈÈÁ and ˙ÂÂÓ. ÏÈÙÓ‰, a prayer said
just before we go to sleep, is a blessing which thanks ß‰ for sleep and also asks
Him for protection from death. We are grateful that He bestows sleep upon
us, because sleep rejuvenates us and allows us to function, but we are also
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scared of the physical and spiritual dangers that we may encounter while we
sleep.
A similar idea is expressed in the blessing that we say early in the
morning: ¢ÈÙÚÙÚÓ ‰ÓÂ˙Â ÈÈÚÓ ‰È˘ ¯È·ÚÓ‰¢. These two prayers are similar, in
that they both relate to the notion of sleep, and request from God that He
provide us the strength and ability to continue studying ‰¯Â˙, performing
˙ÂÂˆÓ, and fulfilling His will. Both prayers precede ‰¯Â˙ learning. Both underscore the idea that ‰¯Â˙ and ˙ÂÂˆÓ are the essence of our being and should
be the paramount force from the beginning to the end of the day. Another
similarity between these two prayers is that both are written in the first
person singular. Each is a personal ‰˘˜· to ß‰ to grant us the opportunity to
be an ß‰ „·Ú, engrossed in ‰¯Â˙. Yet, there are differences between the two
prayers, with ÏÈÙÓ‰ emphasizing themes associated with sleep and night,
while ¯È·ÚÓ‰ emphasizes things associated with the upcoming day. For example, in ÏÈÙÓ‰ we say: ¢ÈÙÚÙÚ ÏÚ ‰ÓÂ˙Â ÈÈÚ ÏÚ ‰È˘ ÈÏ·Á ÏÈÙÓ‰¢, which emphasizes the sleep which is to come over the individual. In ˙È¯Á˘ we say: ¯È·ÚÓ‰¢
¢ÈÙÚÙÚÓ ‰ÓÂ˙Â ÈÈÚÓ ‰È˘, emphasizing the end of sleep and the day to come.
In ˙È¯Á˘ we first thank ß‰ for ending our sleep, then start our day of ‰¯Â˙
learning and practice. In ‰ËÓ‰ ÏÚ ÚÓ˘ ˙‡È¯˜ we ask ß‰ to provide us with a
safe sleep so that we can then embark upon a new day of ‰¯Â˙.
Each word of the prayer of ÏÈÙÓ‰ carries extraordinary significance
and meaning. According to Rabbi Dr. Eli Munk, in his book The World of
Prayer1, the phrase ¢ÈÂÈÚ¯ ÈÂÏ‰·È Ï‡Â ÌÂÏ˘Ï È„ÈÓÚ˙Â ÌÂÏ˘Ï È·ÈÎ˘˙˘¢ is asking for
protection from worldly problems. He explains that man is seeking protection from defiling and humiliating “accidents of the night” which overcome man in sleep. The ¢ÈÂÈÚ¯¢ are dangers which menace our peace of mind
so much that they cause us physical discomfort, such as bad dreams which
wake us or cause sleepless nights. Rabbi Munk suggests that if we are engulfed in ‰¯Â˙ as we yield to sleep we will be in the most pure mood and state
of mind, which will protect us from these dangers of the night. Also, by
taking part in ‰¯Â˙ until we go to sleep, God will be more inclined to raise us
up again in the morning, ¢ÌÂÏ˘Ï Â„ÈÓÚ˙Â¢. This is why ÚÓ˘ is juxtaposed with
ÏÈÙÓ‰. By ending our day with ‰¯Â˙ we ensure ourselves a greater chance that
ß‰ will carry us through the night soundly to see another day of ‰¯Â˙ learning.
The ‰ÏÈÙ˙ emphasizes the themes of darkness and the fear of the uncertain night. Only ß‰ can save us from these fears. Take, for example, the
expression ¢˙ÂÓ‰ Ô˘È‡ ÔÙ ÈÈÚ ¯‡‰Â¢, which originally comes from ‚È ÌÈÏÈ‰˙, a ˜¯Ù
which speaks of an individual who feels abandoned and forgotten by ß‰. He
begs from ß‰ that He ¢˙ÂÓ‰ Ô˘È‡ ÔÙ ÈÈÚ ‰¯È‡‰.¢ At night also, when we can’t
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easily see the dangers that may come to us, we may feel lonely and abandoned. We must understand that only the light of ß‰ can save us from those
dangers. Furthermore, ÏÈÙÓ‰’s use of the term ¢¯‡‰¢ indicates that we hope to
wake up not merely to a new day, but to a new day guided by ß‰. Without
awareness of God and His protection, we have little hope of being saved.
In the first line of the ‰ÏÈÙ˙, we ask God to lower the ¢ÈÈÚ ÏÚ ‰È˘ ÈÏ·Á.¢
We often think that when we fall asleep at night it is a mere biological
function. Perhaps we fall asleep because we are tired, while at other times
we lay awake because of noise or distraction. We may forget that ß‰ is in
control of our sleep patterns. He intervenes in our lives at all times. When
we cannot fall asleep we must recognize that God is telling us something.
Maybe He is allocating time for us to reflect on our day, so that we can
discover, and do ‰·Â˘˙ for, a ‡ËÁ that we did (God forbid). ß‰ may be keeping us awake so we can ponder more ‰¯Â˙ and discover a ˘Â„ÈÁ.
A few lines later we say, ¢ÍÈÙÏ ‰ÓÈÏ˘ È˙ËÓ ‡‰˙Â.¢ Perhaps we can explain this expression based on a È¢˘¯ in ˙È˘‡¯·. The ˜ÂÒÙ says, Ï‡¯˘È ÂÁ˙˘ÈÂ¢
¢‰ËÓ‰ ˘‡¯ ÏÚ (‡Ï∫ÊÓ ¨˙È˘‡¯·). È¢˘¯ explains that ·˜ÚÈ’s “bed was perfect”,
meaning that all his offspring were pure and steadfast. Perhaps in the ‰ÏÙ˙
as well, the “perfect bed” is a reference to one’s offspring. ß‰ may grant us
another day if He understands that the future generations which we will
bring into the world will be “perfect” and righteous. We remind ß‰ that our
lives may have value for the future of Ï‡¯˘È. We ask ß‰ to allow us to live
another day in order to instill more values and ˙ÂˆÓ in the future of Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ.
In addition, ÏÈÙÓ‰ emphasizes the themes of ÌÈÈÚ and ¯Â‡. Each term
appears three times, emphasizing the light which we need in order to see
our direction clearly, but which is missing at night. By asking ß‰ to “enlighten my eyes,” the individual admits that he is not capable of lighting his
own way, particularly at night. Furthermore, ¢¯Â‡¢ is a euphemism for ‰¯Â˙
(as in the expression ¢¯Â‡ ‰¯Â˙¢ from ‚Î∫Â ¨ÈÏ˘Ó). The ‰¯Â˙ is ß‰’s messenger to
enlighten our eyes. „ÈÓ˙ ˙ÏÂÚ ¯ÙÒ takes this further.2 The ‰ÏÈÙ˙ says: ‰˙‡ ÈÎ¢
¢ÔÈÚ ˙· ÔÂ˘È‡Ï ¯È‡Ó‰ — “For You illuminate the pupil of the eye.” „ÈÓ˙ ˙ÏÂÚ
explains that this phrase expresses the idea that God can enlighten even
the blackest part of our eyes. Even at night, when we are lost and do not see
any direction, when we are caught in dark worlds such as nightmares, God
is still able to shed light on our lives. The blessing both starts and ends with
images of ÌÈÈÚ. It begins with the phrase ¢ÈÈÚ ÏÚ ‰È˘ ÈÏ·Á¢, it concludes with
the phrase ¢ÔÈÚ ˙· ÔÂ˘È‡Ï ¯È‡Ó‰.¢ This sets up a literary parallel between the
beginning and end of the prayer, indicating that God and His directions
will guide us from the beginning to end of the day. We conclude the prayer
and the day with devotion to ß‰ because He is the only one who can genu87
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inely move us and the world from darkness to light, from night to day.
May we be worthy of laying down to sleep and waking up to many
days of dedication to ‰¯Â˙, to ß‰, and to His ˙ÂÂˆÓ.
1
2

Rabbi Dr. Eli Munk, The World of Prayer, (New York, 1961), pp. 224-225.
‰¢Ï¯ ßÓÚ ¨Ô¢˘˙ ¨ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È ¨„ÈÓ˙ ˙ÏÂÚ ¯ÙÒ ¨¯ÈÓÂ‰ ÈÎ„¯Ó Ï‡ÂÓ˘ ·¯‰.
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˙ÂÂˆÓ‰ ÈÓÚË According to Ì¢·Ó¯ and Rav Hirsch
Tamar Pruzansky

THERE IS a classic debate among Jewish philosophers about the extent to
which we can understand the reasons underlying the ˙ÂÂˆÓ. Can we understand? Should we make the effort to do so? What role do the reasons play in
our obligation to observe the ˙ÂÂˆÓ?
Both Ì¢·Ó¯ and Rav Shimshon Raphael Hirsch discuss this issue. Each
scholar probes this question, and they arrive at two markedly different approaches. Both agree that a person cannot observe the ˙ÂÂˆÓ because he
understands or accepts the reasoning; the reason to perform the ˙ÂÂˆÓ is
because ß‰ commanded us to observe them. But they substantially diverge
about the background of the ˙ÂÂˆÓ, and the mentality of the one who performs them. Do we observe ˙ÂÂˆÓ only because ß‰ commanded them, or do
we also observe ˙ÂÂˆÓ because of the inherent value and benefit of the ˙ÂÂˆÓ
themselves?
Ì¢·Ó¯ understands that man’s highest goal is the pursuit of knowledge
of God, and therefore he perceives ˙ÂÂˆÓ as more intellectually grounded.
Man, he writes, serves God through ˙ÂÂˆÓ because knowledge of God creates
recognition of God’s transcendent greatness. Although ß‰ is ultimately
unknowable, man begins his quest for knowledge of ß‰ through observance
of the ˙ÂÂˆÓ. Fulfilling the commandments contributes to that quest because
man must first be virtuous before he can properly become knowledgeable.
˙ÂÂˆÓ work to perfect one’s character and ensure one’s physical well being.
˙ÂÂˆÓ, therefore, are part of the search for God, the beginning of a journey to
knowledge of ß‰, which remains the final (albeit unattainable) goal.
According to R. Hirsch, ˙ÂÂˆÓ are an end unto themselves, simply the
expression of loyalty to the Master by His faithful servants. We are obligated to do the ˙ÂÂˆÓ because God commanded them; that is the duty of the
servant.
There is a difference, however, between the basic obligation to do the
˙ÂÂˆÓ and the reasons for the ˙ÂÂˆÓ. In Volume III, chapter 26 of the ‰¯ÂÓ
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ÌÈÎÂ·, Ì¢·Ó¯ explains that some people do not seek any reasons for the ˙ÂÂˆÓ.
They prefer to believe that ˙ÂÂˆÓ are simply the will of ß‰; further inquiry is
not relevant. Others maintain that every commandment and prohibition is
based upon the infinite wisdom of God, and therefore must have some utility (benefit or purpose). Ì¢·Ó¯, however, holds “that all the laws have a
cause, though we ignore the causes for some of them and we do not know
the manner in which they conform to wisdom.”1 In other words, although
every ‰ÂˆÓ has a cause or purpose, humans do not necessarily understand it.
Some ˙ÂÂˆÓ are classified as ÌÈ˜ÂÁ, which are ˙ÂÂˆÓ that have a useful purpose
“but it is hidden from us either because of the incapacity of our intellects or
the deficiency of our knowledge” (Guide, 2:26, p. 507).
Ì¢·Ó¯ describes the ‰ÓÂ„‡ ‰¯Ù as the quintessential ¢‰¯Â˙‰ ˙˜Á¢ (¨¯·„Ó·
·∫ËÈ). Clearly there is a meaning to the ‰ÂˆÓ in general — but we will never
be able to understand why the ‰ÓÂ„‡ ‰¯Ù has to be red, or a heifer, or how it
conveys purity on those who are sprinkled with its ashes. But our inability
to understand all the particulars implies no limitation on ß‰, or on our obligation to fulfill the ˙ÂÂˆÓ.
What would be the value in having ˙ÂÂˆÓ whose ultimate meaning is
beyond our comprehension? Ì¢·Ó¯ explains this based on the verse, ‡Ï ÈÎ¢
¢‡Â‰ ˜¯ ¯·„ (ÊÓ∫·Ï ¨ÌÈ¯·„), and the ‰˘¯„ of Ï¢ÊÁ, that “if it appears vain it is
because of you.”2 Perhaps, says Ì¢·Ó¯, some ˙ÂÂˆÓ were hidden from us so
that we would not trivialize any of them or undermine their performance by
commingling the ‰ÂˆÓ and the reason — as ÍÏÓ‰ ‰ÓÏ˘ did, and therefore
sinned (Guide, 3:26, p. 507-508).
R. Hirsch defines ÌÈ˜ÂÁ as “statutes, declarations of justice towards subordinate creatures by reason of the obedience due to God; that is justice
towards Earth, plants and animals, or if they have become assimilated to
your own person, then, justice towards your own property, toward your own
body and soul and spirit.”3 R. Hirsch believes that ÌÈ˜ÂÁ need to be special
secrets that man actively obeys to uplift himself and nature, not just “rules
of health inculcating sound feelings or protecting against passing aberrations.” R. Hirsch attempts to explain the purposes of even the ÌÈ˜ÂÁ, as there
cannot be a ‰ÂˆÓ which does not have some beneficial idea. ß‰ is not capricious; every ‰ÂˆÓ, even its details, are tools by which we serve Him and
become better people.
Ì¢·Ó¯ recognizes ˙ÂÂˆÓ whose utility is apparent to all, and which lie
on the opposite end of the spectrum from ÌÈ˜ÂÁ. These are called ÌÈËÙ˘Ó. R.
Hirsch defines ÌÈËÙ˘Ó as “Statements concerning justice toward creatures
similar and equal to yourself, by reason of this resemblance and equality;
that is of justice towards human beings” (Nineteen Letters, p. 75). Ì¢·Ó¯ says
these generally are ˙ÂÂˆÓ that govern human relations, and can bring about
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a harmonious, just society. R. Hirsch clearly explains the value and purpose
of ÌÈËÙ˘Ó, as those ˙ÂÂˆÓ which will perfect a human being and make him a
better servant of God.
Ì¢·Ó¯ certainly agrees that one should “seek in all the laws an end
that is useful in regard to being,” (Guide, 3:26, p. 508) since every ‰ÂˆÓ has
utility. Yet, he says, one should not search for any meaning in the details of
the ‰ÂˆÓ. Ì¢·Ó¯ even goes so far as to say that “those who imagine that a
cause may be found for suchlike things are as far from the truth as those who
imagine that generalities of a commandment are not designed with a view
to some real utility”(Guide, 3:26, p. 509). One should not ask why this ‰ÂˆÓ
requires the offering of seven lambs instead of eight or twenty. God chose
one number or detail for inscrutable reasons. If indeed the ‰ÂˆÓ required
eight lambs, we would have the very same question: why eight and not seven?
Such an approach is anathema to R. Hirsch. R. Hirsch maintains that
despite Ì¢·Ó¯’s greatness, his approach in discounting any meaning in the
details of the ˙ÂÂˆÓ, and generally Ì¢·Ó¯’s elevation of knowledge of God as
the primary goal of Jewish life, led over time to Jews performing them by
rote or abandoning the observance of ˙ÂÂˆÓ. After all, if the knowledge of ß‰
is the goal, and one attains knowledge of ß‰, then why continue performing
the ˙ÂÂˆÓ? What motivation would rational man have for performing ˙ÂÂˆÓ
that he did not and could not understand?
R. Hirsch said that some people, including Ì¢·Ó¯, attempted to understand the ˙ÂÂˆÓ not by analyzing the ˙ÂÂˆÓ themselves, but by adopting a
foreign, alien viewpoint (like Greek philosophy) and imposing that structure of thought on the ˙ÂÂˆÓ. They judged the ˙ÂÂˆÓ based on an external
standard, and thereby molded the ˙ÂÂˆÓ to fit their needs. R. Hirsch in his
Nineteen Letters says,
His [Ì¢·Ó¯’s] own intellectual tendency was Arabic-Greek and so was
his conception of the purpose of life. He entered Judaism from
without, bringing with him views of whose truth he had convinced
himself from extraneous sources… [Other] people took up their
standpoint outside Judaism, and sought to draw Judaism over to their
positions. They conceived a priori opinions as to what the Mitzvoth
might be, without troubling themselves as the to the real nature of
Mitzvoth in all their ramifications. What was the consequence? The
natural result of such a mode of thinking was that men who believed
themselves the possessors of the knowledge which the commandments had been designed to teach, thought themselves now absolved
from the fulfillment of the commandments, which were, after all,
only guides to that knowledge (Nineteen Letters, pp. 119-121).
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Beyond R. Hirsch’s ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ with Ì¢·Ó¯, he is also referring to the Reform movement of his time, which misinterpreted Ì¢·Ó¯’s words and used
them to support their abandonment of ˙ÂÂˆÓ as the unique character of Jewish life. R. Hirsch, throughout his book Horeb, as well as his commentary on
the ‰¯Â˙, expended great energy in explaining the symbolic meaning of every
‰ÂˆÓ, and how the particulars of every ‰ÂˆÓ flowed naturally from its general
purpose. In addition to this, R. Hirsch said that if the details of ˙ÂÂˆÓ were
unimportant, there would not have been so much emphasis placed upon
them. Regarding ˙Â·¯˜, he says, “How absurd is it, then, to fill three or four
folios with investigations concerning the manner of offering sacrifice, which
parts thereof may be used, the persons who may officiate, and the times
which they can be offered!” (Nineteen Letters, p. 125).
The dispute between Ì¢·Ó¯ and R. Hirsch can be seen most vividly in
their differing explanations for the laws of ˙Â·¯˜. R. Hirsch comments that
the common translation of Ô·¯˜ as sacrifice does not capture the essence of
the word. Ô·¯˜ means “offering”, whose root is ·¯˜, meaning “coming near,
approaching”.4 A Ô·¯˜ is the means by which we come closer to God and
elevate ourselves. R. Hirsch says that once a person reaches that level through
˙Â·¯˜, he can achieve true happiness and closeness to God.
Ì¢·Ó¯ understands ˙Â·¯˜ much more practically, even providing a historical explanation. He says that the whole institution of ˙Â·¯˜ exists in
order to wean us away from idolatry. Since it was customary for pagans to
sacrifice animals in serving their idols, the ‰¯Â˙ feared that the Jews would
succumb to the same pagan instinct. So ß‰ instituted a system of ˙Â·¯˜ within
a specific framework — how, what, where, when — with limitations and
detailed instructions. This way we would serve ß‰ through ˙Â·¯˜ and not be
tempted to serve other gods.5
Through all the controversy, debates, and criticism of Ì¢·Ó¯, R. Hirsch
still finds room to praise him for his outstanding achievements. In his Nineteen Letters, Rav Hirsch explains that,
The age gave birth to a man, a mind who, simultaneously brought up
in the environment of uncomprehended Judaism and Arabic science,
was compelled to reconcile in his own manner the conflict which
raged within in his own breast, and who, by proclaiming it to the
world, became the guide of all in whom the same conflict existed. To
this great man, and to him alone, do we owe the preservation of the
practical Judaism down to our own day. Because he sought to
reconcile Judaism with the difficulties which confronted it from
without, instead of developing it creatively from within, he is
responsible for all the good which blesses the heritage of modern
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Judaism as well as for all the evil which afflicts it (Nineteen Letters, p.
119).
It is important to note that R. Hirsch derives Ì¢·Ó¯’s philosophical
framework primarily from the ÌÈÎÂ· ‰¯ÂÓ, and less from the ‰˜ÊÁ‰ „È. In the „È
‰˜ÊÁ‰, certainly, Ì¢·Ó¯ pays close attention to the details of ‰ÎÏ‰, and reveals
less Greek philosophical thought than in the ÌÈÎÂ· ‰¯ÂÓ. Indeed, at the end
of most of the books of the ‰˜ÊÁ‰ „È, Ì¢·Ó¯ summarizes the particular area
with a reference to the underlying reasoning of the ˙ÂÂˆÓ. This may seem
like an internal contradiction within Ì¢·Ó¯’s writings, however, the ‰˜ÊÁ‰ „È
was written for a less philosophically educated audience, whereas the ‰¯ÂÓ
ÌÈÎÂ· was written for the more philosophically sophisticated. If R. Hirsch
had judged Ì¢·Ó¯’s approach based solely on his writings in the ‰˜ÊÁ‰ „È, he
might have reacted less harshly to Ì¢·Ó¯ and his views.
In a sense, perhaps this highlights the dangers involved in merging
the halachic and the philosophical, and in blending the ‰ÂˆÓ with the reasoning. R. Hirsch sees that the great failing of his time is those Jews who
abandoned the “letter” of the law because they assumed they had — and
only required — the ‘spirit’ of the law. R. Hirsch makes clear: without the
spirit, the letter is dry and lifeless, but without the letter, the ‰ÂˆÓ is already
dead. According to Rav Hirsch, the true and faithful servant of ß‰ infuses
the letter of the law — his observance of every detail — with the spirit that
animates it. This perfects him, and connects him to the ‰ÂˆÓ’s divine source.
That is the ‰¯Â˙’s mandate to every Jew, and that is our obligation.
1

The Guide of the Perplexed, Translated by Shlomo Pines, Chicago and London, 1963,
3:26, p. 507.
2
‚∫‚Ï ¨˙Â·Â˙Î ÈÓÏ˘Â¯È.
3
Rabbi S.R. Hirsch, Nineteen Letters, Translated by Bernard Drachman, Jerusalem
and New York, 1969, p. 75.
4
In his commentary on ·∫‡ ¨‡¯˜ÈÂ. The Pentateuch Translated and Explained by Samson
Raphael Hirsch Gateshead, 1982, pp. 6-7.
5
This point was raised by my father, Rabbi Steven Pruzansky.
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THE CONCEPT OF Divine providence is one that is interpreted differently by almost everyone. Rav Eliyahu Dessler, in his book Â‰ÈÏ‡Ó ·˙ÎÓ (Ò¢
¢Ú·Ë, Vol 1 p. 178), maintains that there is no distinction between nature
and miracles. Everything that occurs in this world is a result of God’s will:
every blade of grass, every animal, every individual is constantly being
watched over by Him. The apparent regularity of the event is what makes
us mistakenly distinguish miracles from nature. Yet, there are other philosophers who maintain that God created the world and then abandoned it,
never interfering with its function. Ì¢·Ó¯’s view of ˙ÈË¯Ù ‰Á‚˘‰, Divine intervention or providence, is often misinterpreted as fitting into either of
the two aforementioned extremes. However, after much careful investigation of the seemingly contradictory passages throughout his works, the Ì¢·Ó¯’s
complex theory becomes clear.
By definition, ‰Á‚˘‰ is miraculous. It is not necessarily a miracle that
openly contradicts the laws of nature, but more commonly a slight manipulation of nature to the benefit of the individual. God created the world
ÔÈ‡Ó ˘È — there was nothing and He created something to fill this nothingness (¢‰Â˘‡¯ ‰Ù˜˘‰¢ ¨‚∫· ¨ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ). As God preceded the world and created it, He can interfere with it at any point in time. All creations are subject to the laws of nature that God established. However, since God instituted the system, He has the ability to supercede any law He desires at any
point in time. The question that must still be examined is whether God
exercises His ability to interfere in the world and dictate certain occurrences
within the world that He created. Simply stated, does God play any active
role in a person’s life?
If there would be a change in anything created by a person, it would
imply that there was an imperfection in the creation. For example, if a person built a chair to sit on with three legs that were placed in three of the
four corners of the seat, it would not serve its purpose as a chair. The person
sitting in it would not be properly supported and would probably tip over.
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The craftsman would have to add a fourth leg on the fourth corner of the
chair, or change the placement of the other three legs, to support the person, allowing the chair to serve its function. The fact that the chair needed
to be “adjusted” implies that it was created imperfectly. However this is not
the case with God’s creations.
ÔÂ¯ÒÁ ‡ÏÂ Ô‰· ˙ÙÒÂ˙ ÔÎ˙˙ ‡ÏÂ ˙ÂÓÏ˘‰ ˙ÈÏÎ˙· Ì‰Â ÏÈ‡Â‰ ß‰ È˘ÚÓ Ï·‡
ÆËÏÁ‰· Ì‰˘ ÈÙÎ ÌÈÓÈÈ˜ Ì‰ È¯‰ ¨Ì‰Ó
But, the actions of God, since they are the end of perfection, it is not
possible to have any addition to them or to take something away, they
certainly exist like they are (ÁÎ∫· ¨Ì˘).

Anything that God created was perfect and had a purpose. Anything
that would temporarily change in the future was not a result of an imperfection but rather a miracle. Rav Yosef Kapach, one of the most authoritative
scholars of Ì¢·Ó¯, explains that the purpose of such miracles is to demonstrate God’s superior control over everything. When people would see God
perform a miracle, they would “fear God and know that everything is in His
hand and ability to do as He wishes” (20 ‰¯Ú‰ ¨ÁÎ∫· ¨Ì˘). This shows how
the miracles that occurred, both openly and subtly, displayed something
about God’s omnipotent control over this world.
There is a ‰˘Ó in ˙Â·‡ È˜¯Ù that seems to contradict the theory of
miracles just presented.
ÈÙ ¨¯‡·‰ ÈÙ ¨ı¯‡‰ ÈÙ ∫Ô‰ ÂÏ‡Â ˙Â˘Ó˘‰ ÔÈ· ˙·˘ ·¯Ú· Â‡¯· ÌÈ¯·„ ‰¯˘Ú
ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ˘ÈÂ Æ˙ÂÁÂÏ‰Â ¨·˙ÎÓ‰Â ¨·˙Î‰ ¨¯ÈÓ˘‰Â ¨‰ËÓ‰Â ¨ÔÓ‰Â ¨˙˘˜‰Â ¨ÔÂ˙‡‰
˙·ˆ· ˙·ˆ Û‡ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ˘ÈÂ ÆÂÈ·‡ Ì‰¯·‡ Ï˘ ÂÏ‡Â ¨‰˘Ó Ï˘ Â˙¯Â·˜Â ÔÈ˜ÊÓ‰ Û‡
.‰ÈÂ˘Ú
Ten things were created on the eve of Shabbat, at twilight. They are:
The mouth of the earth, the mouth of the well, the mouth of the donkey, the rainbow, the manna, the staff, the shamir worm, the script, the
inscription, and the tablets. Some say also the destructive spirits,
Moshe’s grave and that of our forefather Abraham. And some say also
tongs which are made with tongs (‰∫‰ ¨˙Â·‡ È˜¯Ù).

Ì¢·Ó¯ has an ostensibly radical interpretation of this ‰˘Ó. He explains
that Ï¢ÊÁ were trying to relay a specific concept to the Jews through this
‰˘Ó. God created nature. Everything that would later unfold involving each
specific creation was built into its very nature during the six days of creation. For example, God anticipated that there would be a time in the future
when the Jews would be trapped by water and would therefore need to cross
through the water on dry land. Therefore, He created within the nature of
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water the ability for it to temporarily contradict its own nature. Usually,
water flows based on the laws of gravity. However, at this moment, it would
flow in a counter-gravitational flow. The ten things specified in this ‰˘Ó
were not the only miracles that were created during Creation, but rather
the only ten things created ˙Â˘Ó˘‰ ÔÈ· on Friday afternoon.
This view seems to leave no room for any “unplanned” miracles to
unfold, because all miracles were built into nature. However, in the ‰¯ÂÓ
ÌÈÎÂ·‰, Ì¢·Ó¯ discusses this same idea, quoting this opinion in Ï¢ÊÁ, but arrives at a different conclusion about the nature of miracles. Ì¢·Ó¯ says that
Ï¢ÊÁ explained that everything was put into nature during Creation, just like
he himself explained in ˙Â·‡ È˜¯Ù. However, in addition to citing the position of Ï¢ÊÁ, he also adds two further ideas. First, he distinguishes between
nature and miracles. There are certain things that were built into nature, but
then there are also ÌÈÒÈ. Rav Kapach points out that Ì¢·Ó¯ needs to reiterate
and stress this point in this discussion, ÔÚ·Ë˘ Â¯Ó‡ÈÂ ÌÈÒÈ‰ ˙‡ ˘ÈÁÎ‰Ï Â‡Â·È ‡Ï˘¢
¢˙Â˙˘‰Ï ¯·„ Ï˘ — “So that they won’t come to deny miracles and say that it
was the nature of the thing to change” (5 ‰¯Ú‰ ¨ËÎ∫· ¨ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ). Ì¢·Ó¯’s
comments in ˙Â·‡ and his comments in ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ seem to contradict each
other. Ì¢·Ó¯ in ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ explains that miracles were not a part of nature.
The changes in nature were not natural consequences but rather God’s intervention. He quotes the opinion of Ï¢ÊÁ, but he disagrees with the simple interpretation of their concept.
Ì¢·Ó¯’s second addition in ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ is an explanation of why Ï¢ÊÁ
were compelled to claim that everything was part of nature. He explains
that Ï¢ÊÁ did this to help the less sophisticated philosophical minds. It is
difficult to understand how there could be an initial will of God and then,
at a later point, there could be a seemingly different will. This implies a
fallacy in God’s knowledge and an imperfection in the creations. For if God
knew everything, then all later alterations surely should have been anticipated and subsequently implanted into nature.
˙È˘‡¯·· ˘¯ÂÙÓ Â‰‡ˆÓ˙ „‡Ó ÌÈ‰ÂÓ˙ ÌÈ¯·„ ÌÈÒÈ· Â¯Ó‡ ¯·Î Ï¢Ê ÌÈÓÎÁ˘
‰ÓÓ Ì‚ Ì‰ ÌÈÒÈ‰ ÈÎ ÌÈ¯·ÂÒ Ì‰˘ ‡Â‰ ÔÈÚ‰ Â˙Â‡Â ¨˙Ï‰˜ ˘¯„Ó·Â ‡·¯
ÂÊ‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ˙‡ ß‰ ‡¯· ¯˘‡Î ÈÎ Â¯Ó‡ Ì‰ ÈÎ ¨‡Â‰Â ¨˙ÓÈÈÂÒÓ ‰ÈÁ·Ó Ú·Ë·˘
˘„Á˙˘ ‰Ó ÏÎ Ì‰· ˘„Á˙È˘ ÌÈÚ·Ë‰ Ì˙Â‡· Ì˘ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÚ·Ë‰ ÈÙÎ ‰Ú·ËÂ
Â· ‡¯˜È ¯˘‡ ÔÓÊ‰ ˙‡ ß‰ ÂÚÈ„Â‰ Ì‡ ‡È·‰ È˙ÙÂÓÂ ¨Ì˘Â„Á ÔÓÊ· ÌÈÒÈ‰ ÔÓ
‰ÊÂ ÆÚ·ËÂ‰ ¯˘‡Î Â¯˜ÚÓ ÂÚ·Ë· Ô˙È˘ ÈÙÎ ¯·„‰ Â˙Â‡ ÏÚÙÂÈ Ê‡Â ‡¯˜È˘ ‰ÓÏ
·¯ È˘Â˜ ÂÏ ‰˘˜Â‰˘Â ¨¯ÓÂ‡‰ ˙ÏÂ„‚ ÏÚ ‰¯ÂÓ ‡Â‰ È¯‰ ‰‡Â¯ ‰˙‡˘ ‡Â‰ Ì‡
.ÍÏ ÁÂ‰˘ È¯Á‡ ¯Á‡ ÔÂˆ¯ ‡‰È˘ Â‡ ¨˙È˘‡¯· ‰˘ÚÓ ¯Á‡ Ú·Ë ‰˙˘È˘
Our Sages, however, said very strange things as regards to miracles;
they are found in Bereishit Rabba, and in Midrash Koheleth, namely,
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that the miracles are to some extent also natural; for they say, when
God created the Universe with its present physical properties, He made
it part of these properties, that they should produce certain miracles at
certain times, and the sign of a prophet consisted in the fact that God
told him to declare when a certain thing will take place, but the thing
itself was effected according to the fixed laws of nature. If this is really
the meaning of the passage referred to, it testifies to the greatness of
the author, and shows that he held it to be impossible that there should
be a change in the laws of nature, or a change in the will of God after
they have once been established (ËÎ∫· ¨Ì˘).

Ï¢ÊÁ expressed their position in this way so that people would not develop faulty ideas about God’s knowledge. Ï¢ÊÁ said that everything was built
into nature to reconcile two problems. Firstly, they wanted to explain to
people that there is a system that governs everything that God set in place
during the six days of Creation, otherwise known as nature. The second
problem it solved was the inability to explain God’s knowledge in terms
that people could understand. Ì¢·Ó¯ explains in the ‰¯Â˙ ‰˘Ó (¨‰·Â˘˙ ˙ÂÎÏ‰
‰¢‰ ‰¢Ù) — a book where the philosophical sections are presented in summary form for the masses — that no one can ever understand how God can
know everything. Yet, at the same time, free will is not diminished. Since it
is incomprehensible to the refined human mind how such a phenomenon
can exist, Ï¢ÊÁ could not convey this concept to the masses. The Ï˘Ó in È˜¯Ù
˙Â·‡ helps explain complex ideas to the masses. Instead of going through a
philosophical dissertation in ˙Â·‡ È˜¯Ù, Ï¢ÊÁ explained miracles in terms that
the masses could relate to, in an attempt to avoid arriving at terrible misconceptions of God and His knowledge.
In order to properly summarize these ideas, Ì¢·Ó¯ says:
¨‰ÏÚ˙È Â‰ˆ¯ ¯˘‡ ‰Ê‰ Ú·Ë‰ ÈÙÎ „ÚÏ ˙ÈÁˆ ‡È‰ ÂÊ‰ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ ÈÎ Â‡ ÌÈ¯·ÂÒÂ
ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡Â ¨˙ÙÂÓ‰ Í¯„ ÏÚ ÌÈË¯Ù· È˙ÏÂÊ ÏÏÎ ‰ÓÂ‡Ó ÂÓÓ ¯·„ ‰˙˘È ‡ÏÂ
‰ˆ¯È˘ Ú·Ë ‰ÊÈ‡ ¯È„Ú‰Ï Â‡ ¨Â¯È„Ú‰Ï Â‡ ¨ÂÏÂÎ Â˙Â˘Ï ˙ÏÂÎÈ‰ Â„È· ˘È˘
ÂÈ˙Ù˜˘‰ È‰ÂÊ ÆÆÆÌÈË¯Ù‰ ÔÓ ‰ˆ¯È˘ ‰Ó· È˙ÏÂÊ ¨Ú·Ë Â· ‰˙˘È ‡Ï ÆÆÆÂÈÚ·ËÓ
ÆÂÈ˙¯Â˙ „ÂÒÈÂ
For we believe that this universe remains perpetually with the same
properties with which the Creator has endowed it, and that none of
these will ever be changed except by way of miracle in some individual instances, although the Creator has the power to change the
whole universe, to annihilate it, or to remove any of its properties. Its
nature will not change, except in some instances regarding a few details. This is our opinion and the basis for our religion (¨ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ
ËÎ∫·).
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He clearly reemphasizes that there is nature and there are miracles,
two separate things. Rav Kapach also deems it necessary to stress this point.
¢Ú·Ë ‡Ï ‡Â‰ Ò‰ ¨·Ï ÌÈ˘¢ — “Listen, miracles are not nature” (‰¯Ú‰ ¨·Ï∫· ¨Ì˘
41).
Once it has been established that God performs miracles in this world,
one must understand the conditions under which an individual warrants
such events to occur in his favor. As was previously stated, ˙ÈË¯Ù ‰Á‚˘‰ is by
definition something outside the realm of what should normally occur to a
person within nature. It does not necessarily need to be a contradiction of
nature, but rather a form of Divine protection. One does not always recognize that this is not nature, because God performs miracles through nature.
There is a common misconception amongst many people. They maintain that the bad things that happen to a person are a result of God’s causing
them to happen. However, they are often really a result of man’s free choice
(·È∫‚ ¨Ì˘). For example, if a person smokes two packs of cigarettes every day
for thirty years, how can he attribute his premature death at the age of 46 to
God? The lung cancer was a natural outcome of his choice to smoke. One
who does not understand nature and perceives himself as immortal has no
valid claim against God. Such a person is solely subject to nature and does
not merit Divine intervention.
Ì¢·Ó¯ maintains that there is a connection between ‰‚˘‰, one’s understanding, and ‰Á‚˘‰, Divine protection. According to Ì¢·Ó¯, true understanding means to understand ¢Ì˙ÈÏÎ˙ ÂÚ„ÈÂ ‰¯Â˙‰ È˜ÂÁÂ ˙Â‡ÈˆÓ‰ Ú·Ë¢ — “the
nature of existence and the statutes of the Torah and to know their purposes” (·È∫‚ ¨Ì˘). One must investigate the way the world works and the systems through which man is controlled. Once a person has reached a high enough
level of perfection in his understanding of how these systems work, he merits
‰Á‚˘‰.
One of the purposes of ˙ Â Â ˆ Ó is to help a person correct his
personality(˜ÏÁ ˜¯ÙÏ ‰Ó„˜‰ ¨Ì¢·Ó¯). One must be constantly working on
himself and his emotions. When a person’s emotions are flawed, he cannot
perceive reality and correctly investigate the fundamental truths(¨ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ
‡È∫‚). There is a direct correlation between how perfect an individual is and
his ability to understand the foundations of the world. God created a system
of law to help us control ourselves. Included in the Torah are also stories,
which teach us lessons of how to properly act in order to achieve our ultimate goal. Ì‰¯·‡ recognized God, and thus he got ‰Á‚˘‰. ‰˘Ó investigated
the truths and in turn became the most perfected individual to ever exist.
Therefore, one’s level of perfection determines his level of Divine protection.
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In another place, however, Ì¢·Ó¯ seems to contradict this theory of
‰Á‚˘‰. He contends that humans are the only species that receive ‰Á‚˘‰.
Animals do not get any form of individual intervention, nor do plants or
vegetation. He continues by saying that everything that happens to a person is an expression of ‰Á‚˘‰ through reward and punishment(ÊÈ∫‚ ¨Ì˘). If
the only people who get ˙ÈË¯Ù ‰Á‚˘‰ are those who have reached a certain
level in their intellectual pursuit, then how can the Ì¢·Ó¯ maintain that
everyone gets ‰Á‚˘‰ through reward and punishment? Furthermore, in the
next chapter, Ì¢·Ó¯ returns to his theory that providence depends on knowledge.
‰È‰˙Â ÆÆÆÁ¯Î‰· ¯˙ÂÈ Â· ‰Á‚˘‰‰ ‰È‰˙ ÆÆÆ‚È˘‰ ¯˘‡ Ì„‡ È· È˘È‡Ó „Á‡ ÏÎ˘
Ì˙˜„ˆÂ Ì˙Â„ÈÒÁ ÈÙÎ ÌÈ˜È„ˆ·Â ÌÈ„ÈÒÁ· Â˙Á‚˘‰
The greater the share is which a person has obtained of this Divine
influence… the greater must also be the effect of Divine Providence
upon him… it [Divine providence] varies in the case of pious and good
men according to their piety and uprightness (ÁÈ∫‚ ¨Ì˘).

Here Ì¢·Ó¯ clearly states that ‰Á‚˘‰ is not equal for everyone, but is
greater for the perfected individual.
In order to reconcile this apparent contradiction, one must first examine how reward and punishment in this world works and how that system therefore extends to every individual, in contrast with the type of ‰Á‚˘‰
that only ÌÈ˜È„ˆ get. In ÊÈ ˜¯Ù ¨‚ ˜ÏÁ, we see that Ì¢·Ó¯ takes the position that
the positive and negative events in an individual’s life are guided by a scheme
of Divine recompense. Yet, in ÁÈ ˜¯Ù, he states that the degree of providence
in a person’s life is a function of the person’s spiritual perfection.
Although Ì¢·Ó¯ believes that each of us experiences justice, this is
not always the result of God’s intervention. The level of intervention or
providence is a function of our spiritual perfection. However, ß‰ also administers justice through exposing us to our natural fate. The outcome is that
justice is served. Sometimes the justice is a result of God’s interference, as in
the case of the righteous. Sometimes justice is the result of nature.
This idea explains the contradiction by redefining ˘ÂÚÂ ¯Î˘, reward
and punishment, with respect to ‰Á‚˘‰. When the Ì¢·Ó¯ is discussing ¯Î˘
˘ÂÚÂ he continuously discusses the notion of justice. Justice is something
that extends to everyone. However it is not necessarily a result of a manipulation of the laws of nature. Sometimes ˘ÂÚÂ ¯Î˘ is a result of God’s
intervention. Often, however, it is a result of our decisions and their natural
consequences, as ‰Á‚˘‰, Divine providence, only occurs to those who have
achieved a certain level of perfection.
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The concept of ‰‡Â· begs mentioning in its relationship to ‰Á‚˘‰.
Ì¢·Ó¯ addresses ‰‡Â· in many places, and is strikingly consistent about his
views. He explains that prophecy can only occur to a person who is on a
certain spiritual level. Since prophecy is one of the most fundamental expressions of ‰Á‚˘‰, its connection to perfection is necessary. Therefore, Ì¢·Ó¯
maintains that people like ¯‚‰, who were not in a perfected state, were not
prophets (·Ó∫· ¨Ì˘).
Ì¢·Ó¯ explains in ‰¯Â˙ ‰˘Ó that a prophet reaches a certain level and
then waits for God to give him prophecy (Â≠‡¢‰ Ê¢Ù ¨‰¯Â˙‰ È„ÂÒÈ ˙ÂÎÏ‰). However, ‰˘Ó’s prophecy was qualitatively different in several ways. One of the
biggest distinctions is that all other prophets received prophecy whenever
God wanted them to have it. ‰˘Ó, on the other hand, received prophecy
whenever he wanted. This statement requires explanation. How can ‰˘Ó
get ‰‡Â· whenever he wanted, if the prophecy is an expression of ‰Á‚˘‰?
‚¢·Ï¯ says that there are two ways a prophet merits prophecy. One way is
when he is the leader of the nation. God needs to relay a message to the
people. Therefore, He relays it through the most perfected individuals, even
though on their own merit they may have not received prophecy. The second reason that a person may receive prophecy is due to his own personal
level of perfection. He himself deserves such a high form of ‰Á‚˘‰ (ÏÚ ˘Â¯ÈÙ
‡∫‡ ¨Ú˘Â‰È).
The remarks of ‚¢·Ï¯ about the nature of ‰‡Â· can extend to the words
of Ì¢·Ó¯ as well. This explains the differences between the prophecy of ‰˘Ó
and the other prophets throughout history. ‰˘Ó received prophecy for both
reasons. He got ‰‡Â· as a result of his position as the leader of the Jewish
people. He also received ‰‡Â· because of his own personal perfection. All
other ÌÈ‡È· only got prophecy because they were leaders of the Jews. Therefore when Ì¢·Ó¯ says that ‰˘Ó could receive prophecy whenever he wanted,
he is describing ‰˘Ó’s personal level of perfection.
The last concept that must be addressed is the purpose of prayer. It is
difficult to claim that God will suddenly change His will just because a
person asks for money, health, or to destroy heresy. This would imply that
God temporarily forgot something, and that this person is reminding God.
Thus, the institution of ‰ÏÈÙ˙ must be for the purpose of achieving a different goal; it cannot be that prayer is used for manipulating God.
When a person prays, he is performing a type of introspection. He is
essentially examining his character so that he will hopefully merit a higher
level of ‰Á‚˘‰ and his requests will subsequently be answered through ‰Á‚˘‰.
Ì¢·Ó¯ phrases this idea in terms of ‰È˘Â ‰Â˘‡¯ ‰¯ËÓ. He explains that the
“first purpose” is a specific type of commandment that will “establish in our
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intellect true philosophies” (‚Ï∫‚ ¨ÌÈÎÂ·‰ ‰¯ÂÓ). Ì¢·Ó¯ maintains that prayer
will enable one to achieve this goal. A person’s false perception of reality
prevents him from properly achieving ‰‚˘‰ that prevents a person from
achieving a higher level of ‰Á‚˘‰ (‡È∫‚ ¨Ì˘). Prayer is a method through
which one can better his perception of reality by understanding what is
really needed in the world. It is a system through which one reviews the way
the world works, thereby impacting on one’s emotions so that the person
will function properly and merit providence. This approach explains why
one would ask for personal requests. If one is healthy then he can be constantly working towards his ultimate goal. If one has money then he can
take the energy that would have been used towards making a living and
spend it on learning.
However, why would one ask for someone else’s health or sustenance?
How does that help him achieve his ultimate goal and raise his own personal level of ‰Á‚˘‰? Before the world existed there was nothing to challenge God’s supremacy and majesty. When God created the world, there
were beings who could now “contest” God’s prevalence. In an ideal world,
everyone would investigate and draw proper conclusions about God. God is
ultimately glorified by human recognition. When one prays, he phrases his
requests in such a way that if God were to grant his request then He will be
more glorified in the world. If a person prays for health, sustenance and
knowledge for others, he is expressing the notion that through these things
people will better be able to properly investigate God. There needs to be a
capital city, ˘„Â˜‰ ¯ÈÚ ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È. There needs to be ‰·Â˘˙ so that people can
successfully change their incorrect ways. When one asks of God to grant
other people these things, he is asking that the world have the opportunity
to move towards a more perfected state. The more perfected the world, the
higher level of ‰Á‚˘‰ there will be. Therefore, prayer on all levels is to better the individual and the world.
In conclusion, Ì¢·Ó¯’s view of ‰Á‚˘‰ requires much analysis. Everyone
starts out as subjects of nature. Everything that occurs is a consequence of
one’s ‰¯ÈÁ·. At a certain point of perfection, the natural consequence is
‰Á‚˘‰. However, the actual expression of ‰Á‚˘‰ is an intervention and manipulation of the laws of nature for the benefit of the perfected individual.
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Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ: A Closer Look
Elana Krul

IN „È∫‡Î

˙È˘‡¯·, it says:

„ÏÈ‰ ˙‡Â ‰ÓÎ˘ ÏÚ Ì˘ ¯‚‰ Ï‡ Ô˙ÈÂ ÌÈÓ ˙ÓÁÂ ÌÁÏ Á˜ÈÂ ¯˜·· Ì‰¯·‡ ÌÎ˘ÈÂ
.Ú·˘ ¯‡· ¯·„Ó· Ú˙˙Â ÍÏ˙Â ‰ÁÏ˘ÈÂ
È¢˘¯ comments on this ˜ÂÒÙ: Â˙ÊÁ‡Â ¨Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ ‰¯˘ Â· ‰ÒÈÎ‰˘ ¨‰ÓÎ˘ ÏÚ Ì˘ „ÏÈ‰ Û‡¢
¢ÂÏ‚¯· ÍÏÈÏ ÏÂÎÈ ‡ÏÂ ‰ÓÁ. It seems that ‰¯˘ had inflicted Ï‡ÚÓ˘È with an evil
eye. He became sick and was unable to walk on his own.
Later on, in ‰∫·Ó ¨˙È˘‡¯·, the ˜ÂÒÙ discusses the descent of the ÌÈË·˘
to ÌÈ¯ˆÓ. The ˜ÂÒÙ says: ¢ÔÚÎ ı¯‡· ·Ú¯‰ ‰È‰ ÈÎ ÌÈ‡·‰ ÍÂ˙· ¯·˘Ï Ï‡¯˘È È· Â‡·ÈÂ.¢
È¢˘¯ wonders why the ‰¯Â˙ emphasizes that they arrived amidst the others
who were coming to buy food in Egypt. He explains that ·˜ÚÈ had commanded the brothers to mingle amongst the others, and to enter the city
separately from one another, so that an Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ could not have any affect on
them.
We see from these two accounts that not only did our forefathers give
credence to the dangers of Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ, but they also acted upon it. While ·˜ÚÈ
feared that his sons may be harmed by Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ, it seems that ‰¯˘ had actually
used Ú¯ ÔÈÚ to harm Ï‡ÚÓ˘È.
The Ï¢¯‰Ó in ‡ ˜¯Ù ¨·ÂË ÔÈÚ ·È˙, explains the concept of Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ and
how it operates. He distinguishes between a ·ÂË ·Ï and an Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ. A person
with a ·ÂË ·Ï desires to bring benefit to others. Conversely, someone with an
Ú¯ ÔÈÚ wishes that others be deprived of all good. The ·ÂË ÔÈÚ ÏÚ· is a person
who is not satisfied until he sees that others receive and appreciate all the
good. In contrast, a ÔÈÚ ¯ˆ is one who has a “narrow eye.” This person receives his powers to affect others because he has a ¢¯˙ÂÈ· Ú¯ ÈÁÂ¯ ÁÎ¢, an
exceedingly evil spiritual power. Ï¢¯‰Ó explains that this power can affect
the elements out of which the world is constructed. When the elements
become imbalanced, people’s this-worldly experiences change for the worse.
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Ï¢¯‰Ó says that the dangers of Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ are so severe that a person can even be
held accountable for causing the death of another through Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ.
Ô˙ È·¯„ ˙Â·‡ (ÊË ˜¯Ù) explains:
Ï˘ Â˙È· ‰‡Â¯ ‡‰È ÍÎ ¨Â˙È· ˙‡ ‰‡Â¯ Ì„‡˘ Ì˘Î˘ „ÓÏÓ ø„ˆÈÎ Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ
Ì„‡ ‡‰È ÍÎ ¨ÂÈ·Â Â˙˘‡ ÏÚ Ú¯ Ì˘ ‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï ‰ˆÂ¯ ‡Ï˘ Ì„‡˘ Ì˘ÎÂ ÆÂ¯È·Á
ÔÈÚ ¨¯Á‡ ¯·„ ÆÂ¯È·Á Ï˘ ÂÈ· ÏÚÂ Â¯È·Á ˙˘‡ ÏÚ Ú¯ Ì˘ ‡ÈˆÂ‰Ï ‡Ï˘ ‰ˆÂ¯
„Á‡· ‰˘ÚÓ ÆÂ¯È·Á Ï˘ Â˙˘Ó· ‰¯ˆ Ì„‡ Ï˘ ÂÈÚ ‡‰˙ ‡Ï˘ ø„ˆÈÎ Ú¯‰
ÆÂÏ ÍÏ‰Â ¯ËÙÂ ÂÈÈÁ Â¯„˜˙‡ ¨Â¯·Á Ï˘ Â˙˘Ó· ‰¯ˆ ÂÈÚ ‰˙È‰˘
The principle that comes from this ˘¯„Ó is that one must have the
same attitude toward one’s own loved ones and property as toward those of
others. As in the statement of Ï¢¯‰Ó, the consequences of not having this
attitude can be fatal.
We see an idea similar to this in ÔÈ¯„‰Ò ‡¯Ó‚ (‡¢Ú ‚ˆ). The ‡¯Ó‚ asks
about the fate of ‰È¯ÊÚÂ ¨Ï‡˘ÈÓ ¨Ï‡Á. They were saved from the ˘‡‰ Ô˘·Î, but
are not mentioned after that. ·¯ explains that ¢Â˙Ó Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ·¢. È¢˘¯ clarifies
that everyone would look at them, wondering how they had been saved.
From this it follows that in order to prevent Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ, it is necessary to avoid
standing out and to prevent people from feeling jealous of you. The ‡¯Ó‚
emphasizes, therefore, that one method to avoid Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ is to avoid situations in which one person might become jealous of another’s success. ‡··
‡¯˙· (·¢Ú ·) cites a ‰ÎÏ‰ that, ˙Â„ÓÂÚ˘ ‰Ú˘· Â¯È·Á ‰„˘ ÏÚ „ÓÚÈ˘ Ì„‡Ï ¯ÂÒ‡¢
¢Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ· Â„ÒÙÈ ‡Ï˘ ¨‰È˙ÂÓÂ˜·. Similarly, ÍÂ¯Ú ÔÁÏÂ˘ reports that a father and
son should not receive consecutive ‰¯Â˙Ï ˙ÂÈÏÚ, in order to avoid other people’s jealousy and a consequent Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ. È¢˘¯ also emphasizes this idea. In
‚∫„Ï ¨˙ÂÓ˘, È¢˘¯ explains why ‰˘Ó went up to ÈÈÒ ¯‰ by himself. Had someone
gone with ‰˘Ó, there would be danger that that person would become jealous of ‰˘Ó, and place an Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ on him. È¢˘¯ indicates that ˙ÂÚÈˆ is the best
prevention for Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ, for a modest attitude prevents jealousy.
If a person should find himself in a situation where he is concerned
that he might already be on the receiving end of an Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ there are other
solutions. ˙ÂÎ¯· ‡¯Ó‚ (‡¢Ú Î) says that someone scared of an Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ should
say, ¢‡˘È· ‡ÈÚ ‰È· ‰ËÏ˘ ‡Ï„ ‡È˙‡ ‡˜ ÛÒÂÈ„ ‡Ú¯ÊÓ ‡‡¢. According to this ‡¯Ó‚,
descendents of ÛÒÂÈ are immunized from the powers of Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ. The ‡¯Ó‚
learns this from ·˜ÚÈ’s statement, ¢ÔÈÚ ÈÏÚ ˙¯ÂÙ Ô· ÛÒÂÈ ˙¯ÂÙ Ô·¢ (·Î∫ËÓ ¨˙È˘‡¯·).
Ï¢ÊÁ explain that ÔÈÚ ÈÏÚ means that ÛÒÂÈ is above the eye, and is not influenced by Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ. However, it is puzzling that ·˜ÚÈ did not bless all of his
children to be above the evil eye. Why did ·˜ÚÈ feel that ÛÒÂÈ needed this
blessing more than his eleven brothers?
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If we look at the life and personality of ÛÒÂÈ, we see that he had a
disposition towards Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ. In his youth, ·˜ÚÈ gave ÛÒÂÈ the ÌÈÒÙ ˙Â˙Î, which
ÛÒÂÈ flaunted in front of his brothers. The cloak was a special gift from ·˜ÚÈ,
which represented his unique love for ÛÒÂÈ. Because of this, his brothers became envious of him. ÛÒÂÈ also told his brothers about his dreams, in which
he had become a ruler over his brothers. This aggravated his brothers so
much that they eventually threw him into the pit. Once he had been taken
to ÌÈ¯ˆÓ, he was so beautiful that he caught the attention of ¯ÙÈËÂÙ ˙˘‡. ÛÒÂÈ
needed extra protection from Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ, because he had so many extraordinary
talents and gifts that made other jealous of him, and made him particularly
prone to Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ.
Rav Chaim Friedlander, in his work ÌÈÈÁ È˙Ù˘ (p. 197), explains that
Ô·Â‡¯ understood that the brothers could kill ÛÒÂÈ with this power of Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ.
Therefore, he suggested throwing him into the pit, where the brothers could
not see him or cast an Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ on him. Ô·Â‡¯ knew that this would appease his
brothers, because they assumed that ÛÒÂÈ would be killed by snakes and scorpions in the pit. Ô·Â‡¯ hoped that the scorpions and snakes, which are directly subject to the will of ß‰, would not harm ÛÒÂÈ.
Rav Friedlander asks, how it is possible that if ß‰ has already decreed a
person’s fate another person can change that with an Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ? He answers
that, ‰·˘ÁÓ È¢Ú ˙ÏÂÊÏ ˜ÈÊ‰Ï Ì„‡ È·· ‰¢·˜‰ ÚÈ·Ë‰˘ „ÁÂÈÓ ÁÎ ‡Â‰ Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ¢
Á Â Î ‰Ó Ô Â ˆ ¯ ‰ ˙ ‡ ‡ Èˆ Â ‰ Ï Ï Â Î È ˘ ˜ Ê Á ‰ Î ‡ Â ‰ ‰ · ˘ Á Ó ‰ Á Î Ì ÈÓ È Â Ò Ó ÌÈ ‡  ˙ · ˘ ¨Ô Â ˆ ¯Â
¢ÏÚÂÙ‰ Ï‡. He explains where this ÁÂÎ emanates from. ß‰ has the ability to
create with His will alone. His desires automatically and immediately become reality. ß‰ engrained in mankind a bit of this ÔÂˆ¯‰ ÁÂÎ. In some cases,
our own desires can be translated into reality. Our desire to harm another
person can be so strong that ß‰ will enact it. Yet, the desires of the other
person to protect himself or others also have power, and the ÔÂˆ¯ to avoid
the trouble can also affect reality. In cases such as these, the deciding factor
is whose ÔÂˆ¯‰ ÁÂÎ is stronger — the person who wishes to give an Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ to
another person, or the person who would have received the Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ. Consequently, says Rav Friedlander, if a person makes others jealous of him, he
has played a part in his own downfall. By arousing feelings of jealousy in
others, he incites their ÔÂˆ¯‰ ÁÂÎ for bad.
There are many ÌÈ‚‰Ó designed to protect people from Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ. These
ÌÈ‚‰Ó reflect the attempt to avoid flaunting talents, beauty, or wealth. In
Europe, many families would not sit for a family portrait because of the fear
of Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ. Ú¢ÓÒ says that preventing Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ is the reason you break a glass at
a wedding, in addition to the element of Ô·¯ÂÁÏ ¯ÎÊ. Breaking the glass dispels the perfect happiness, so that the guests should not become jealous of
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the happily married couple and give them an Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ. In ‰˘Ó ˙Â¯‚‡, Rav
Moshe Feinstein discusses the ‡¢Ó¯, who says that two sisters should not get
married at the same time (ËÙ ¨„ ¨Ú¢‰‡). Rav Moshe explains that even though
‡¢Ó¯ did not provide his reason, it is logical to assume that it is because of ÔÈÚ
Ú¯‰. Rav Moshe was also presented with a situation in which two grandmothers had the same name (ÂÎ ¨‚ ¨Ú¢‰‡ ¨‰˘Ó ˙Â¯‚‡). If one grandmother
died, may a newborn girl be named after the deceased grandmother? Rav
Moshe answered that one should refrain from naming the newborn after
the deceased grandmother, to avoid Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ for the living grandmother. He
further explains that, ÌÈ¯·„· ÈÎ ‰·¯‰ „ÈÙ˜‰Ï ÔÈ‡ Ï·‡ ˘ÂÁÏ ˘È È‡„Â Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ ÔÈÚ·¢
¢‰È„‰· ÔÈ„Ù˜ ‡Ï „ÈÙ˜ ‡Ï„ Ô‡Ó ÏÏÎ‰ ÂÏ‡Î (È˜ ¨ÌÈÁÒÙ). “Concerning the matter of
Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ, one should feel and consider it, but not be overly concerned with it.
The principle is that if you are not overly concerned with it, it will not be
overly concerned with you”. Rav Moshe, apparently, acknowledges that ÔÈÚ
Ú¯‰ exists, but he tells us not to place too much importance on its dangers.
The more one emphasizes the powers of Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ, according to the ‡¯Ó‚ in
ÌÈÁÒÙ, the more one is susceptible to it.
In „È∫· ¨˙Â·‡ È˜¯Ù, it says: ˙ÂÈ¯·‰ ˙‡˘Â Ú¯‰ ¯ˆÈÂ Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ ¯ÓÂ‡ Ú˘Â‰È È·¯¢
¢ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÓ Ì„‡‰ ˙‡ ÔÈ‡ÈˆÂÓ. In his commentary on this ‰˘Ó, ‰ÂÈ Â·¯ explains
why this evil power is called Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ. He explains that it is through the eye,
the sense of vision, that man realizes what others have, and becomes jealous. It is interesting to note that Ú˘Â‰È È·¯ placed Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ at the beginning of
the list of things that drive a man from this world. Perhaps Ú˘Â‰È È·¯ considers Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ more dangerous than the Ú¯‰ ¯ˆÈ itself.
Ì¢·Ó¯ also comments on this ‰˘Ó, though he is less interested in the
power that Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ has over others. Instead, he emphasizes the way Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ
affects the jealous person himself. Ì¢·Ó¯ explains that desire is a bitter, black
sickness. A strong, ongoing desire for an abundance of money will bring a
person to hate whatever his eyes see. This character trait removes the person from the world, because in order to cure himself the person should dwell
alone in a desert, forest, or any uninhabited area. This is not merely a ˙„ÈÓ
˙Â˘È¯Ù. Rather, it is absolutely necessary for the Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ ÏÚ·. If he does not
learn to control his jealousy and desires, he will become ill and eventually
die.
There seems to be consensus that the root of Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ is in jealousy. The
best way to avoid receiving Ú¯‰ ÔÈÚ is to act modestly and refrain from flaunting
wealth and talent. A good way to avoid becoming jealous of others is to
understand that everything comes from ß‰. He provides for all of us what we
need, so there is no reason to be jealous of others.
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An analysis of ‰Ó¯Ú‰ and ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ
Shira Bloch

WITHIN PRACTICALLY every area of ‰ÎÏ‰, there are legitimate halachic
options which lie between the poles of extreme ‡ÏÂ˜ and extreme ‡¯ÓÂÁ. At
the edges of this spectrum lie two categories of ‰ÎÏ‰: ‰Ó¯Ú‰ and ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ
ÔÈ„‰. ‰Ó¯Ú‰ lies at the edge of the lenient end of the spectrum. Literally the
term means “trickery,” and it refers to finding loopholes in the law. By performing a ‰Ó¯Ú‰, a person is not simply holding by a more lenient standard.
He is circumventing the ‰ÎÏ‰, changing the conditions of the situation so
that the usual requirements do not apply. ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ lies at the stringent end. This term refers to behavior which is beyond the call of duty. This
approach is more than a ‡¯ÓÂÁ; it is a way of adding to a law and observing it
to a stricter standard than anything the law actually requires, according to
any opinion.

‰Ó¯Ú‰
As the term itself implies, ‰Ó¯Ú‰ is not ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏ, the most ideal halachic
practice. All things being equal, it is not a proper option. For a ‰Ó¯Ú‰ to be
either permissible or required, the situation must be extraordinary in a way
that justifies it.
The ‡¯Ó‚ (·¢Ú ÊÈ˜ ¨˙·˘) discusses the case of a barrel of wine on a roof
which breaks on ˙·˘. It is forbidden for the owner to place a vessel near the
roof to catch the dripping liquid. This is a Ô·¯„ ‰¯ÈÊ‚, because of the concern
that one might come to carry the vessel through a ÌÈ·¯‰ ˙Â˘¯, which would
constitute ‰‡ˆÂ‰ ˙Î‡ÏÓ. However, the owner is permitted to place the vessel
if guests will be visiting him, so that he can serve the wine to them. Furthermore, the owner may invite guests and then bring a vessel to collect the
wine, but he may not save the wine first and invite the guests afterward.
According to one opinion, it is forbidden to perform a ‰Ó¯Ú‰: to invite as a
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pretense guests who have already eaten, and who will therefore not drink
the wine. Another opinion in the ‡¯Ó‚ allows this type of ‰Ó¯Ú‰.
The ‡¯Ó‚ compares this case to another ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ, concerning an animal
and its child which fall into a pit on ·ÂË ÌÂÈ. Normally, it is forbidden to pull
an animal out of a pit on ·ÂË ÌÂÈ. However, if the animal is to be brought as
a Ô·¯˜, then it is permitted. In this case, one animal may be pulled out of the
pit to be offered as a Ô·¯˜, but the same pretext cannot be used for the second animal, due to the prohibition of slaughtering an animal and its young
on the same day (ËÎ∫·Î ¨‡¯˜ÈÂ). According to one opinion, one animal should
be pulled out and sacrificed, and the second animal should be provided for
inside the pit to ensure that it does not die. According to another opinion,
one may perform a ‰Ó¯Ú‰ by pulling out one animal, not slaughtering it,
then pulling out the second animal under the same pretext — in case it is
more suitable for sacrifice than the first. Whichever animal the owner chooses
can then be offered as a Ô·¯˜.1
The ‡¯Ó‚ concludes that the two cases are not necessarily parallel.
The opinion which permits a ‰Ó¯Ú‰ in one case might not permit it in the
other case, and vice versa. In the case of the spilled wine, ‰Ó¯Ú‰ may be
permitted because there is no other way to prevent financial loss. This consideration does not apply to the animal case, because one can care for the
second animal without actually pulling it out of the pit. Alternatively, ‰Ó¯Ú‰
may be permitted in the case of the animals because of ÌÈÈÁ ÈÏÚ· ¯Úˆ, a consideration which is not applicable to the wine case.
The ‡¯Ó‚ here suggests two conditions which may permit a ‰Ó¯Ú‰:
financial loss and ÌÈÈÁ ÈÏÚ· ¯Úˆ. Yet, it is interesting to note that in each of
the cases, the ‡¯Ó‚ assumes that a lesser ‰Ó¯Ú‰ is permitted. In the wine
case, the ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ relates to the type of guests who may be invited — those
who will drink the wine or those who won’t. But everyone permits the inviting of guests who will drink, even though the guests are only invited to
provide an excuse to save the wine. Similarly, in the second case, both opinions agree that the first animal may be pulled out of a pit to be used as a Ô·¯˜
in order to save it from the dangers in the pit, even though that was not the
original intention. Perhaps the consideration in each of these cases is „ÒÙ‰
ÔÂÓÓ, financial loss which will result unless a ‰Ó¯Ú‰ is used.
Another ‡¯Ó‚ (ËÏ˜ ¨˙·˘) discusses a strainer set up on ·ÂË ÌÂÈ to remove
the sediment from wine. Normally it is forbidden to set up the strainer on
·ÂË ÌÂÈ, because this is considered ÏÂÁ„ ÔÈ„·ÂÚ. Yet, if the strainer was already
set up it is permitted to strain wine with it. The ‡¯Ó‚ explains that it is
permissible to set up the strainer for another purpose on ·ÂË ÌÂÈ, i.e. to place
pomegranates in it. If someone needs to strain wine, he may perform a ‰Ó¯Ú‰
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by setting up the strainer and first placing pomegranates in it, making it
appear as though this was his intention in setting up the strainer, and only
then straining the wine. The ‡¯Ó‚ compares this to a discussion about brewing beer on „ÚÂÓ‰ ÏÂÁ. This is permitted as long as the beer is needed during
the festival. Someone who has beer at home may perform a ‰Ó¯Ú‰, by brewing some fresh beer and drinking from it, pretending that the new beer was
really necessary for the ‚Á. The ‡¯Ó‚ asks: why is no pretense required in the
beer case? The ‡¯Ó‚ answers that the pomegranate and beer cases differ in
an important respect, namely how the situation appears to others. In the
case of brewing beer, the observer does not know that the person already
has beer at home. As far as the observer is concerned, this is the only beer
he has, and his actions are perfectly ¯˙ÂÓ. However in the case of the strainer,
if one immediately strains wine in it, even if he claims that it was really set
up for pomegranates, the observer recognizes immediately that the real purpose was to strain wine. The person must first validate his claim by actually
putting pomegranates in the strainer, so that the observer will not recognize
the ‰Ó¯Ú‰. Here the consideration allowing ‰Ó¯Ú‰ is the fact that it is not
obvious. The way something appears to others is important. Even if the act
itself is fundamentally permissible, it is not allowed unless the ‰Ó¯Ú‰ can be
hidden.2
Another ‡¯Ó‚ compares ‰Ó¯Ú‰ with an intentional sin (·¢Ú ÊÈ ¨‰ˆÈ·).
When a ·ÂË ÌÂÈ falls on ˙·˘ ·¯Ú it is forbidden to cook food on ·ÂË ÌÂÈ for ˙·˘
(unless one makes an ÔÈÏÈ˘·˙ ·Â¯ÈÚ). One may cook on ·ÂË ÌÂÈ for that day,
and if there is food left over, he can eat it on ˙·˘. If he intentionally cooks
on ·ÂË ÌÂÈ for ˙·˘, he has committed a sin, but the food is permitted. However, one may not perform a ‰Ó¯Ú‰ by intentionally cooking too much on ÌÂÈ
·ÂË so that there will be leftovers, or by inviting guests as an excuse to cook
more food. If he does this, the food is prohibited. The ‡¯Ó‚ explains the
‡¯ÓÂÁ by saying that, ¢„ÈÊÓÓ ÈÙË Ô·¯ ‰· Â¯ÈÓÁ‡„ ‰Ó¯Ú‰ È‡˘¢ — “‰Ó¯Ú‰ is different, as the ÌÈÓÎÁ were stricter with it that with an intentional sin.” È¢˘¯
explains this harsh statement. An intentional sin looks like a sin. Others
are unlikely to imitate that sin, and the sinner is more likely to recognize
the sin and do ‰·Â˘˙. ‰Ó¯Ú‰, on the other hand, appears legitimate. Hence,
others may imitate the behavior, and the sinner may not be as quick to
repent. Because the effects of ‰Ó¯Ú‰ are ultimately worse than those of a ‡ËÁ
„ÈÊÓ·, the ÌÈÓÎÁ treated it more stringently.3 Hence, ‰Ó¯Ú‰ is prohibited under conditions where the act my cause a ripple effect by setting an example
which leads others to sin.
A similar idea appears in a ‡¯Ó‚ (·¢Ú ËÏ˜ ¨˙·˘) which describes two
questionable acts which were performed by ÔÂÈÁ ¯¢· ‡Â‰ ·¯. He once placed a
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garlic peel in a hole in a barrel on ˙·˘, which appeared to be a prohibition
of Ô˜˙Ó. However, ÔÂÈÁ ¯¢· ‡Â‰ ·¯ claimed that he merely wanted to store the
garlic there. On another occasion he went to sleep in a small boat next to
the field of a non-Jew, even though sailing is prohibited on ˙·˘. He knew
that the owner would push the boat across the water to his own field, which
would allow ÔÂÈÁ ¯¢· ‡Â‰ ·¯ to guard his fruit on the other side of the river.
Yet, he claimed that his only intention was to go to sleep. The ‡¯Ó‚ claims
that ÔÂÈÁ ¯¢· ‡Â‰ ·¯ did nothing wrong, for two reasons: Firstly, in both cases,
even without a ‰Ó¯Ú‰ he would only be violating an Ô·¯„ ¯ÂÒÈ‡. Secondly, as
he was a ÌÎÁ „ÈÓÏ˙, there was no reason to be strict and forbid these acts. A
ÌÎÁ „ÈÓÏ˙ will not come to make a mistake and perform these sins ‰ÏÈÁ˙ÎÏ,
without a ‰Ó¯Ú‰.
It seems that the Ô·¯„ factor on its own is not enough to justify ‰Ó¯Ú‰,
because both the cases of the wine on ˙·˘ and the animals in the pit deal
with Ô·¯„ ÌÈ¯ÂÒÈ‡. If Ô·¯„ was enough on its own to permit ‰Ó¯Ú‰, then
those cases would be permitted without reference to the financial loss or
ÌÈÈÁ ÈÏÚ· ¯Úˆ.
In summary, we have seen several conditions under which ‰Ó¯Ú‰ may
be justified:
• If there is a good reason for it, such as ÌÈÈÁ ÈÏÚ· ¯Úˆ.
• If there is no other way to avoid financial loss.
• If the trickery is not obvious, and could not mislead people.
• If the actor will not come to sin in the future because of the ‰Ó¯Ú‰.
• If the ¯ÂÒÈ‡ avoided is only Ô·¯„, this is a mitigating factor, though it is
not sufficient on its own.
Despite these considerations, we should not assume that ‰Ó¯Ú‰, in
the instances in which it is allowed, is always an improper way to behave.
Often ‰Ó¯Ú‰ is the recommended approach under certain conditions. It seems
that ‰Ó¯Ú‰ — while not an ideal in terms of attitude to ‰ÎÏ‰ or standards of
‰¯Â˙ observance — is the best way to deal with certain extraordinary situations, where other considerations impact upon the ‰ÎÏ‰.
All the cases we have considered so far deal with ¯˙È‰Â ¯ÂÒÈ‡. In terms
of financial law, ‰Ó¯Ú‰ takes on a different meaning. It refers to loopholes
found in the law to save someone money or to avoid some sort of payment.
For example, Ì¢·Ó¯ mentions ‰Ó¯Ú‰ in reference to ÌÈÒÎ ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡. The notion
of ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ means that if A sells a field to B, and A owes C money, C can claim
payment from B and A must pay B back. Now, ÌÈÒÎ ˙ÂÈ¯Á‡ applies to cases
where the property is sold, but not if it is given as a gift. Hence, if A claims
to have given the property to B as a gift, we do not believe A. We assume
that it is a ‰Ó¯Ú‰, that A was simply trying to remove C’s rights to the field.
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To avoid this ‰Ó¯Ú‰ we treat the gift as a sale, thereby disallowing A to
remove C’s rights (·∫‚È ¨ÌÈÎ˘ ˙ÂÎÏ‰). In these cases, ‰Ó¯Ú‰ is a way of circumventing something which should not be circumvented. It is an attempt to
find a technical loophole and ignore the moral problem. Were the ‰Ó¯Ú‰ to
be accepted, it might possibly satisfy all the legal requirements, but it would
not satisfy the moral spirit of the ‰ÎÏ‰.

ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ
ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ is a positive phenomenon. We should always be eager to go
above and beyond the call of duty, volunteering to do something extra Ì˘Ï
ÌÈÓ˘. ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ can be seen as an ethic beyond ‰ÎÏ‰. ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ
means that ethical considerations prevent someone from taking everything
that he can according to the letter of the law. It includes doing something
decent or moral, even when one is technically ¯ÂËÙ from it. In these cases,
ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ is not a part of the law. It involves looking beyond the technical details of the ‰ÎÏ‰ to the spirit behind the law. ‰ÎÏ‰ can be approached
very literally, demanding that one only looks to fulfill a set of technical
obligations. ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ describes an attitude wherein one sees ‰ÎÏ‰ in
its moral and spiritual context, and enhances it accordingly.
Yet, we may be mistaken if we assume that ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ is merely
an option. In fact, the ‡¯Ó‚ says that ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ can be an obligation
(·¢Ú Ï ¨‡ÚÈˆÓ ‡··). The ‡¯Ó‚ quotes the ˜ÂÒÙ, which says: Í¯„‰ ˙‡ Ì‰Ï ˙Ú„Â‰Â¢
¢ÔÂ˘ÚÈ ¯˘‡ ‰˘ÚÓ‰ ˙‡Â ‰· ÂÎÏÈ (Î∫ÁÈ ¨˙ÂÓ˘). It explains that the words ¯˘‡¢
¢ÔÂ˘ÚÈ, which might appear redundant, actually refer to ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ. Indeed, says the ‡¯Ó‚, ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È was destroyed because the ÔÈ„ È˙· of the time only
judged according to the strict letter of the ‰¯Â˙ and did not judge ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ
ÔÈ„‰. This seems to indicate that ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ is more than an optional
extra. It is so essential that the existence of Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ is jeopardized if it is not
followed!
On the other hand, there are sources which indicate that ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ
ÔÈ„‰ is not an obligation. The ‡¯Ó‚ tells us that ‡ÙÙ ß¯ and another man
stopped their meal early so that they could join in a ÔÂÓÈÊ with his son, who
had already finished eating (·¢Ú ‰Ó ¨˙ÂÎ¯·). Normally, two people do not
have to stop their meal because one wants to make a ÔÂÓÈÊ. The ‡¯Ó‚ goes out
of its way to say that ‡ÙÙ ß¯ was acting ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ. This suggests that
ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ is an optional extra. It is a nice way to behave, but it is not
compulsory.
A similar approach to ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ appears in financial law. ‡ÙÙ ß¯
bought land from someone, who had only sold it because he desperately
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needed the money. By the end of the transaction process the seller no longer
needed the money, so ‡ÙÙ ß¯ returned the land, even though it was legally
his (·¢Ú Êˆ ¨˙Â·Â˙Î). The ‡¯Ó‚ explains that this was a case of ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ.
Similarly, ‡ÈÈÁ ß¯, who worked as a money changer, once gave a woman a
refund because he had made a mistake in the exchange, even though he was
not required to do so (·¢Ú Ëˆ ¨‡Ó˜ ‡··). Here too this behavior is described
as ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ.
There are many other examples where ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ seems to be an
optional practice. For example, if one returns a lost object that, technically,
he is not obligated to return, he has acted ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ („Î ¨‡ÚÈˆÓ ‡··
·¢Ú). Similarly, Ì¢·Ó¯ says that someone who wishes to act ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ
will return a lost object, or help someone else load or unload an animal,
even if he is exempt („∫‚È ¨ÁˆÂ¯ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ ÆÊÈ∫‡È ¨‰„È·‡Â ‰ÏÈÊ‚ ˙ÂÎÏ‰).
Perhaps the difference between the sources which see ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ
as obligatory and those that see it as optional can be explained by distinguishing between different people. Ì¢·Ó¯ outlines the behavior which results in ß‰ ˘Â„È˜. After listing a number of ˙Â„ÈÓ, he says: ¨ÌÎÁ Ï˘ ÂÏ„‚ ÈÙÏ ÏÎ‰¢
¢ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ ‰˘ÚÈÂ ÂÓˆÚ ÏÚ ˜„˜„È˘ ÍÈ¯ˆ (‡È∫‰ ¨‰¯Â˙‰ È„ÂÒÈ). Ì¢·Ó¯ explicitly
uses the term ¢ÍÈ¯ˆ¢ here, indicating that the greater the person, the more
ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ becomes an obligation.4 This idea is consistent with the
‡¯Ó‚ above which blames the destruction of ÌÈÏ˘Â¯È on the judges, who did
not act ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ. It is also consistent with a ‡¯Ó‚ that states that
¯È‡Ó ß¯, a ‡˙, would tell others that they can be Ï˜ÈÓ, while he himself would
act ‡¯ÓÂÁÏ (‡¢Ú „Ï˜ ¨˙·˘). This does not reflect an inconsistency on the part
of ¯È‡Ó ß¯. Rather, ¯È‡Ó ß¯ understood that behavior which is appropriate for
common people may not be proper for ÌÈÓÎÁ È„ÈÓÏ˙.
In any case, we should not confuse ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ with ‡¯ÓÂÁ. While
ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ is clearly positive, there are times when Ï¢ÊÁ criticize the
acceptance of extreme ˙Â¯ÓÂÁ (though, of course, ‡¯ÓÂÁ is also a potentially
very positive thing). For example, the ‡¯Ó‚ states that ‡ÈÁ ¯¢· ÈÒÂÈ ß¯ once
laughed at a ‡¯ÓÂÁ of ‡ÈÈÁ ß¯, which he thought was completely unnecessary
(·¢Ú ÁÓ≠·¢Ú ÊÓ ¨ÔÈ·Â¯ÈÚ). Similarly, ‡Â‰ ß¯ was of the opinion that it is forbidden to kill a wasp on ˙·˘, despite the fact that a wasp was considered quite
dangerous. His son ‡·¯ disagreed. When someone tried to argue with ‡·¯,
telling him that the spirit of the ÌÈ„ÈÒÁ is not happy with someone who kills
snakes and scorpions on ˙·˘, ‡·¯ retorted that the spirit of the ÌÈÓÎÁ is not
happy with those ÌÈ„ÈÒÁ! (·¢Ú ‡Î˜ ¨˙·˘).
These two stories indicate that not all ˙Â¯ÓÂÁ are a good thing, especially, as in the case of the wasp, where they might lead to ˙Â˘Ù ˙ÎÒ. In
these cases the issue is not ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ, which is always positive, if not
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mandatory. The ‡¯Ó‚ here is opposing the concept of senseless ‡¯ÓÂÁ, of
creating unnecessary restrictions in the quest for piety. Often ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ
ÔÈ„‰, due to its character as a ˙Â„ÈÒÁ ˙„ÈÓ, is mistakenly associated with this
‡¯ÓÂÁ, by people who imagine that imposing extra ˙Â¯ÓÂÁ automatically increases righteousness. A ridiculous ‡¯ÓÂÁ is not ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ, but only
disguised as such.
The ˘¯„Ó relates that the reason ‰ÂÁ sinned by eating from the ıÚ
Ú¯Â ·ÂË ˙Ú„‰ was because she initially tried to be too ¯ÈÓÁÓ (‚∫ËÈ ¨‰·¯ ˙È˘‡¯·).
Whereas ß‰ only commanded them ¢ÂÓÓ ÏÎ‡˙ ‡Ï¢ (ÊÈ∫· ¨˙È˘‡¯·), ‰ÂÁ added a
new prohibition, ¢Â· ÂÚ‚˙ ‡ÏÂ¢ (‚∫‚ ¨˙È˘‡¯·). According to the ˘¯„Ó, the snake
pushed her against the tree, demonstrating that she would not die if she
touched it. Because the two prohibitions had become equated in her mind,
‰ÂÁ believed the snake when it told her that just as she did not die from
touching the tree, she also would not die from eating its fruit. This is an
example of the statement in the ‡¯Ó‚: ¢Ú¯Â‚ ÛÈÒÂÓ‰ ÏÎ¢ (‡¢Ú ËÎ ¨ÔÈ¯„‰Ò).
If ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ (and certain kinds of ‡¯ÓÂÁ) are good, and unnecessary ‡¯ÓÂÁ is bad, how does one know where to draw the line? A good guideline is provided in the above ˘¯„Ó: ¨¯˜ÈÚ‰ ÔÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ¯„‚‰ ˙‡ ‰˘Ú˙ ‡Ï˘ ∫‡ÈÈÁ ß¯ È˙¢
¢˙ÂÚÈË‰ ıˆ˜ÈÂ ÏÂÙÈ ‡Ï˘. One should not emphasize the fence around the law
more than the law itself. The fence may fall, and pull up the roots of the
plants which the fence was protecting. One must differentiate between something extra which serves to enhance the ‰ÎÏ‰, and a ridiculous ‡¯ÓÂÁ which
is disproportionate to the law it serves.

Conclusion
‰Ó¯Ú‰ and ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ lie at opposite ends of the halachic spectrum.
‰Ó¯Ú‰, which lies at the lenient end of the spectrum, has certain negative
connotations. ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó ÌÈÙÏ, at the strict end of the spectrum, is seen as
positive. A person ought to approach ‰¯Â˙ and ˙ÂÂˆÓ with an attitude of ÌÈÙÏ
ÔÈ„‰ ˙¯Â˘Ó, trying to fulfill the highest standard in the practice of ˙ÂÂˆÓ. The
approach underlying ‰Ó¯Ú‰ is less desirable, where one looks for loopholes
to get out of difficult situations. In a sense, however, the two notions function on similar principles. They both stand at the extremes of the halachic
system, finding solutions to difficult problems at the edge of the limits of
the law.
The ÈÓÏ˘Â¯È does not even require one of the animals to be sacrificed eventually. It is
enough for them to be pulled out of the pit on the basis that they might be sacrificed.
2
This argument is also mentioned in the above ‡¯Ó‚ in ‰ˆÈ· to explain why one opinion
1
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might permit a ‰Ó¯Ú‰ in the case of the two animals but not in the case of the spilled
wine.
3
This is not the actual ‰ÎÏ‰. This statement is only brought to show how ¯ÈÓÁÓ the
law is according to one opinion. However, we can probably assume that the concerns
regarding ‰Ó¯Ú‰ and „ÈÊÓ· ‡ËÁ are common to all opinions.
4
Even here, as we will discuss below, there are extremes that are inappropriate. Ì¢·Ó¯
restricts the ÏÂ„‚ whose behavior is to reflect ß‰ ˘Â„È˜: ¢ÌÓÂ˙˘È ‡ÏÂ ‰·¯‰ ˜Á¯˙È ‡Ï˘ ‡Â‰Â¢.
As ‰˘Ó ÛÒÎ explains, he should be sure not take these ˙Â„ÈÓ to such an extreme that
he appears abnormal.
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The Halachic and Hashkafic Implications of
Destroying ˜ÏÓÚ
Avigayil Rosen

ONE OF THE MOST ethically disturbing commandments in the ‰¯Â˙ is
the command to wipe out the nation of ˜ÏÓÚ (ËÈ∫‰Î ¨ÌÈ¯·„). To our 21st century mindset, this command sounds almost barbaric and sub-human, for a
number of reasons. First, this command seems like pure genocide. Especially
after Hitler’s recent systematic attempt at murdering all of the Jews, the
idea of wiping out an entire nation — men, women and children — cannot
be borne. Ï‡ÂÓ˘ even tells ÏÂ‡˘ to destroy the animals of ˜ÏÓÚ (‚∫ÂË ‡ ¨Ï‡ÂÓ˘).
How can animals be tainted by this nation enough to make them worthy of
death? They have no ˙È˘ÙÂÁ ‰¯ÈÁ·. Second, modern people are uncomfortable with the idea of linear or genetic transmission of evil. Why should later
generations be punished for the sins of their forefathers? Third, the ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ
do not explain what was so bad about ˜ÏÓÚ relative to other nations that
attacked Jews throughout history. We know that ˜ÏÓÚ’s ancestor and namesake was a grandson of Â˘Ú(·È∫ÂÎ ¨˙È˘‡¯·), and ß‰ commands Jews not even to
fight against the other nations that descended from Â˘Ú (‰∫· ¨ÌÈ¯·„).
To help answer these questions, we should examine closely the ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ
which describe the war with ˜ÏÓÚ and the ‰ÂˆÓ to wipe them out. We should
examine how the classical ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ understand these issues. We will discover
that ˜ÏÓÚ is both a biological nation and the representation of the ideas of
ß‰ ÏÂÏÈÁ and pure evil. The biological nation of ˜ÏÓÚ no longer exists as an
identifiable group, but the Jews’ eternal battle against ß‰ ÏÂÏÈÁ continues.
ÌÈ˘‡ ÂÏ ¯Á· Ú˘Â‰È Ï‡ ‰˘Ó ¯Ó‡ÈÂ .Ì„ÈÙ¯· Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ ÌÁÏÈÂ ˜ÏÓÚ ‡·ÈÂ
˘ÚÈÂ .È„È· ÌÈ˜Ï‡‰ ‰ËÓÂ ‰Ú·‚‰ ˘‡¯ ÏÚ ·ˆ ÈÎ‡ ¯ÁÓ ˜ÏÓÚ· ÌÁÏ‰ ‡ˆÂ
.‰Ú·‚‰ ˘‡¯ ÂÏÚ ¯ÂÁÂ Ô¯‰‡ ‰˘ÓÂ ˜ÏÓÚ· ÌÁÏ‰Ï ‰˘Ó ÂÏ ¯Ó‡ ¯˘‡Î Ú˘Â‰È
‰˘Ó È„ÈÂ .˜ÏÓÚ ¯·‚Â Â„È ÁÈÈ ¯˘‡ÎÂ Ï‡¯˘È ¯·‚Â Â„È ‰˘Ó ÌÈ¯È ¯˘‡Î ‰È‰Â
„Á‡ ‰ÊÓ ÂÈ„È· ÂÎÓ˙ ¯ÂÁÂ Ô¯‰‡Â ‰ÈÏÚ ·˘ÈÂ ÂÈ˙Á˙ ÂÓÈ˘ÈÂ Ô·‡ ÂÁ˜ÈÂ ÌÈ„·Î
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ÈÙÏ ÂÓÚ ˙‡Â ˜ÏÓÚ ˙‡ Ú˘Â‰È ˘ÏÁÈÂ .˘Ó˘‰ ‡· „Ú ‰ÂÓ‡ ÂÈ„È È‰ÈÂ „Á‡ ‰ÊÓÂ
‰ÁÓ‡ ‰ÁÓ ÈÎ Ú˘Â‰È ÈÊ‡· ÌÈ˘Â ¯ÙÒ· ÔÂ¯ÎÊ ˙‡Ê ·˙Î ‰˘Ó Ï‡ ß‰ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ .·¯Á
ÏÚ „È ÈÎ ¯Ó‡ÈÂ ÆÈÒ ß‰ ÂÓ˘ ‡¯˜ÈÂ Á·ÊÓ ‰˘Ó Ô·ÈÂ ÆÌÈÓ˘‰ ˙Á˙Ó ˜ÏÓÚ ¯ÎÊ ˙‡
.®ÊË-Á∫ÊÈ ¨˙ÂÓ˘© ¯„ ¯„Ó ˜ÏÓÚ· ß‰Ï ‰ÓÁÏÓ ‰È ÒÎ
‰˘Ó’s hands are emphasized greatly, and are mentioned six times in
this short passage. Furthermore, his hands are described by the adjective
‰ÂÓ‡. How can ‰˘Ó’s hands have “faith”? The ‰˘Ó in ‰˘‰ ˘‡¯ ®Á∫‚© explains that it wasn’t ‰˘Ó’s hands that had faith. Rather ‰˘Ó’s hands pointed
towards the sky, which would direct Ï‡¯˘È È·’s attention heavenwards, and
remind them that victory against ˜ÏÓÚ could only come through ß‰. Despite
the fact that ‰˘Ó sent Ú˘Â‰È to fight this war, clearly ‰˘Ó also had his “hands”
in the battle, and his hands functioned supernaturally. There is a unique
aspect of ‰ÂÓ‡ in this war, as if there is something personal between ß‰ and
˜ÏÓÚ.
È¢˘¯ supports the notion that the war with ˜ÏÓÚ transcends the physical. He explains that the word ‡ÒÎ is written without the ‡ because ß‰’s
throne is incomplete until ˜ÏÓÚ is completely destroyed (ÁÈ∫ÊÈ ¨˙ÂÓ˘ ÏÚ È¢˘¯).
Similarly, the word ÌÈ„ÈÙ¯ means, ‰¯Â˙‰ ÔÓ Ì‰È„È ÂÙ¯. ˜ÏÓÚ was only able to
attack us because we were weak in ‰¯Â˙ at that time (¨ÁÏ˘· ˙˘¯Ù ÈÂÚÓ˘ ËÂ˜ÏÈ
‡ÒÎ ÊÓ¯).
In ÌÈ¯·„, we have the more familiar account of the war with ˜ÏÓÚ,
which is read as ¯ÂÎÊ ˙˘¯Ù.
·ÊÈÂ Í¯„· Í¯˜ ¯˘‡ .ÌÈ¯ˆÓÓ ÌÎ˙‡ˆ· Í¯„· ˜ÏÓÚ ÍÏ ‰˘Ú ¯˘‡ ˙‡ ¯ÂÎÊ
ÍÈ˜Ï‡ ß‰ ÁÈ‰· ‰È‰Â .ÌÈ˜ÂÏ‡ ‡¯È ‡ÏÂ Ú‚ÈÂ ÛÈÚ ‰˙‡Â ÍÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈÏ˘Á‰ ÏÎ Í·
˙‡ ‰ÁÓ˙ ‰˙˘¯Ï ‰ÏÁ ÍÏ Ô˙ ÍÈ˜Ï‡ ß‰ ¯˘‡ ı¯‡· ·È·ÒÓ ÍÈ·È‡ ÏÎÓ ÍÏ
.®ËÈ-ÊÈ∫‰Î© ÁÎ˘˙ ‡Ï ÌÈÓ˘‰ ˙Á˙Ó ˜ÏÓÚ ¯ÎÊ
This passage, which contains the positive commandment to wipe out
˜ÏÓÚ, is juxtaposed with the ‰ÂˆÓ to have honest weights and measures. This
contrasts with the deceitful and tricky picture painted here of ˜ÏÓÚ; they
sneaked up from the back and attacked us when we were down.
When comparing these two accounts, Nechama Leibowitz asks a
number of questions. Why are we commanded to attack them, if it is God’s
¢¯Â„ ¯Â„Ó ˜ÏÓÚ· ß‰Ï ‰ÓÁÏÓ¢? Also, the two accounts of the war with ˜ÏÓÚ
paint very different pictures. The first account paints the picture of a proud
victorious battle, which is recorded in ß‰’s Book of Wars. The second account portrays Ï‡¯˘È È· as weak and tired and no mention is made of the
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victory. Also, why is the command to wipe out ˜ÏÓÚ included only in the
account in ÌÈ¯·„ ¯ÙÒ? In addition, why is ˜ÏÓÚ portrayed as ¢ÌÈ‰ÂÏ‡ ‡¯È ‡ÏÂ,¢ if
no other nation is so condemned?1
Prof. Leibowitz answers these questions by distinguishing between the
purpose of the two accounts. ˙ÂÓ˘ contains the facts of the battle, and ÌÈ¯·„
contains a moral analysis of ˜ÏÓÚ. ÌÈ¯·„ points to their wanton aggression
against a weak and defenseless nation, which was not bothering them. She
also cites È¢˘¯, who explains the nature of ˜ÏÓÚ’s aggression, by shedding
some new light on the words ¢Í¯„· Í¯˜ ¯˘‡.¢ He brings a parable of a hot
bath. No one wants to touch the hot bath, because he would burn himself.
But if one fool comes into the bath, he cools down the bath for everyone
else, even though he is burnt. So too, when Ï‡¯˘È È· left ÌÈ¯ˆÓ they were
indestructible — no one was willing to attack them. But when ˜ÏÓÚ started
the war with us, some of the aura wore off. Up until this point, Ì‰ÈÏÚ ÏÙ˙¢
¢„ÁÙÂ ‰˙ÓÈ‡ (ÊË∫ÂË ¨˙ÂÓ˘) the nations of the world were so scared of Ï‡¯˘È È·
and ß‰, and they realized that ß‰ must be true. The hand of ß‰ had been shown
to the nation, but ˜ÏÓÚ’s attitude of total disrespect and obstinate denial of ß‰,
caused the world, according to Prof. Leibowitz, to “return to its former rut, to its
idols of gold and silver, its faith in mortal power and brute force.” The nations of
the world were ready to recognize the truth of ß‰’s dominion, but ˜ÏÓÚ prevented this from becoming a reality. This reasoning helps to explain why ß‰
would want to destroy ˜ÏÓÚ. ß‰ goes to drastic measures to prevent ß‰ ÏÂÏÁ.
Ï‡·¯·‡ also addresses the theme of ß‰ ÏÂÏÈÁ in explaining ˜ÏÓÚ. He says
(ÂË∫‡ ¨Ï‡ÂÓ˘) that there are three reasons that one nation would attack another: 1) to save their own land, 2) to take the other nation’s land, and 3) to
embarrass the other nation, not necessarily because of anything that the
other nation did. ˜ÏÓÚ’s war on Ï‡¯˘È È· falls under the last category. He
further explains that there are two ulterior motives for ˜ÏÓÚ’s attack. 1)
They wanted to prove that they could defeat the nation for whom God had
just shown the whole world His dominion. Ï‡·¯·‡ emphasizes the ß‰ ÏÂÏÁ
theme again. 2) They were Â˘Ú È·, and they knew about the ˙ÂÎ¯· which
were originally for Â˘Ú but were given to ·˜ÚÈ. They understood that they
have the power of the sword over Ï‡¯˘È È· when we are sinning. They were
concerned that this may be their last chance; once The Jews enter Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡,
their chance will be lost. Both explanations focus on the inflated egos of
˜ÏÓÚ. Ï‡·¯·‡ quotes ‚¢·Ï¯ who further expands on this theme. He says that
‰˘Ó sent out Ú˘Â‰È to fight ˜ÏÓÚ to embarrass them.
Ï‡·¯·‡ continues the theme of ß‰ ÏÂÏÁ in explaining the ˜ÂÒÙ, ‰ÓÁÏÓ¢
¢¯Â„ ¯Â„Ó ˜ÏÓÚ· ß‰Ï. The permanent war with ˜ÏÓÚ stems from the fact that
the ¢‰˜ ÒÎ¢, God’s throne and honor, is not complete before the destruction
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of ˜ÏÓÚ. Therefore, ¢Ú˘Â‰È ÈÊ‡· ÌÈ˘Â,¢ it was necessary for this ‰ÂˆÓ to be passed
on to the next generation of leadership.
Rav Dessler also emphasizes the aspect of ß‰ ÏÂÏÁ. ˜ÏÓÚ stands against
everything represented by ß‰.2 “˜ÏÓÚ would be prepared to fight against the
purpose of creation throughout all generations….out of hatred for truth and
love for falsehood for its own sake.” According to Rav Dessler, ˜ÏÓÚ is a
nation that is counterproductive to the function of the whole world. Any
nation that would fight for the side of falsehood because they hate truth is in
essence denying ß‰.
But all this still doesn’t seem like justification for genocide. Why should
their inflated ego and/or their ß‰ ÏÂÏÁ warrant such a decree against ˜ÏÓÚ? To
understand more we will look into what Ï¢ÊÁ and the other ÌÈÂ˘‡¯ say about
˜ÏÓÚ.
The ‡¯Ó‚, the Ì¢·Ó¯, and ÍÂÈÁ‰ ¯ÙÒ seem to make the problem worse.
The ÔÈ¯„‰Ò ‡¯Ó‚ (·¢Ú ßÎ) teaches us that upon entering Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ the Jews
were commanded to do three ˙ÂÂˆÓ: 1) appoint a king, 2) wipe out the seed of
˜ÏÓÚ, and 3) build the ˘„˜Ó‰ ˙È·. Destroying ˜ÏÓÚ is so important that ß‰ is
ÏÁÂÓ on His dwelling place among us. Wiping out ˜ÏÓÚ must come first (˙ÂÎÏ‰
‰∫‡ ÌÈÎÏÓ). Ì¢·Ó¯ compounds this by stating that the first thing a king should
do is fight ‰ÂˆÓ ˙ÓÁÏÓ, which includes ˜ÏÓÚ ˙ÓÁÏÓ. ÍÂÈÁ‰ ¯ÙÒ („¢¯˙) quantifies this ‰ÂˆÓ: the ‰ÂˆÓ applies not only to the whole ¯Â·Èˆ in Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡, but to
every Jewish male who finds someone from ˜ÏÓÚ. If he doesn’t kill the È˜ÏÓÚ,
he has failed to fulfill this ‰˘Ú ˙ÂÂˆÓ. This dichotomy is confusing, because
even if we could prove that someone was from ˜ÏÓÚ, most countries in which
we live have laws against murder. It would be difficult for each Jewish individual to randomly wipe out members of ˜ÏÓÚ.
There are, however, a number of sources that work to spiritualize the
‰ÂˆÓ, making it less implementable in real life. ˙ÂÈÓÈÓ ˙Â‰‚‰ makes a ˜ÂÈ„ from
the words ¢ı¯‡· ·È·ÒÓ ÍÈ·È‡ ÏÎÓ ÍÏ ÍÈ˜ÂÏ‡ ß‰ ÁÈ‰· ‰È‰Â¢ — that the ‰ÂˆÓ of
wiping out ˜ÏÓÚ only applies in the days of ÁÈ˘Ó, after we come back to ı¯‡
Ï‡¯˘È and we are at peace. In this case we understand that perhaps this ‰ÂˆÓ
is not meant to be performed in our context right now.
Rav Soloveitchik also suggests something similar to ˙ÂÈÓÈÓ ˙Â‰‚‰.3 The
Rav sees ˜ÏÓÚ as a force embodied by the enemies of the Jews throughout the
generations, a kind of man-Satan. Throughout Jewish history we hoped that
these enemies of ours would turn away from evil, but sadly this hope was
usually in vain. This evil force can only be obliterated in the days of ÁÈ˘Ó,
because this man-Satan attacks us in every generation: ÌÈ„ÓÂÚ ¯Â„Â ¯Â„ ÏÎ·˘
ÂÈ˙ÂÏÎÏ ÂÈÏÚ.
It’s not clear if the Rav is saying that there will be a war against all the
different man-Satan’s in the time of ÁÈ˘Ó or that the man-Satan will cease to
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be an entity on his own. But it’s clear that the Rav is referring to an ideological nation, not a biological one. Anyone who says, “Let’s go wipe the Jews off
the face of this planet,” has ideologically joined the nation ˜ÏÓÚ. The manSatan is the enemy of everyone, but the brunt of his hatred is directed towards the Jews. No matter what excuse the ideological ˜ÏÓÚ uses for their
anti-Semitic acts throughout the years — be it political, religious, or economic — these are all just excuses. Their hatred of the Jews is imbedded in
the man-Satan, and is not really affected by our actions.
Ì¢·Ó¯ in ÌÈÎÏÓ ˙ÂÎÏ‰ ®Â¢Ù© seems to provide support for Rav Soloveitchik’s
theory. He states ¢‰Ó˘ Ì‰Ó ÌÈÁÈÓ ÔÈ‡ ÂÓÈÏ˘‰ ‡Ï˘ ˜ÏÓÚ·Â ÔÈÓÓÚ Ú·˘· Ï·‡.¢ Ìßß·Ó¯
says that we wipe out ˜ÏÓÚ when they don’t make peace, implying that we do
not wipe them out when they do try to make peace. This provides support for
the view of the Rav — by trying for peace they are excluding themselves
from the ideological nation of ˜ÏÓÚ, and no longer fall under the category of
˜ÏÓÚ ¯ÎÊ ˙‡ ‰ÁÓ˙!
The „¢·‡¯ comments on this Ìßß·Ó¯ and says that we only accept ˜ÏÓÚ
if they agree to accept the ˙ÂÂˆÓ upon themselves. The ‰˘Ó ÛÒÎ takes this
one step farther. If members of ˜ÏÓÚ agree to accept the Á È· ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ú·˘, they
move out of the category of ˜ÏÓÚ and become regular Á È·. This all seems to
directly support the Rav’s idea of the ideological nature of ˜ÏÓÚ.
‰ÎÏ‰ ÈÂÈ‚‰ quotes the ‡¯Ó‚ in ®· ßÓÚ ‡¢© ÔÈËÈ‚ that says ÔÓ‰ Ï˘ ÌÈ· È·¢
¢˜¯· È·· ‰¯Â˙ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ, indicating that we accept ÌÈ¯‚ from ˜ÏÓÚ. ˘È‡ ÔÂÊÁ adds
that the principle of accepting ÌÈ¯‚ from ˜ÏÓÚ only applies when the Jews are
not at war with ˜ÏÓÚ, because during war we suspect them of trickery. ÈÂÈ‚‰
‰ÎÏ‰ goes on to say that we don’t know which nation is ˜ÏÓÚ today, but we
know that they still exist as a spiritual principle, as the ˜ÂÒÙ says, ß‰Ï ‰ÓÁÏÓ¢
¢¯Â„ ¯Â„Ó ˜ÏÓÚ·.4
Yet, this picture of ˜ÏÓÚ as an ideological group contradicts the simple
Ë˘Ù in the Í¢˙. In Í¢˙, ˜ÏÓÚ is clearly a biological nation. The ‡¯Ó‚ (¨˙ÂÎ¯·
·¢Ú ÁÎ) discusses a ¯‚ from the nation of ÔÂÓÚ coming to the ˘¯„Ó ˙È·, and
asking if he could be accepted as a member of Ï‡¯˘È È·. Ï‡ÈÏÓ‚ Ô·¯ said no and
Ú˘Â‰È ß¯ said yes. Ï‡ÈÏÓ‚ Ô·¯ quoted the verse, ¢°ß‰ Ï‰˜· È·‡ÂÓÂ ÈÂÓÚ ‡·È ‡Ï¢
(„∫‚Î ¨ÌÈ¯·„) Ú˘Â‰È ß¯ responded that both ÔÂÓÚ and ·‡ÂÓ are no longer in their
original states anymore. ¢˙ÂÓÂ‡‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ Ï·Ï·Â ¯Â˘‡ ÍÏÓ ·¯ÁÒ ‰ÏÚ ¯·Î.¢ In other
words, the nations of old are no longer what they once were. The nations
referred to in Í¢˙ were all spread around by ·¯ÁÒ, and can no longer be
identified as such.
It seems, then, that in the Í¢˙, ˜ÏÓÚ was a biological nation, which
possessed all the qualities that we discussed above. After ÏÂ‡˘ and „Â„ defeated them, they ceased to be as important because they became smaller
and weaker. They still retained their È˜ÏÓÚ traits, as the example of ÔÓ‰ proves.
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When ·¯ÁÒ came and mixed up the nations, the old enemies of Ï‡¯˘È È·
faded into the abyss of assimilation and time. But the ideological ideals of
˜ÏÓÚ, of pure evil, do not assimilate. They are as sharp now as they were at
the first attack of ˜ÏÓÚ at ÌÈ„ÈÙ¯! ˜ÏÓÚ has been a spiritual legacy of all the
enemies of the Jews throughout the years of our history in ˙ÂÏ‚! The Rav
calls ˜ÏÓÚ an ideological nation because the idea of ˜ÏÓÚ has long outlasted
the biological nation. We may no longer be obligated in the concrete genocide of a biological È˜ÏÓÚ nation, but we are obligated to dedicating our lives
to thwarting the ideological proponents of pure evil.
˜ÏÓÚ is a nation that epitomizes evil in the most concentrated way
possible. They are the antithesis of Ï‡¯˘È È·. Whereas we are ÌÈÈÂ‚Ï ¯Â‡, ˜ÏÓÚ
embodies lack of faith in ß‰ and rejection of all good. ß‰ ‰ˆ¯È Ì‡, in the times
of ÁÈ˘Ó we will be able to destroy once and for all the scourge of ˜ÏÓÚ, and
ß‰’s „Â·Î‰ ‡ÒÎ will finally be complete, ÔÓ‡ ÂÈÓÈ· ‰¯‰Ó·.
Studies in Sefer Devarim “Remember ˜ÏÓÚ!” p. 250.
Strive for Truth, Vol. I, p. 182.
3
183 ßÓÚ ¨‰Ù˜˘‰ È¯·„ ¢¨ÌÈ¯ÂÙ ‚Á Ï˘ ˙ÈÒÈÙËÓ‰ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó¢ ¨˜ÈßˆÈÈ·ÂÏÂÒ Æ„ÆÈ ·¯.
4
233 ßÓÚ ß‡ Í¯Î ¨‰ÎÏ‰ ÈÂÈ‚‰ ¨¢˜ÏÓÚÓ ÌÈ¯‚ ˙Ï·˜¢ ¨È˜Ò¯ÈÓ ·¯.
1
2
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¢ÍÓ‡ ˙¯Â˙ ˘Ë˙ Ï‡¢: The Role and Function of
ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ‚‰Ó
Zahava Lerner

ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ‚‰Ó is a subcategory of the much wider category of ‚‰Ó. Ì„‡ ÈÈÁ, in
ÊÎ˜ ÏÏÎ, writes that if one violates a ‚‰Ó he transgresses the ÌÈ¯ÙÂÒ È¯·„Ó ¯ÂÒÈ‡
of ¢ÍÓ‡ ˙¯Â˙ ˘Ë˙ Ï‡¢ (Á∫‡ ¨ÈÏ˘Ó). Rav Moshe Feinstein (¨˜ ÔÓÈÒ ¨„ ˜ÏÁ ¯ÊÚ‰ Ô·‡
Ú˜ Û„) adds that he may also transgress two other prohibitions: ¢Â„„‚˙˙ ‡Ï¢
(·¢Ú ‚È ¨˙ÂÓ·È) and ¢˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ÈÙÓ Ì„‡ ‰˘È Ï‡¢ (·¢Ú  ¨ÌÈÁÒÙ).
Ì„‡ ÈÈÁ distinguishes between four types of ÌÈ‚‰Ó, and the methods by
which one can stop practicing each type of ‚‰Ó. First, a matter which is in
principle ¯˙ÂÓ, but nevertheless, some have a practice not to do it. (Those
who follow the practice realize that it is not really ¯ÂÒ‡ in a technical sense.)
This kind of ‚‰Ó can be stopped without ÌÈ¯„ ˙¯˙‰. Second, a ‚‰Ó which is
maintained for reasons of ˙Â˘È¯ÙÂ ˙Â„ÈÒÁ. A person requires ÌÈ¯„ ˙¯˙‰ to
change this kind of ‚‰Ó. Third, a ‚‰Ó that is established ‚ÈÒ ˙ÓÁÓ, as a fence
to prohibit violation of a real ¯ÂÒÈ‡. If an entire community accepts a ‚‰Ó of
this kind, then ÌÈ¯„ ˙¯˙‰ can only be performed by the whole community.
The individual on his own may not do ÌÈ¯„ ˙¯˙‰. The individual can only
abandon the practice if he permanently leaves the community that maintains the ‚‰Ó. The fourth and final type of ‚‰Ó is one that is grounded in
‰ÎÏ‰. This is a case where there is a ÌÈ˜ÒÂÙ‰ ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ over a matter of ‰ÎÏ‰, and
a certain locality maintains that it is ¯ÂÒ‡. If the community accepted the
practice because they thought that that is the proper ‰ÎÏ‰, then the community does not have the authority to change the older ˜ÒÙ even through
ÌÈ¯„ ˙¯˙‰. However, if the community maintained the practice because
they saw it as a ˙Â„ÈÒÁ ˙„ÈÓ, then they may do ÌÈ¯„ ˙¯˙‰. We see, then, that
ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ‚‰Ó is an important aspect of the wider category of ‚‰Ó.
The ‰˘Ó and ‡¯Ó‚ in ·¢Ú≠‡¢Ú  ¨ÌÈÁÒÙ discuss the issue of ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ‚‰Ó.
The ‰˘Ó states:
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‡Ï Â‚‰˘ ÌÂ˜Ó ÆÔÈ˘ÂÚ ˙ÂˆÁ „Ú ÌÈÁÒÙ È·¯Ú· ‰Î‡ÏÓ ˙Â˘ÚÏ Â‚‰˘ ÌÂ˜Ó
ÔÈ‡˘ ÌÂ˜ÓÓ Â‡ ¨ÔÈ˘ÂÚ ÔÈ‡˘ ÌÂ˜ÓÏ ÔÈ˘ÂÚ˘ ÌÂ˜ÓÓ ÍÏÂ‰‰ ÆÔÈ˘ÂÚ ÔÈ‡ ˙Â˘ÚÏ
ÍÏ‰˘ ÌÂ˜Ó È¯ÓÂÁÂ Ì˘Ó ‡ˆÈ˘ ÌÂ˜Ó È¯ÓÂÁ ÂÈÏÚ ÔÈ˙Â ¨ÔÈ˘ÂÚ˘ ÌÂ˜ÓÏ ÔÈ˘ÂÚ
Æ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ÈÙÓ Ì„‡ ‰˘È Ï‡Â ÆÌ˘Ï
This ‰˘Ó discusses the ÌÈ‚‰Ó of different cities on ÁÒÙ ·¯Ú. While
some cities would do ‰Î‡ÏÓ up until ˙ÂˆÁ, other cities would not do any
‰Î‡ÏÓ the entire day. The ‰˘Ó describes a person who travels to another ¯ÈÚ
before ÁÒÙ, and finds himself in a city with a different ‚‰Ó than the city
from which he comes. In this case a person should maintain the stringent
practices, both of the new city and his old home town.
The ‰˘Ó then adds, ¢˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ÈÙÓ Ì„‡ ‰˘È Ï‡Â.¢ The ‡¯Ó‚ discusses
what exactly the statement ¢˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ÈÙÓ Ì„‡ ‰˘È Ï‡Â¢ means. Did the ‰˘Ó
not state earlier that a person should place upon himself the ˙Â¯ÓÂÁ of the
place he came from?! Consequently, if a person goes from a place that does
not do work to a place that does, he will end up being idle while others
work. Does the last line of the ‰˘Ó indicate that he would be obligated to
work so as not to create ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ?
The ‡¯Ó‚ provides two answers to this question. ÈÈ·‡ holds that the
statement of ¢‰˘È Ï‡¢ applies only to the ‡˘È¯ of the ‰˘Ó. In a case where
one goes from a place where ‰Î‡ÏÓ is done on ÁÒÙ ·¯Ú to a place where
‰Î‡ÏÓ is not done, the person should not work for two reasons. First, because it is the more ¯ÈÓÁÓ option, and second because it prevents ˙˜ÏÁÓ.
However, if one goes from a city that does not work to a city that does, the
person should remain idle even in the new city. ‡·¯, however, holds that
¢‰˘È Ï‡¢ applies to both the ‡˘È¯ and ‡ÙÈÒ of the ‰˘Ó. This means that a
person should never act differently than the ¯ÈÚ‰ ‚‰Ó if doing so would
cause ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ. According to ‡·¯ there may be cases in which the statements
˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ÈÙÓ Ì„‡ ‰˘È Ï‡Â conflicts with È¯ÓÂÁÂ Ì˘Ó ‡ˆÈ˘ ÌÂ˜Ó È¯ÓÂÁ ÂÈÏÚ ÔÈ˙Â
Ì˘Ó ÍÏ‰˘ ÌÂ˜Ó. If being ¯ÈÓÁÓ would cause ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ then it seems that one
should not be ¯ÈÓÁÓ because of ¢‰˘È Ï‡¢. However, in the ‡ÙÈÒ of the ‰˘Ó —
one who goes from a place that does not do ‰Î‡ÏÓ to a place that does — the
two statements do not contradict. For, in this case the people who see him
not working will not think that he is violating local practice. Rather, they
will assume that he is simply lazy.
¯ÂË (ÁÒ˙ ¨Á¢Â‡) writes something quite astonishing regarding one who
moves from one locale to the other.
Ì‡Â Æ‡ÏÂ˜Ï ÔÈ· ‰¯ÓÂÁÏ ÔÈ· ‚‰ÓÎ ‰˘ÚÈ Ì˘ ‡·˘ ÌÂ˜Ó· Ú˜˙˘‰Ï Â˙Ú„ Ì‡
.ÂÓÂ˜Ó È˘‡ ‚‰ÓÎ ‚‰È ÂÓÂ˜ÓÏ ¯ÂÊÁÏ Â˙Ú„
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With regard to one who plans to return to his original place, ¯ÂË holds
that,
Ì˘ ‡· ¯˘‡ ÌÂ˜Ó‰ È˘‡ ÈÙ· ‡Ï˘ ‡ÚÈˆ· ÈÏÈÓ È‰Â ÂÓÂ˜Ó È˘‡ ‚‰ÓÎ ‚‰È
ÂÓÂ˜Ó È˘‡ ‚‰Ó ÁÈÈ Ì‚‰ÓÓ ‰˘È Ì‡ ˙˜ÂÏÁÓÏ ˘ÂÁÏ ˘È Ì‡ Ì‰ÈÙ· Ï·‡
Æ¯ÈÓÁ‰Ï Â‚‰ Ì‡ ˘¢Î Ï˜‰Ï Â‚‰ ÂÏÈÙ‡ Ì‚‰ÓÎ ‚Â‰ÈÂ
One who intends to return should follow the practice of his original
community in private. In public, there is a fear that if he acts differently
than the locals, it may cause ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ. Therefore, he is allowed to follow local
practice, certainly as a ‰¯ÓÂÁ, but even as a ‡ÏÂ˜. ˘„Á ˙È· on this ¯ÂË points
out that, ¢ÌÂÏ˘‰ ÏÂ„‚¢. It is more important to maintain peace than to maintain one’s ‚‰Ó. It seems that ¯ÂË follows ‡·¯, who holds that the rule
¢˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ÈÙÓ Ì„‡ ‰˘È Ï‡Â¢ is the dominant principle.
Where does ¯ÂË get the idea that one’s ‚‰Ó changes if one settles permanently in a new place? The answer to this question comes from the ‡¯Ó‚
in ÔÈÏÂÁ (ÁÈ), which discusses a case of ‡¯ÈÊ È·¯, who traveled from Ï·· to ı¯‡
Ï‡¯˘È. In Ï·· he ate ˙Ó¯‚¯Ó (animals slaughtered in a questionable way). ·¯
and Ï‡ÂÓ˘ hold that it is ¯ÂÒ‡, but in Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ it was considered ¯˙ÂÓ. ‡¯ÈÊ È·¯
ate this meat while in Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡, though he came from a place where the
practice was to be ¯ÈÓÁÓ. The ‡¯Ó‚ asks, does ‡¯ÈÊ ·¯ not accept the ‰˘Ó’s
principle ¢Ì˘Ó ‡Â‰˘ ÌÂ˜Ó‰ È¯ÓÂÁ ÂÈÏÚ ÔÈ˙È¢? One would think that ‡¯ÈÊ ·¯
should continue to follow the ˙Â¯ÓÂÁ of Ï·· even when in Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡. The
‡¯Ó‚ presents two answers: that of ÈÈ·‡ and that of È˘‡ ·¯. ÈÈ·‡ says that the
‰˘Ó’s dictate applies in every case except if one goes from Ï·· to Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡.
In that situation, those in Ï·· are subservient to those in Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡. È˘‡ ·¯
says that the ‰˘Ó only applies if ¯ÂÊÁÏ Â˙Ú„. But, ‡¯ÈÊ È·¯ was not planning on
returning, and therefore he no longer maintained the practice of the place
from which he came.
Still, from where does ¯ÂË get the idea that one who is planning on
returning is permitted in private to follow the practice of the place from
which he came, rather than the ‚‰Ó of the place where he is at the moment? It seems that ¯ÂË derives this from Ô¢¯’s explanation of the ‰˘Ó (¨Ô¢¯
ÍÏÂ‰‰ ‰¢„). Ô¢¯ explains that the reason for following the ˙Â¯ÓÂÁ of both places
is in order to avoid ˙˜ÏÁÓ. Hence, in private one may still follow the ˙ÂÏÂ˜
that come from his home town.
Í¯ÂÚ ÔÁÏ˘ argues that the principle È¯ÓÂÁÂ Ì˘Ó ‡ˆÈ˘ ÌÂ˜Ó È¯ÓÂÁ ÂÈÏÚ ÌÈ˙Â¢
¢Ì˘Ï ÍÏ‰˘ ÌÂ˜Ó applies in public, both for those who intend to return and
those who do not. In private, a person is permitted to follow his old ˙ÂÏÂ˜,
provided that they will not cause ˙˜ÏÁÓ.
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Ï·‡ ª˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ÈÙÓ ·Â˘È· ‰˘ÚÈ ‡Ï ¨ÔÈ˘ÂÚ ÔÈ‡˘ ÌÂ˜ÓÏ ÔÈ˘ÂÚ˘ ÌÂ˜ÓÓ ÍÏÂ‰‰
ÌÈ˙ÂÂ Æ‰˘ÚÈ ‡Ï ¨ÔÈ˘ÂÚ˘ ÌÂ˜ÓÏ ÌÈ˘ÂÚ ÔÈ‡˘ ÌÂ˜ÓÓ ÍÏÂ‰‰Â Æ¯·„Ó· ‡Â‰ ‰˘ÂÚ
‰‡¯˙È ‡Ï Î¢ÙÚ‡Â ¨Ì˘Ï ÍÏ‰˘ ÌÂ˜Ó È¯ÓÂÁÂ Ì˘Ó ‡ˆÈ˘ ÌÂ˜Ó È¯ÓÂÁ ÂÈÏÚ
ÈÓ ÔÎÂ Æ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ÈÙÓ Ì„‡ ‰˘È Ï‡ ÌÏÂÚÏ ¯ÂÒÈ‡ ÈÙÓ ¨ÏË· ‡Â‰˘ Ì‰ÈÙ·
‡Ï˘ ‡Â‰Â ¨¯ÈÓÁ‰Ï ÔÈ· Ï˜‰Ï ÔÈ· ÂÓÂ˜Ó È˘‡Î ‚‰Â ¨ÂÓÂ˜ÓÏ ¯ÂÊÁÏ Â˙Ú„˘
Æ˙˜ÂÏÁÓ‰ ÈÙÓ ¨Â· ‡Â‰˘ ÌÂ˜Ó‰ È˘‡ ÈÙ· ‰‡¯˙È
ÍÂ¯Ú ÔÁÏÂ˘ emphasizes greatly the necessity to avoid dispute. The ‰˘Ó
‰¯Â¯· picks up on this emphasis, concluding that if one is Ï˜Ó in a place
where others are ¯ÈÓÁÓ, it must be in private, or outside of the ÌÂÁ˙. Furthermore, if one adopts a ‰¯ÓÂÁ which is not accepted as the local practice, he
should be sure not to publicize his ‰¯ÓÂÁ. If he is unable to hide his ˙Â¯ÓÂÁ,
then he should be ÏÈ˜Ó even though the place he is from is ¯ÈÓÁÓ, provided
that the ‰¯ÓÂÁ stems from ‚‰Ó. If however, he thinks that the ‰¯ÓÂÁ is because of an ¯ÂÒÈ‡ (even Ô·¯„), then he should follow his ‰¯ÓÂÁ, even at the
risk of creating ˙˜ÏÁÓ. ‰ÎÏ‰ ¯Â‡· adds that one should only stop being ¯ÈÓÁÓ
if he finds himself in a place where the ÚÂ·˜ ‚‰Ó is lenient.
It is also important to determine who has the authority to establish
ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ‚‰Ó. The ‰ÎÏ‰ ¯Â‡· („ ÔË˜ ÛÈÚÒ) has an elaborate discussion of this
issue. He maintains that ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ‚‰Ó depends on the people living in the
place, rather than the geographical location itself. He brings the example of
a community that is ¯ÈÓÁÓ in a certain area of ‰ÎÏ‰. If the entire community
dies out, and a new community of people with a more lenient practice moves
in, they maintain their lenient practice. However, if a few people are left
from the old community, then they represent continuity from the old ‰ÏÈ‰˜,
and all the newcomers must follow the old ‰¯ÓÂÁ, even if the newcomers
represent the majority of residents. There is an exception to this rule, if the
new and old ˙ÂÏÈ‰˜ are entirely separate. That is, if the newcomers have at
least a ÔÈÓ of people, a separate ˙ÒÎ ˙È· in which the ¯Â·Èˆ prays every day, a
‰Â˜Ó and a reliable ·¯, then they can follow their own ÌÈ‚‰Ó. From this ¯Â‡·
‰ÎÏ‰ it seems that ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ‚‰Ó is based on something more specific than the
place in which one lives. It is based on the specific community a person is
part of. Even if two communities live in one area, there can be two different
ÌÈÈÓÂ˜Ó ÌÈ‚‰Ó.
Rav Moshe Feinstein, in his ‰˘Ó ˙Â¯‚‡ (˜¢Ò ¨„ ˜ÏÁ ¨¯ÊÚ‰ Ô·‡), defines
who establishes ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ‚‰Ó. He writes that the local ÌÎÁ defines the ‚‰Ó in
that place. His ˜ÒÙ continues to be the ‚‰Ó of a place unless a greater ÌÎÁ
settles in the town. Thus, if one settles in a town, he must follow the ˜ÒÙ of
the ·¯ in that ÌÂ˜Ó. Combining Rav Moshe’s ‰·Â˘˙ with the ‰ÎÏ‰ ¯Â‡·, we
would conclude that different communities living in one area may have
different ÌÈÓÎÁ determining the ÌÈ‚‰Ó of the community. For the ‰ÎÏ‰ ¯Â‡·
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states that if a new community has a ¢˜„ˆ ‰¯ÂÓ¢ (along with other requirements), the new community need not follow the ÌÈ‚‰Ó of the old community. It is possible for two communities with two different ÌÈ‚‰Ó to coexist.
Rav Moshe derives the idea that the ·¯ determines the ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ‚‰Ó
from ‡¯Ó‚ (Ï˜ ¨˙·˘). ¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ È·¯ actually put into practice his position that it
is permitted on ˙·˘ to do ‰Î‡ÏÓ for the sake of a ‰ÂˆÓ ¯˘Î‰. In the city of È·¯
¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ they would cut the wood to light the fire that would be used to prepare the metal for the knife used for a ‰ÏÈÓ ˙È¯·. Similarly, in the city of ÈÒÂÈ ß¯
ÈÏÈÏ‚‰ they would follow his practice, and eat the meat of birds together with
milk. The ‡¯Ó‚ concludes by saying that the cities of ¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ È·¯ and ÈÒÂÈ ß¯
ÈÏÈÏ‚‰ were not punished, and in fact were rewarded. The ·¯‰ ‚‰Ó has great
authority, even if it is different than the ‚‰Ó in most places. The ‡¯Ó‚ teaches
that it is incumbent upon a person to follow the ˜ÒÙ of the ·¯ in his community.
The Jewish world today constantly faces matters that relate to ‚‰Ó
ÌÂ˜Ó‰. The growing integration of ÌÈ„¯ÙÒ and ÌÈÊÎ˘‡, and the constant mobility of people between one city and the other, or between ı¯‡Ï ıÂÁ and ı¯‡
Ï‡¯˘È, raise constant questions of ÌÂ˜Ó‰ ‚‰Ó. It is critical that we learn the
laws and lessons from this area of ‰ÎÏ‰. One of the most important lessons
to learn from this ‰È‚ÂÒ is the value of ÌÂÏ˘. It is very important to remain
sensitive to the emotions people feel when they see others act differently
than themselves. People should be cautious of flaunting distinctive practice, being constantly aware of how their actions might affect the people
around them.
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¯¯Ï ¯ÊÚÈÏ‡ ·¯‰
ÆÌ„‚ ÌÁÏ‰ÏÂ ÔÈ„ÓÓ Ì˜‰Ï ÂÂËˆ Ï‡¯˘È È· ¨˙ÂËÓ ˙˘¯Ù ˙ÏÈÁ˙ ˙‡¯˜Ï
ÏÎÏ ‰ËÓÏ ÛÏ‡ ‰ËÓÏ ÛÏ‡¢ Æ·¯˜· ÂÙ˙˙˘È ÛÏ‡ ˙Â‡Ó ˘˘ ÏÎ˘ Í¯Âˆ ÔÈ‡ ÌÓ‡
Æ®‰≠„∫‡Ï ¨¯·„Ó·© ¢‰ËÓÏ ÛÏ‡ Ï‡¯˘È ÈÙÏ‡Ó Â¯ÒÓÈÂ Æ‡·ˆÏ ÂÁÏ˘˙ Ï‡¯˘È ˙ÂËÓ
‰·¯ ˘¯„Ó· Ï¢ÊÁ Ï·‡ ¨‰ÓÁÏÓÏ ÛÏ‡ ¯˘Ú ÌÈ˘ ÂÁÏ˘ ¨‡¯˜Ó Ï˘ ÂËÂ˘Ù ÈÙÏ
Æ˙¯Á‡ ÂÈ·‰ ®‚∫·Î ¨¯·„Ó·©
˙‡ ÌÈ¯Ó˘Ó ÛÏ‡ ¯˘Ú ÌÈ˘ ÆË·˘Â Ë·˘ ÏÎÓ ÌÈÙÏ‡ ˙˘Ï˘ ÌÈ¯ÓÂ‡ ˘ÈÂ¢
È¯‰ ‰ËÓÏ ÛÏ‡ ¨‰ËÓÏ ÛÏ‡ ¯Ó‡˘ ÔÎ˘ ÔÈÓÂ Æ‰ÏÙ˙Ï ÛÏ‡ ¯˘Ú ÌÈ˘Â ÆÆÆÌ‰ÈÏÎ
¢ÆÌÈ¯Á‡ ·¢È ‰Ê È¯‰ ‰ËÓÏ Ï‡¯˘È ÈÙÏ‡Ó Â¯ÒÓÈÂ ÆÌÈÙÏ‡ „¢Î
ÌÈÏÎ‰ ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï ÛÏ‡Â ÌÁÏ‰Ï ÛÏ‡ Æ˘È‡ ÈÙÏ‡ ˙˘Ï˘ ÁÏ˘ Ë·˘ ÏÎ ¨¯ÓÂÏÎ
ÆÏÏÙ˙‰Ï ÛÏ‡Â
ÁÂÏ˘Ï Í¯Âˆ ‰È‰ ‰ÓÏ Æ‰ËÂ˘Ù ‰Ï‡˘ Ï¢ˆÊ ÔÈÈË˘ÈÂÏ Ï‡˜ÊÁÈ ·¯‰ Ï‡Â˘Â ‡·
‰ÓÁÏÓÏ ÂÎÏ‰ ‡Ï˘ ¨Ï‡¯˘È È· ¯˙ÈÓ ˘˜·Ï ˜ÈÙÒÓ ‡Ï ‰ÓÏ ø·¯˜‰ ÌÂ˜ÓÏ ÌÈÏÏÙ˙Ó
øÂÓÂ˜Ó· „Á‡ ÏÎ ÌÂÈ Â˙Â‡· ÏÏÙ˙‰Ï ¨‰ÁÓ‰ ˙‡ Â·ÊÚ ‡ÏÂ
ÌÈÂÓ‰ ˙ÏÙ˙ ÔÈ·Ï ‰ÁÓ‰ ÍÂ˙· ˙Î¯Ú‰ ÌÈÂÓ‰ ˙ÏÙ˙· Ï„·‰ ˘È ¨‰‡¯Î
„‚ ÏÂ„‚ ÔÂÁˆ ÂÁˆÂ ÌÁÏ‰Ï ÂÎÏ‰˘ ÛÏ‡ ¯˘Ú ÌÈ˘‰ Æ·¯˜‰ ‰„˘· ˙ÓÈÈ˜˙Ó˘
ÌˆÂÚÂ ÈÁÎ¢ ˙ÓÈÈÂÒÓ ‰„ÈÓ·˘ ·Â˘ÁÏ ÌÈÏÂÏÚ „Á‡ ÏÈÈÁ ÂÏÈÙ‡ „·‡Ï ÈÏ· Ì‰È·ÈÂ‡
ıÓÂ‡Â Ì˙¯Â·‚ ÆÌÈÈ„Ó‰Ó ÌÈ·ÂË ¯˙ÂÈ ÂÈ‰ ÈÎ ·¯˜· ÂÁˆ Æ¢‰Ê‰ ÏÈÁ‰ ˙‡ ÈÏ ‰˘Ú È„È
ÆÌ˙ÁÏˆ‰Ï Â‡È·‰ ÌÁÏ‰Ï Ì˙ÏÂÎÈ ¯˘ÂÎÂ Ì·Ï
„ÂÓÚÏ ®ÌÈÓÁÂÏ‰ ÔÈÓÎ© ÌÈÏÏÙ˙Ó ÛÏ‡ ¯˘Ú ÌÈ˘ ÂÁÏ˘È˘ ‰˘Ó ‰Âˆ ÔÎÏÂ
Ì‰ÈÈÚ ˙‡ ÌÈÓÁÂÏ‰ ÂÓÈ¯È˘Î ¨ÏÂ„‚‰ ÔÂÁˆ‰Â ‰ÓÁÏÓ‰ ÏÎ Í˘Ó· Æ·¯˜‰ ‰„˘· Ì˘
Ì‡ ÆÌ‰ ‡ÏÂ ¨·¯˜· ÁˆÓ‰ ‰ÓÁÏÓ‰ ˘È‡ ‡Â‰ ß‰˘ ·ËÈ‰ ÂÈ·ÈÂ ÌÈÏÏÙ˙Ó‰ ˙‡ Â‡¯È
ÂÈ‰ ‡Ï ÌÈÏÈÈÁ‰˘ „Â‡Ó ·Â¯˜ ¨·¯˜‰ ‰„˘Ó ˜ÂÁ¯ ¨‰ÁÓ· ÌÈ¯‡˘ ÂÈ‰ ÌÈÏÏÙ˙Ó‰
ÂÈ˜Ï‡ ß‰ Ì˘· ÂÁ‡ Ï·‡ ¨ÌÈÒÂÒ· ‰Ï‡Â ·Î¯· ‰Ï‡¢ ˜¯˘ ÌÈÁÎÂ˘ ÂÈ‰Â ·Ï ÌÈÓ˘
Æ®Á∫Î ¨ÌÈÏÈ‰˙© ¢¯ÈÎÊ
‰ÏÂÚ ‰˘Ó ¨ÁÏ˘· ˙˘¯Ù ÛÂÒ· ˙¯ÎÊÂÓ‰ ˜ÏÓÚ ˙ÓÁÏÓ· ¨‰·ÈÒ ‰˙Â‡Ó
ÏÏÙ˙ÓÂ ÂÈ„È ÌÈ¯Ó ‰˘Ó˘ ÔÓÊ· ˜¯ Æ‰¯Â˜˘ ‰Ó ˙‡ Â‡¯È ÌÏÂÎ˘ È„Î ‰Ú·‚‰ ˘‡¯Ï
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ÂÈ‰ ÌÈÓ˘·˘ Ì‰È·‡Ï Ì·Ï ˙‡ ÌÈ„·Ú˘ÓÂ ‰ÏÚÓ ÈÙÏÎ ÌÈÏÎ˙ÒÓ Ï‡¯˘È È·Â
ÆÌÈÏÙÂ ÂÈ‰ „ÈÓ ¨Ì„È· ÈÂÏ˙ ÏÎ‰˘ Â·˘Á˘ Ú‚¯· Ï·‡ ÆÌÈ¯·‚˙Ó
‡Ï ÈÂÈÁ ‰ÏÙ˙ Ï˘ ‰ÁÂÎ· ¯ÈÎ‰Ï Í¯Âˆ‰ Æ‰„Â˜ „ÂÚ Ô‡Î ÛÈÒÂ‰Ï ˘È˘ ‰‡¯Â
‰¯ˆ ÏÎ ÏÚ ÏÏÙ˙‰Ï ÌÈ„ÈÙ˜Ó˘ ÂÏ‡ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ¨ÌÈÓÚÙÏ ÆÏÏÙ˙ÓÏ ÔÎ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ¨ÏÈÈÁÏ ˜¯
˙ÏÚÂ˙ ‡ˆ˙ ˙Ó‡· Ì‡ ÌÈ˜ÙÂÒÓ Ï·‡ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ ÍÎ˘ ÈÙÓ ÔÎ ÌÈ˘ÂÚ ¨‰˜ÂˆÂ
ÆÌÈÓÁ¯ ˘˜·Ï ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ – ÌÈÚÂ‚ÈÙ ˘˘Á ˘È ÆÌÈÏÈ‰˙ ¯ÓÂÏ ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ – ‰ÏÂÁ ˘È Æ‰ÓÓ
¯ÊÚÈ ‰Ê˘ ‰ÓÏ˘ ‰ÂÓ‡· ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó Â‡ Ì‡‰ Ï·‡ ÆÏÏÙ˙‰Ï ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ – ÌÈÓ˘‚ ÔÈ‡
ÌÈÓÁ¯ ˘˜·ÏÂ ÌÈÏÈ‰˙ ¯ÓÂÏ ÌÈÏÂÎÈ ÂÈÈ‰ ÍÈ‡ ¨ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó ÂÈÈ‰ ˙Ó‡· Ì‡ ÈÎ ø·ˆÓÏ
ÈÏ· ÂÈ˙Ù˘ ˙‡ Á˙ÙÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ÍÈ‡ ˙ÏÚÂ˙ ‰Ê· ˘È Ì‡ °·Ï‰ ˙ÂÂÎ ÈÏ· ÏÏÙ˙‰ÏÂ
øß‰ ÈÙ ÁÎ Â·Ï ÌÈÓÎ ÍÂÙ˘Ï
ÔÓÊ ÏÎ˘ Â‡¯È ÌÓˆÚ· Ì‰Â ¨‰ÓÁÏÓ‰ ÌÂ˜ÓÏ ÂÎÏÈ˘ ÌÈÏÏÙ˙ÓÏ ‰˘Ó ‰Âˆ ÔÎÏÂ
Æ·ÈÂ‡‰ „È ¯·‚Â ¨ÌÈÏ˘¯˙Ó˘ Ú‚¯· Ï·‡ ¨ÌÈÁˆÓ ÈÂ‡¯Î ÌÈÏÏÙ˙Ó˘
‡Â˘ ¯ÈÚ ¯ÂÓ˘È ‡Ï ß‰ Ì‡˘ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ ¨Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚÏ ÌÈ˘˜ ÌÈÓÊ· „ÁÂÈÓ·
ÛÒÂ Ï·‡ ÆÏ‡¯˘È ˙È¯‡˘ ¯ÂÓ˘È˘ Ï‡¯˘È ¯ÓÂ˘Ó ˘˜·Ï Â‡ ÌÈ·ÈÈÁÂ ¨¯ÓÂ˘ „˜˘
ıÓ˘ ÌÂ˘ ÈÏ· Â‡ ÌÈÚ„ÂÓÂ ÈÂ‡¯Î ÂÈÏ‡ ÌÈÂÙ Ì‡˘ ˘È‚¯‰ÏÂ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ ¨·ÂÈÁ‰ ÏÚ
ÂÈÏÚ ÌÁ¯ÈÂ ÒÂÁÈÂ ÂÏÂ˜ ÚÓ˘È ‡Â‰˘ ¨‰ÏÙ˙ ÚÓÂ˘‰ ‡Â‰ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ‡¯Â·˘ ˜ÙÒ Ï˘
ÆÂÈ˙ÏÙ˙ ˙‡ ÔÂˆ¯·Â ÌÈÓÁ¯· Ï·˜ÈÂ

2

ø‰·Â˘˙Ï ‰Ó‚Â„ ∫‰ÂÊ‰ ·Á¯
¯·ÏÈÒ ÈÏË
·Á¯Ó Â‡· ÌÈ‰Î Ì‰Â ÌÈ‡È· ‰ÂÓ˘¢ ®·¢Ú „È© ‰ÏÈ‚Ó ˙ÎÒÓ· ¨‡¯Ó‚· ¯Ó‡
ø·Á¯ ‰˙È‰ ÈÓ ¨ÏÂ‡˘Ï ¯˘Ù‡ ÆÏÂ„‚‰ Ô‰Î‰ ‰È˜ÏÁÂ ‡È·‰ Â‰ÈÓ¯È Ì‰ÈÈ· ¢¨‰ÂÊ‰
‰˘‡ ‰˙È‰ Ì‡Â øÏ‡¯˘È È‡È·Ó ‰ÂÓ˘ Ï˘ ˙ÈÂÓ„˜‰ Ì‡‰ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰˙ÎÊ ‡È‰ ÚÂ„Ó
ø‰ÂÊ ‰˘‡ ‰‡¯˜ ‡È‰ ‰ÓÏ ¨‰·Â˘Á
Ì‰ ¨ÂÁÈ¯ÈÏ ÌÈÏ‚¯Ó ÁÏ˘ Ú˘Â‰È ¯˘‡Î˘ ¯Ó‡ ®„Î≠‡∫·© Ú˘Â‰È ¯ÙÒ·
Ô˙ ÈÎ È˙Ú„È¢ ¨Ì‰Ï ‰¯Ó‡ ‡È‰ ÆÂÁÈ¯È ÍÏÓÓ Ì˙Â‡ ‰ÏÈˆ‰ ‡È‰Â ¨·Á¯ ˙È·· Â‡·Á˙‰
ÌÎ˙‡ˆ· ÌÎÈÙÓ ÛÂÒ ÌÈ ÈÓ ˙‡ ß‰ ˘È·Â‰ ¯˘‡ ˙‡ ÂÚÓ˘ ÈÎ ÆÆÆı¯‡‰ ˙‡ ÌÎÏ ß‰
ı¯‡‰ ÏÚÂ ÏÚÓÓ ÌÈÓ˘· ÌÈ˜Ï‡ ‡Â‰ ÌÎÈ˜Ï‡ ß‰ ÈÎ ÆÆÆÂ··Ï ÒÓÈÂ ÚÓ˘Â ÆÆÆÌÈ¯ˆÓÓ
ß‰ ‰˘Ú˘ ÌÈÒÈ‰ ÏÎ ÏÚ ˙Ú„ÂÈ ‡È‰˘Â ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È ‡È‰ ·Á¯˘ ‰ÏÂÚ Ô‡ÎÓ Æ¢˙Á˙Ó
Ì‚ Ì˙È˘ÚÂ „ÒÁ ÌÎÓÚ È˙È˘Ú ÈÎ¢ ‰˙ÏÂÚÙÏ ¯Î˘ ˙˘˜·Ó Ì‚ ‡È‰ ÆÏ‡¯˘È È·Ï
-˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˙‡ ‡¢¯‚‰ ¯È·ÒÓ Â¯Â‡È·· Æ¢˙Ó‡ ˙Â‡ ÈÏ Ì˙˙Â „ÒÁ È·‡ ˙È· ÌÚ Ì˙‡
‡ÏÏ ÌÈ˘ÂÚ „ÒÁ˘ ÈÙÓ ¨„ÒÁ ‰Ê È˙ÁÙ˘ÓÏ Â˘Ú˙˘ ‰ÓÂ ¨˙Ó‡ ÂÊ ÈÏ ÂÏÓ‚˙˘ ‰Ó
¨·Á¯ Ï˘ ‰˙ÓÎÁ ÏÚ Ô‡ÎÓ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ Â‡ Æ·ÂÁ ¯ÈÊÁ‰Ï È„Î ÌÈÏÓÂ‚ ˙Ó‡Â ¨‰¯ÂÓ˙
ÆÌ‰ÈÈ· Ï„·‰‰ ˙‡ ‰Ú„È˘
‰˙È‰ ‡È‰˘ ˘¯ÂÙÓ· ·Â˙Î Ï·‡ ¨ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È ‰˙È‰ ·Á¯˘ Ô‡ÎÓ ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ Â‡
‰˘‡ ‰˙È‰ ‡Ï ‡È‰ ÈÏÂ‡ ø˙ÈÓÊ-Â· ÂÓÈÈ˜˙È ÌÈ¯·„‰ È˘˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ „ˆÈÎ °‰ÂÊ ‰˘‡
‡˙˙‡ ˙È·¢Ï ¢‰ÂÊ ‰˘‡ ˙È·¢ ˙‡ Ì‚¯˙Ó ®‡∫· Ú˘Â‰È© Ô˙ÂÈ ÌÂ‚¯˙ °ø˘ÓÓ ‰ÂÊ
‰˙È‰˘ ¨ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Æ‰ÂÊ ‰ÏÈÓÏ ÌÈ·ÂÓ È˘ Ô‡Î ˘È˘ ¯È·ÒÓ ®Ì˘© ˜¢„¯ ¢Æ‡˙È˜„ÂÙ
˙„·ÂÚ ‡Â‰ ¢‡˙È˜„ÂÙ¢Ï ÌÈ·ÂÓ‰ „Á‡ ÆÔÂÊÓ ˙¯ÎÂÓ ‰˙È‰˘ ¨È˘‰Â Æ˘ÓÓ ‰ÂÊ
‡Ï ˙Ú ‰˙Â‡· ¨‰ÈÒÎ‡ ˙ÏÚ· ‰˙È‰ ˜¯ ‡È‰ Ì‡ Ì‚ ¨ÌÏÂ‡ ÆÔÂÏÓ ÔÈÚÓ ‰Ê˘ ¨˜„ÂÙ·
Æ‰ÚÂˆÎ ÂÊ ‰Ò¯Ù ‰·˘Á
˙ÎÒÓ·Æ °‰ÂÊ ‰˙È‰˘ ˙Ú· ‰· ÌÈÓ˘ ˙‡¯È ‰˙È‰ ·Á¯˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ÈÏÂ‡
Ï‡¯˘È ÂÈ‰˘ ‰˘ ßÓ ‰˙ÊÂ ÌÈ¯ˆÓÓ Â‡ˆÈ˘Î ‰˙È‰ ßÈ ˙·¢ ¨·Â˙Î ®·¢Ú ÊË˜© ÌÈÁ·Ê
ß‰ ‰˘Ú˘ ÌÈÒÈ‰ ÏÚ ‰ÚÓ˘˘ ÌÈÏ‚¯ÓÏ ‰¯Ó‡ ‡È‰ Æ¢‰¯ÈÈ‚˙ ‰˘ ß ¯Á‡ ¯·„Ó·
¨ÔÎ Ì‡ ¨ÔÎ˙ÈÈ ÈÏÂ‡ Æı¯‡‰ ˙‡ ˘Â·ÎÏ Âˆ¯ Ì‰ ¯˘‡Î ˜¯ ‰¯ÈÈ‚˙‰ ‡È‰Â ¨Ï‡¯˘È È·Ï
Æ‰¯ÈÈ‚˙‰Â ‰·Â˘˙· ‰·˘ ‡È‰ ÂÏ˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ· ÌÈÂÒÓ ·Ï˘·˘
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‰ÏÈ‚Ó ˙ÎÒÓ· Ï˘ÓÏ ÂÓÎ ¨·Á¯ ˙ÂÊ· ÌÈÓÎÁ‰ ÌÈ„ ¨ÌÈÙÒÂ ÌÈ·¯ ˙ÂÓÂ˜Ó·
ÌÈ¯·„Ó‰ ˙ÂÓÂ˜Ó Ì‚ ˘È Æ¢‰˙Ê ‰Ó˘· ·Á¯ÆÆÆÌÏÂÚ· ˙ÂÈÙÈÙÈ ÌÈ˘ Ú·¯‡¢ ∫®‡¢Ú ÂË©
ÌÈ˘ ßÓ ÏÎ ‰ÂÊ ‰˙È‰ ·Á¯˘ ®·¢Ú ÊË˜© ÌÈÁ·Ê ˙ÎÒÓ· ¯Ó‡ ¨È˙¯ÎÊ‰˘ ÈÙÎ Æ‰˙˜„ˆ·
ÏÁÓ ‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯·„ ‰˘ÂÏ˘·˘ ‰¯Ó‡Â ¨‰¯ÈÈ‚˙‰ ‡È‰ ÔÎ È¯Á‡Â ¨¯·„Ó· ÂÈ‰ Ï‡¯˘È È·˘
˙ÂÊ· ·Á¯ ‰‡ËÁ ¨‰Ï‡ ÌÈ¯·„ ‰˘Ï˘·˘ ˘¯ÈÙ È¢˘¯Â ÆÌÈ˙˘Ù·Â ÔÂÏÁ· ¨Ï·Á· ∫‰Ï
Ì˙Â‡· Æ®ÌÈ˙˘ÙÂ ÔÂÏÁ ¨Ï·Á ˙¯ÊÚ· ‰˙È·Ï ÂÚÈ‚‰ ÌÈ˘‡ ¨¯ÈÚ‰ ˙ÓÂÁ· ‰¯‚˘ ÈÙÓ©
¨˙ÂÎ¯·© ÈÓÏ˘Â¯È· ‡¯Ó‚· ·Â˙ÎÂ ÆÌÈÁÈÏ˘‰ ˙‡ ‰ÏÈˆ‰ ¯˘‡Î ˜„ˆ· ‰ÏÚÙ ‡È‰ ÌÈ¯·„
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡ È˜È„ˆ ‡È·Ó ‡Â‰ ¨ß‰ ÔÂˆ¯ ˙‡ ÌÈ˘ÂÚ Ï‡¯˘È È·˘ ‰Ú˘·˘ ¨®„∫„
Æ˙˜„ˆ ˙‡¯˜ ‰ÂÊ˘ ¨‰·Â˘˙‰ ÁÎ ˙‡ ÌÈ‡Â¯ Â‡ Ô‡ÎÓ Æ·Á¯Â Â¯˙È ÂÓÎ ¨ÌÓÚ
‡Ï˘ ÈÙ ÏÚ Û‡ Ô·¯È˜˘ ÂÏ‡ Ì‰È¯˘‡¢ ¨®·∫‚ ¨‰·¯ ¯·„Ó·© ˘¯„Ó· ·Â˙Î
Æ‰¯ÈÈ‚˙‰Â ß‰Ï ‰·¯˜˙‰ Ï·‡ ¨‰È„Â‰È ‰„ÏÂ ‡Ï˘ ·Á¯Ï ÔÂÂÎ˙Ó ˘¯„Ó‰ ¢ÆÔ¯Á·
¨ÌÈÓÈ ‰˘Ï˘Ï ÌÈ¯‰Ï ÌÈÏ‚¯Ó‰ ˙‡ ‰ÁÏ˘ ·Á¯ ¯˘‡Î˘ ®·Î ¨ÌÈ¯·„© È¯ÙÒ· ·Â˙ÎÂ
ÆÂ¯ÊÁÈ˘ ÔÂÎ ‰È‰È È˙Ó ˘„Â˜‰ ÁÂ¯· ‰Ú„È ‡È‰
‰ÏÈ‚Ó· ‡¯Ó‚· ·Â˙Î ¨Ï·‡ Æ‰¯ÂÓ‚ ˙˜„ˆ ‰˙È‰ ·Á¯˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ÈÏ ‰˘˜ ÔÈÈ„Ú
¨È˙Ú„Ï ÆÚ˘Â‰È ÌÚ ‰˙Á˙‰ Ì‚ ‡È‰˘ ‡Ï‡ ¨‰¯ÈÈ‚˙‰ ·Á¯˘ ˜¯ ‡Ï˘ ¨®‡¢Ú „È©
˙·Â˘˙˘ ÁÈ‰Ï ¨ÔÎÏ ¨¯˘Ù‡ Æ˙ÈÂÈ· ÌÚ ÂÏÈÙ‡ Â‡ ˙Ú˘¯Ó ÌÚ Ô˙Á˙Ó ‰È‰ ‡Ï Ú˘Â‰È
Ï·‡ ¨ÌÈ¯ÂÒ‡ ÈÏÂ‡Â ÌÈÈÂ‡¯ È˙Ï· ÌÈ¯·„ ‰˙˘Ú ‡È‰ ¨ÔÎ‡ Æ‰¯ÂÓ‚ ‰·Â˘˙ ‰˙È‰ ·Á¯
Æ‰·Â˘˙‰ ÁÎÏ ÂÏÈ·˘· ‡Ó‚Â„ ÂÊ ÆÌÈ‡È· Â‡· ‰ÓÓÂ ¨‰ÏÈˆ‰Â ‰˙·Â˘˙ ˙‡ ÚÓ˘ ß‰
Â·¯˜˙‰ ÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈ˘‰ È˙˘ Æ˙Â¯Ï ¨Í¢˙· ‰˘‡ „ÂÚÏ ·Á¯ ˙‡ ˙ÂÂ˘‰Ï ¯˘Ù‡
¯˙ÂÈ ˜ÊÁ ß‰Ï ¯˘˜‰ ˙Â„‰È·˘ ‰Ú„È ˙Â¯ Æ˙Â¯ÈÈ‚˙‰Â ‰·Â˘˙ Ï˘ ÏÂÏÒÓ Í¯„ ß‰Ï
„ÒÁ ‰˙˘Ú ·Á¯ ¯˘‡Î Æ®ÊË∫‡ ¨˙Â¯© ¢È˜Ï‡ ÍÈ˜Ï‡Â ÈÓÚ ÍÓÚ¢ ÆÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡· ¯˘‡Ó
-Ì˙Ïˆ‰Ï ‰·ÈÒ‰ ‰˙È‰ ÂÊ ÈÏÂ‡Â Æß‰· ‰ÂÓ‡ ÍÂ˙Ó ˙‡Ê ‰˙˘Ú ‡È‰ ¨ÌÈÏ‚¯Ó‰ ˙Ïˆ‰·
‰Ï ‰˙È‰˘ ÈÙÓ ß‰ ÌÚÂ ÈÓÚ ÌÚ „ÒÁ ‰˙˘Ú ‡È‰ Æ˙Â¯· Ì‚ ÔÎÂ Æ˙È„Â‰È‰ ‰˙˘È‚
Â‡˘È Ô‰È˙˘ ∫Ô‰È˙˘Ï Û˙Â˘Ó‰ ÛÒÂ Ì¯Â‚ Â˘È Æ‰¢·˜‰Ï ‰·¯È˜ Ï˘ ‰˘È‚ ‰˙Â‡
Ï‡¯˘È ‚È‰ÓÂ ‰˘Ó „ÈÓÏ˙ ¨Ú˘Â‰È ÌÚ ‰˙Á˙‰ ¨‡¯Ó‚‰ ÈÙÏ ¨·Á¯ ÆÌÚ‰ ÈÏÂ„‚Ï
¯˘Ù‡ ÍÈ‡ ÆÌÎÁÂ ·Â˘Á ˘È‡Â ¨ÂÓÊ· ‚È‰Ó ‰È‰ Ì‚˘ ¨ÊÚ· ÌÚ ‰˙Á˙‰ ˙Â¯Â ÆÂÈ¯Á‡
°øÌÈÓ˘ Ì˘Ï Â¯ÈÈ‚˙‰Â ‰·Â˘˙ Â˘Ú ‡Ï˘ ÌÈ˘ ÌÚ Â˙Á˙È Ì‰˘ ˙Ú„‰ ÏÚ ˙ÂÏÚ‰Ï
ÈÙÓ ¨·Â˘Ï ‰Î¯ËˆÂ ˘ÓÓ ‰ÂÊ ‰˙È‰ ¨·Á¯ — ÌÈÈ˙˘‰ ÔÈ· ÌÈÏ„·‰ Ì˘È
ÈÙÓ ‰·Â˘˙ ‰˙˘Ú ·Á¯ ÆÁ È· ˙ÂÂˆÓ Ú·˘ ÈÙÏ ÂÏÈÙ‡ ‰Â‚ÓÂ ˙ÈÏÈÏ˘ ‡È‰ ˙ÂÊ‰˘
¨‰¯ÈÈ‚˙‰˘ ÈÙÏ ÆÌÈ·ÂË ÂÈ‰ ‰ÈÁ˘ ¨ÍÏÓ ˙· ‰˙È‰ ˙Â¯ ¨È˘ „ˆÓ Æß‰ ÈÒÈ ˙‡ ‰˙‡¯˘
‰Ó ˙Â¯ÓÏÂ ÆÂÈ¯·„Ï ÚÓÂ˘ ‡Ï˘ ÈÓÏ ‰¯Â˜˘ ‰Ó ÏÎÂ ß‰ È˘ÂÚÏ ˜¯ ‰Ù˘Á ‡È‰
ÍÈ‡ Ï·‡ Æ˙ÈÏ‡È„È‡ ¯˙ÂÈ ‰˙È‰ ˙Â¯ Ï˘ ˙Â¯ÈÈ‚˙‰‰˘ ÔÎ˙ÈÈ Æ‰¯ÈÈ‚˙‰ ‡È‰ ¨‰˙‡¯˘
ÌÈÎÏÓÂ ¨ÌÈ‰ÂÎ ¨ÌÈ‡È· ÂÈ‰È˘ ÌÈ· ∫ÏÂ„‚ ¯Î˘ Ô‰È˙˘Ï Ô˙ ß‰ — ‰Ê ˙‡ ËÂÙ˘Ï ÏÎÂ
Ô‰È˘ÚÓ ÏÎ ¨Ô¯Î˘ ˙‡ ÂÚ„È˘ ÈÙÏ Û‡Â Æ®°ÂÈÓÈ· ‰¯‰Ó·© ÁÈ˘Ó‰ ÍÏÓ ˙‡ ÂÏÈÙ‡ —
ÌÈ·Â˘Á ÌÈ˘ÚÓ ˙Â˘ÚÏ ˙Â¯˘Ù‡‰ — ‰·Â˘˙‰ Ï˘ ‰ÁÂÎÂ ‰ÓÚË ‰ÊÂ ÆÌÈÈÓ˘ Ì˘Ï ÂÈ‰
Æß‰Ï ÌÈ·Â¯˜ ˙ÂÈ‰ÏÂ ®˙Â¯Â„Ï Â¯ÎÊÈ˘ ÌÈ˘ÚÓ©
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„ÈÂÂ˘ ‰ÈÏË
˙„ÏÂ˙ ‰Ï‡Â¢ ÌÈÏÈÓ· Á˙ÂÙ‰ ¨˙È˘‡¯· ¯ÙÒ·˘ È ˜¯Ù· ˙ÈÁË˘ ‰‡È¯˜ È¯Á‡
ÁÈ‰Ï ÈÂÈ‚‰ ¨¢ßÂÎÂ Ì‰ÈÂ‚· Ì˙„ÏÂ˙Ï Á È· ˙ÁÙ˘Ó ‰Ï‡¢· ÌÈÈ˙ÒÓÂ ¢ÆÆÆÁ È·
È·· ‰˙È˘‡¯˘ ÔÈÒÁÂÈ‰ ˙Ï˘Â˘ ˙‡ „Ú˙Ï ‡Â‰ Â˙ÂÓÎ ÌÈ·¯Â ‰Ê ˜¯Ù Ï˘ Â˙¯ËÓ˘
‰‡¯ ¨˙¯ÊÙÓ ‰¯Â˙‰˘ ÌÈ·¯ ÌÈË¯ÙÓ ¨ÌÏÂ‡ ÆÏÂ·Ó‰ È„¯Â˘ Ì‰ ÈÓ Ú„˘ È„Î ¨Á
Æ¯˙ÂÈ ˜ÂÓÚ ÔÂÈÚ¯ Ô‡Î ¯˙˙ÒÓ˘ ÂÏ
¨ÂÈ¯Á‡Ï˘ ˜¯Ù· ¯˜ÈÚ·Â Â¯˘˜‰· ˙ˆ˜ ÔÂ„ ¨˜¯Ù‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘ÓÏ ÒÁÈÈ˙˘ ÈÙÏ
ÌÈÏÈÓ· Á˙Ù ‡È ˜¯Ù· Ï·· Ï„‚Ó ÔÈÈ· ¯ÂÙÒ Æ‰‚ÏÙ‰ ¯Â„Â Ï·· Ï„‚Ó ¯ÂÙÒ ÂÈÈ‰„
È· ÏÎ˘ ‡Â‰ ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ¨‰¯Â‡ÎÏ Æ¢ÌÈ„Á‡ ÌÈ¯·„Â ˙Á‡ ‰Ù˘ ı¯‡‰ ÏÎ È‰ÈÂ¢
Â·Â ¨¯Ú˘ ı¯‡Ï ÂÚÒ ¨‰Ê· ‰Ê ÂˆÚÂ ¨‰Ù˘‰ ‰˙Â‡ Â¯·„Â ÌÂ˜Ó Â˙Â‡· Â¯‚ Ì„‡‰
„Á‡ ÏÎ Ï˘ ÌÈ‡ˆ‡ˆ‰ ˙ÓÈ˘¯ ¯Á‡Ï ÆÂ˜¯ÙÏ ‰ÈÈ˘Â˜ ¨ÔÎ Ì‡ ¨˙¯¯ÂÚ˙Ó ÆÏ„‚Ó Ì˘
˜ÂÒÙ·Â ˙ÙÈ È· ˙ÓÈ˘¯ È¯Á‡ Æ¢Ì‰ÈÂ‚· Ì˙ˆ¯‡· Ì˙Â˘ÏÏ¢ ‰ÁÒÂ‰ ‰ÚÈÙÂÓ ¨Á È·Ó
‡È‰ ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ¢ÆßÂÎÂ Â„¯Ù ‰Ï‡ÓÂ¢ ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ˙Â·Â˙Î ÂÏÈÙ‡ ˜¯Ù· ÔÂ¯Á‡‰
¨ÍÎ Ì‡ ÆÔ‰È˙ÂÂ˘Ï·Â ®Ï ˜ÂÒÙ Ì‚ ßÚ© Ô·˘ÂÓ ÌÂ˜Ó· ˙Â„¯Ù ÂÈ‰ ¯·Î ˙ÂÁÙ˘Ó‰˘
È ˜¯Ù· øÂ„¯Ù È˙Ó Æ‡È ˜¯Ù Ï˘ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ˜ÂÒÙ‰Â È ˜¯Ù ÔÈ· ˙˘¯ÂÙÓ ‰¯È˙Ò ‰˘È
ø‡·‰ ˜¯Ù· ‡ËÁ‰ È¯Á‡ Â‡
Ì„˜ÂÓ ÔÈ‡¢˘ ˙ÚÂË ‰Â˘‡¯‰ Æ˙Â˘È‚ È˙˘ ˙¯ÊÚ· ÂÊ ‰¯È˙Ò ·˘ÈÈÏ Ô˙È
ÈË¯Ù· ÌÈÏ„·‰ Ì˘È ÈÎ Ì‡© Ô¢·Ó¯Â ˜¢„¯ ¨È¢˘¯ Ï˘ Ì˙˘È‚ ÂÊ Æ¢‰¯Â˙· ¯ÁÂ‡ÓÂ
±
Æ¢‰‚ÏÙ‰ ¯Á‡¢Ï ÌÈÒÁÈÈÓ Ì‰ ¨·Ï≠Â ‰ ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ· ¢Â„¯Ù ‰Ï‡Ó¢ ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ˙‡ Æ®Ì‰È˘Â¯ÈÙ
ÏÎ ˙‡ Ô‡Î ‰¯ÈÎÊ‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ ¨ÌÈ˜¯Ù· ÌÈÂÒÓ ¯„Ò ÏÚ ¯ÂÓ˘Ï È„Î˘ ‰ÚË· ÔÂÈ‚‰ ˘È
‰¯Â˙‰˘ ÔÂÂÈÎÓ Æ‡·‰ ˜¯Ù· ‰¯˜È˘ „Â¯ÈÙ‰ ÏÏÂÎ Á È· ˙Â„ÏÂ˙Ï ˙ÂÚ‚Â‰ ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰
¨ÌÏ¯Â‚· ‰ÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡ ‰¯‡È˙Â ‰ÙÈÒÂ‰ ¯·Î ‡È‰ ¨‡·‰ ¯ÂÙÒ‰ ¢È˜Á˘¢ ˙‡ ‰‚Èˆ‰
ÒÁÈÈ˙‰Ï Í¯Ëˆ˙ ‡Ï˘ È„Î ˙‡ÊÂ ¨‡·‰ ˜¯Ù‰ ˙ÂÚ¯Â‡Ó È¯Á‡ ‰¯˜È ˜¯ ‰Ê˘ ˙Â¯ÓÏ
Æ¯ÂÙÒ‰ ¯Á‡Ï ·Â˘ Ì‰ÈÏ‡
Æ¯ÂÊÈÙ‰ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ï ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙Ë˜Â ‰· ÔÂ˘Ï· ‡Â‰ ÂÊ ‰˘È‚· È¯˜ÈÚ‰ È˘Â˜‰
˘ÂÚ‰ ¯Â‡È˙· ‡È ˜¯Ù·Â ¨®·Ï ≠Â ‰ ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ© ¢Â„¯Ù ‰Ï‡Ó¢ ÌÈÈÓÚÙ ¯Ó‡ È ˜¯Ù·
¯·ÈÈ¯„ ¨ÔÂ‡¯· Ï˘ Í¢˙‰ ÔÂÏÈÓ ÈÙÏÂ Í¢˙· ÌÈ¯˜Ó‰ ·¯ ÈÙÏ Æ®Á∫‡È© ¢ıÙÈÂ¢ ¯Ó‡
¨‡¢Ê ¨(division, separation) ß‰˜ÂÏÁ ¨‰„¯Ù‰ß ‡Â‰ Æ„Æ¯ÆÙ ˘¯˘‰ ˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ¨Ò‚È¯·Â
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¢ıÙÈÂ¢ ‰ÏÈÓ‰ ÆÁÎ· ¯ÂÊÈÙ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ÆˆÆÙÆ ˘¯Â˘‰ ¨˙‡Ê ˙ÓÂÚÏ Æ˙ÈÚ·Ë ˙Â„¯ÙÈ‰
È·ÈË˜‡ ¯ÂÊÈÙÏ ‰ÓÈ‡˙Ó ‰È‡ ¢Â„¯Ù¢ ‰ÏÈÓ‰ Ï·‡ Æ‰‚ÏÙ‰ ¯Â„Ï ˘ÂÚÎ ‰ÓÈ‡˙Ó
˘¯˘· ˘Ó˙˘‰Ï ‰¯Â˙‰ ‰˙ˆ¯ ÂÏÈ‡ ¨„ÂÚÂ Æı¯‡‰ ˙ÂÙÎ Ú·¯‡Ï Ì„‡ È· Ï˘ ÛÈ˜˙Â
È„Î ÏÚÙÂ‰ ÔÈÈ·· ¢Â„¯ÙÂ‰ ‰Ï‡Ó¢ ·Â˙ÎÏ ¯˙ÂÈ ÌÈ‡˙Ó ‰È‰ ¨˘ÂÚ‰ ¯Â‡˙Ï Æ„Æ¯ÆÙ
Æ‰ÏÂÚÙ·˘ ÁÎ‰Â ‰ÈÙÎ‰ ˙‡ ˘È‚„‰Ï
ÌÂ˜Ó· Æ¯Á‡ ÔÂÂÈÎ· ˘¯È‰ Ï‡Ù¯ ÔÂ˘Ó˘ ·¯‰ ÍÏÂ‰ ¨ÂÊ ‰¯È˙Ò ·˘ÈÈÏ È„Î
ÔÈ· ÔÂ˘Ï‰ ÈÏ„·‰ ÏÏ‚· Æ˙¯Á‡ ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ˙‡ ˘¯ÙÓ ‡Â‰ ¨ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ¯„Ò ˙‡ ˙Â˘Ï
¯·Â„Ó ¨È ˜¯Ù· ÆÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈÚÂ¯È‡ È˘ Ô‡Î ÌÈ¯‡Â˙Ó˘ ˘¯È‰ ·¯‰ ÔÚÂË ¨ÌÈ˜¯Ù‰ È˘
˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰Ó ‰‡ˆÂ˙Î ‰Ó„‡‰ ÈÙ ÏÚ ı¯‡‰ ˙ÂÁÙ˘Ó Ï˘ ÈÚ·Ë „Â¯ÈÙ ÍÈÏ‰ ÏÚ
È· ÏÎ ˙‡ ÌÈ˜ÂÏ‡ ¯ÊÈÙ˘ ¯ÂÊÈÙ‰ ¯‡Â˙Ó ¢ß‰ ıÙÈÂ¢ ÌÈÏÈÓ· ¨‡È ˜¯Ù· Ï·‡ Æ‰¯·Á‰
¨È ˜¯Ù· ¨¢Ì˙ÂÂ˘ÏÏ¢ ÔÈ· Ï„·‰‰ ˙‡ ¯È·ÒÓ ‡Â‰ ‰ÓÂ„ ÔÙÂ‡· ÆÌ‡ËÁ ÏÏ‚· Ì„‡‰
ÏÎ Ï˘ ÌÈË˜Ï‡È„Ï ˙ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ¨È ˜¯Ù· ‰Â˘‰ ¢ÔÂ˘Ï¢‰ Æ‡È ˜¯Ù· ¢˙Á‡ ‰Ù˘¢Â
Ï·‡ ÆÈÚ·Ë ÍÈÏ‰˙· ÌÈÂ˘ ÌÈË˜Ï‡È„ ÌÈÁ˙Ù˙Ó ¨‰¯·Á‰ ˙ÂÁ˙Ù˙‰ ÌÚ Æ˙ÂÁÙ˘Ó‰
„Á‡ ÏÎÏ Ô˙ ß‰ ¨®Ë∫‡È© ¢ı¯‡‰ ÏÎ ˙Ù˘ ß‰ ÏÏ·¢˘Î — ‘language’ ‰Ù˘Ï ¯˘‡·
Æ‡ËÁÏ ˘ÂÚÎ ‰Â˘ È¯Ó‚Ï ‰Ù˘ Ì‰Ó
ÔÚÎ È· ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ˙‡ ÌÈÁÂ· Ì‡ Æ‰Ê ¯·Ò‰· Ì‚ ˙ÂÈ˘Â˜ ˘È˘ ¯ÈÚ‰Ï ÈÂˆ¯·
ı¯‡Ó ÌÈ˜ÂÁ¯ Ì‰˘ ¯¯·˙Ó ¨®¥µ ßÓÚ ¨‡¯˜Ó ˙Ú„ ÒÏË‡ ÔÈÈÚ© È ˜¯Ù· ÌÈ¯ÎÊÂÓ‰
˙ÂÏÂ·‚‰˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˙ÂÈ ¯È·Ò ¨ÔÎ Ì‡ Æ‡È ˜¯Ù ˙ÏÈÁ˙· ÌÏÂÚ‰ È·˘Â˙ ÏÎ Â·˘È ‰· ¯Ú˘
·¯‰ ¢ÆÈÚÎ‰ ˙ÂÁÙ˘Ó ÂˆÙ ¯Á‡Â¢ ÔÚÎ È· Ïˆ‡ ·Â˙Î ¨˙È˘ Æ‰ˆÙ‰‰ È¯Á‡ Â¯ˆÂ
Æ‰Ê‰ ˜¯Ù· ÆˆÆÙÆ ˘¯Â˘· ˘ÂÓÈ˘‰ ˙‡ ¯È·ÒÓ ÂÈ‡ ˘¯È‰
˘ÈÁÎ‰Ï ‡· ˜¯Ù‰ Ï¢„˘ ÈÙÏ Æ˜¯Ù‰ ˙¯ËÓ ÂÈÈ‰„ — È¯˜ÈÚ‰ ‡˘ÂÏ ÍÈ˘Ó
ÌÈÎÂ· ‰¯ÂÓ· Ì¢·Ó¯‰ ÈÙÏ ÆÌÈÏÈÏ‡Ó Â„ÏÂ Ì„‡ È·˘ ÌÈÈÓ‡Ó‰ Ï˘ Ì‰È˙ÂÚË ˙‡
˘È ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙‡È¯·© ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˘Â„ÈÁ ÏÚ ÚÈ„Â‰Ï ‡· ˜¯Ù‰ ¨®‰∫È© Ô¢·Ó¯· Ô‡Î ËËÂˆÓ‰
È¢Ú ‡¯·˘ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Ì„‡Ï Ì„‡ ÏÎ ÒÁÈÏ ¯˘Ù‡˘ ¨˙¯ÓÂ‡ ˙‡Ê ¨˙Â„Ú È¢Ú ®ÔÈ‡Ó
˙ÓÈ˘¯· ÌÈ˜Ù˙ÒÓ ÂÈÈ‰ ¨˜¯Ù‰ Ï˘ ˙Â„ÈÁÈ‰ ˙Â¯ËÓ‰ ‰Ï‡ ÂÈ‰ ÂÏÈ‡ ¨ÌÏÂ‡ Æ‰¢·˜‰
‰¯Â˙‰˘ ÁÈ‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ ¨‰¯Â˙‰ ÂÏ ˙˜ÙÒÓ˘ ÛÒÂ‰ Ú„ÈÓ‰ ÏÎ ÏÏ‚· ÆÔ·Ï ·‡Ó ˙ÂÓ˘
‰È¯ÂËÒ‰ÏÂ Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚÏ ÌÒÁÈÂ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡ ÏÚ ÌÈÈÒÈÒ· ˙ÂÂÈÚ¯ ÂÏ ÊÓ¯Ï ˙˘˜·Ó Ì‚
Æ˙È„Â‰È‰
¨ÈÏÏÎ ÔÙÂ‡· Æ˜¯Ù‰ ˙‡È¯˜Ó ˙ÂÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÏ‡˘‰ ˙¯ÊÚ· „ÂÓÈÏ‰ ˙‡ Á˙Ù
Ï˘ ÌÓ˘ ˙‡ ‰¯ÈÎÊÓ ˜¯Â ÌÈÓÈÂÒÓ ÌÈ˘‡ ÏÚ ÌÈË¯Ù· ‰·ÈÁ¯Ó ‰¯Â˙‰ ÚÂ„Ó Ï‡˘
˙Â˜ÒÙ˘ ‰Ï‡Î ˘ÈÂ ˙Â¯Â„ ‰˘˘ „Ú ˙ÂÎ˘Ó˘ ÔÈÒÁÂÈ ˙ÂÏ˘Â˘ ˘È ÚÂ„Ó ÆÌÈ¯Á‡
È· ¯ÙÒÓÏ ÌÈÓÚ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ·ˆÈ¢ ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ÏÚ ¯È·ÒÓ ÂÈÊ‡‰ ˙˘¯Ù· È¢˘¯ ÆÌÈÈ˘ È¯Á‡
ÌÈÚ·˘ ¯ÙÒÓÏÂ Ì˘ È·Ó ˙‡ˆÏ ÔÈ„È˙Ú‰ Ï‡¯˘È È· ¯ÙÒÓ ÏÈ·˘·¢˘ ®Á∫·Ï© ¢Ï‡¯˘È
Â˜¯Ù· ÔÎ‡ ¢ÆÔÂ˘Ï ÌÈÚ·˘ ÌÈÓÚ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ·Èˆ‰ ¨ÌÈ¯ˆÓÏ Â„¯È˘ Ï‡¯˘È È· Ï˘ ˘Ù
Ï˘ ·‡ ‡Â‰ ˜¯Ù‰ ˙ÏÈÁ˙· ‰Ó˘ ÈÓ ÏÎ Æ˙ÂÓÂ‡ ‰‡ˆ˙ Ì‰Ó˘ ÌÈ˘‡ ∑∞ ÌÈ¯ÎÊÂÓ
„ÂÚ Â˙Â‡ „ÓÏÓ È¢˘¯ ≤ÆÂ¯ˆ˜˘ ˘ÈÂ Ì‰Ï˘ ÔÈÒÁÂÈ‰ ˙ÂÏÈ‚Ó ÂÎ¯‡˙‰˘ ˘È ÔÎÏÂ ¨ÌÚ
6

øÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙Ï ÊÓ¯ Â‡ ˙ÂÓ˘ ˙ÓÈ˘¯

˜¯ ‡È‰ ß‰ È„È ÏÚ ÌÏÂÚ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ‡ Ï˘ Ì˙‡È¯· ÏÎ˘ Â˘Â¯ÈÙ· ¯È·ÒÓ ‡Â‰ ÆÍÎÓ ¯˙ÂÈ
≥
ÆÏ‡¯˘È È· ÏÏ‚·
¨ÌÁ ¨Ì˘ — ÚÂ„È‰ ¯„Ò‰ ÈÙÏ Á È· ˙ÓÈ˘¯ ‰·Â˙Î ®‡È∫È© ˜¯Ù‰ ˙ÏÈÁ˙·
ÆÌ˘ È·Â ¨ÌÁ È· ¨˙ÙÈ È· ∫‡Â‰Â ¯„Ò‰ ‰˙˘Ó Ì‰È˙Â„ÏÂ˙ ¯Â‡È˙· Ï·‡ Æ˙ÙÈÂ
¨¯ÂÎ·‰ ‡Â‰ ÈÎ ˙ÙÈ· ‰ÏÈÁ˙‰ ‰¯Â˙‰˘ ¯È·ÒÓ ®¢¯ÓÂ‚ ˙ÙÈ È·¢ ‰¢„ ¨· ßÒÙ© Ô¢·Ó¯‰
¯˘˜˙Ó˘ ‰Ó ¨Ì˘ ˙ÁÙ˘Ó ÏÚ ¯ÙÂÒÓ ·Â˘ ‰‚ÏÙ‰ ¯ÂÙÈÒ ÛÂÒ· ÈÎ Ì˘· ‰ÓÈÈÒ ‡È‰Â
Ì˘ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙ ˙‡ ‰‚Èˆ‰ ‰¯Â˙‰˘ ‰·ÈÒ‰ ÂÊ ÆÌ˘Ó Â‡ˆÂÓ˘ Ì‰¯·‡ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙Ï ˙Â¯È˘È
‰ÓÂ„ ˘Â¯ÈÙ ÚÈˆÓ ˜¢„¯‰ Æ¯ÎÊÂÓ ‡Â‰ Ô‰·˘ ˙ÂÈ˘¯Ù È˙˘ ·¯˜Ï È„Î — È ˜¯Ù ÛÂÒ·
¨Ï¢‰È¯Ï ¢È¯ÊÂÎ‰ ¯ÙÒ¢· ¯·ÒÂÓ˘ ÈÙÎ Æ‰¯Â˙· ·Â˘Á ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ Ô‡ÎÓ „ÂÓÏÏ ˘È Æ®Â ßÒÙ©
¯„Ò· ÆÏ‡¯˘È È· ÏÎÏÂ ˙Â·‡Ï ÍÎ ¯Á‡Â Ì˘Ï ¨Á „ÚÂ Ì„‡Ó Ô˙È ¢È˜Ï‡‰ ÔÈÚ¢‰
Â˙˘Â„˜Â ÌÏÂÚ· Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÈÊÎ¯Ó ÏÚ ‰¯Â˙‰ ‰„ÈÚÓ ¨Á È· ˙Â„ÏÂ˙ ¯ÂÙÈÒ
Â˙Â‡ ˙„ÓÏÓ ‡È‰ ÆÌÈÏÏÂ˜Ó‰ ÌÁ È· ˙Ó‚Â„ ÌÈ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈÓÚ‰ ˙ÓÂÚÏ ¨ß‰ „·ÂÚÎ
ÏÎÓ Â‡ ‰¯Â˙‰ ˙Ï·˜ ˙ÚÓ ˜¯ ‡ÏÂ Ì„‡‰ ÈÓÈ ˙È˘‡¯· ˙ÓÈÈ˜ ‰˙È‰ ˙‡Ê ˙Â„ÁÂÈÓ˘
Æ‰È¯ÂËÒ‰· ¯Á‡ Ú¯Â‡Ó
ÂÏ‡ ˙ÂÓÂ‡ ˙Â·‡˘ ‰ÓÓ Ì‰È˙ÂÂÎ˙ ÏÚ „ÂÓÏÏ Ô˙È ¨ÌÈ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈÓÚÏ ¯˘‡·
ÏÏÎ‰ ÔÓ ‡ˆÂÈ‰ ÆÏ‡¯˘È ÌÚ ˙Â„ÏÂ˙ Í˘Ó‰· ˙ÂÚÈÙÂÓ ˙ÂÂÎ˙ Ô˙Â‡ ÆÌ‰È·Ï Â˘È¯Â‰
˙È˘‡¯Â ¨¢ı¯‡· ¯Â·‚ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÏÁ‰¢ ‡Â‰˘ ÂÈÏÚ ¯Ó‡ Æ„Â¯Ó ‡Â‰ ˜¯Ù· ÔÂ˘‡¯‰
ÈÙÏ ÆÌÈ¯Á‡ ÌÈ˘‡ Ï˘ Ì˙ÎÏÓÓ ÌÂ˜ÈÓ Â‡ Ì‰È˙ÂÚÂˆ˜Ó ÌÈ¯ÎÊÂÓ ‡Ï ÆÏ·· Â˙ÎÏÓÓ
˙ÂÈÁ‰Ó ß‰Ï ˙Â·¯˜ ·È¯˜‰ ‡Â‰˘ ¯È·ÒÓ˘ ‡¯ÊÚ Ô·‡Ó ıÂÁ© ÌÈ˘¯ÙÓ‰ ·Â¯Â Ï¢ÊÁ
È„Î „ÁÂÈÓ·Â ¨ß‰· „Â¯ÓÏ ˙ÂÈ¯· Ï˘ Ô˙Ú„ „ˆ ‰È‰Â Ú˘¯ ‰È‰ „Â¯Ó ¨®„ˆ ‡Â‰˘
ÔÂÈÚ¯ ˙‡ ÌÏÂÚÏ ‡È·‰ „Â¯Ó ¨Ï¢Ê ıÈ·Â·ÈÏ ‰ÓÁ ßÙÂ¯Ù ÈÙÏ ÆÏ·· Ï„‚Ó ˙‡ ˙Â·Ï
‡Â‰ Æ(Chap. 6 Studies in Genesis,) È¯ÊÎ‡ ÔÙÂ‡· ‰Ê ˙‡ ‰˘ÚÂ ¨ÌÈ¯Á‡ ÏÚ ˙ÂÎÏÓ‰
Ì‰¯·‡Ï „Â‚ÈÎ „Â¯Ó ˙‡ ÌÈÒÙÂ˙ ˘¯„Ó· ÆÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Ú˘¯‰ ‰È‰Â È‡Ó¯Â Ô„Â¯ ‰È‰
Ì‰¯·‡ Â˙ÓÂÚÏÂ ˙ÂÈ¯ÊÎ‡·Â ÁÎ· Â˙·È·Ò ÏÚ ÚÈÙ˘Ó „Â¯Ó Æ·ÂË‰ „‚ Ú¯‰ ÆÂÈ·‡
‰·¯‰ ÌÈ˘ ÆÁÈÏˆÓ ‡Ï Ï·‡ Ì‰¯·‡ ˙‡ ‚Â¯‰Ï ‰ÒÓ „Â¯Ó Æ„ÒÁÂ ß‰ ˙ÂÓ‡ ıÈÙÓ
ÌÚ Ï˘ ˘„˜Ó‰ ˙È· ˙‡ ÌÈÒ¯Â‰ ÌÈÏ··‰ Æ˙Â„‚˙‰‰ ‰˙Â‡· ÌÈ˘‚ÂÙ ÔÎÓ ¯Á‡Ï
Ï˘ Ú˘¯‰ ÈÎ¯„ ˙‡ ıÓÈ‡ Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ÍÎ· ÌÈÁÈÏˆÓ Ì‰ ÌÚÙ‰ Ï·‡ ÆÏ‡¯˘È
ÆÂÈ·‡ Ì‰¯·‡ Ï˘ ÌÚÂ‰ ÈÎ¯„ ˙‡ ‡ÏÂ „Â¯Ó
¯ÈÚ ˙·Á¯ ˙‡Â ‰ÂÈ ˙‡ Ô·ÈÂ ¯Â˘‡ ‡ˆÈ ‡Â‰‰ ı¯‡‰ ÔÓ¢ ¯Ó‡ „Â¯Ó ¯ÂÙÈÒ·
ÌÈÏÈÓ‰ ˘Â¯Ù ‰Ó Æ®·È≠‡È∫È© ¢‰Ï„‚‰ ¯ÈÚ‰ ‡Â‰ ÁÏÎ ÔÈ·Â ‰ÂÈ ÔÈ· ÔÒ¯ ˙‡Â ÆÁÏÎ ˙‡Â
˙¯ÙÒÓ ‰¯Â˙‰ ‰ÓÏ ø˙‡Ê ˙Ú„Ï ÂÏ ·Â˘Á ‰ÓÏÂ ¨¯Â˘‡ ‡ˆÈ ®¯Ú˘© ‡È‰‰ ı¯‡‰ ÔÓ
®¢¯Â˘‡ ‡ˆÈ ‡Â‰‰ ı¯‡‰ ÔÓ¢ ‰¢„ ¨ÁÏ ßÙ© ‰·¯ ˙È˘‡¯·· ø¯Â˘‡ ‰· ÌÈ¯Ú ÂÏÈ‡ ÂÏ
‰Ù ¨‰¢·˜‰ ÏÚ ˜ÂÏÁÏ ÌÈ‡· Ô˙Â‡ ‰‡¯˘ ÔÂÈÎ ß¯Â˘‡ ‡ˆÈ ‡È‰‰ ‰ˆÚ‰ ÔÓß¢ ·Â˙Î
ÌÏÂÚ· Ì„‡‰ È· ¯‡˘Ï Û¯Ëˆ‰Ï ·¯ÒÓ‰ ÌÈÓ˘ ‡¯ÈÎ Ô‡Î ¯‡Â˙Ó ¯Â˘‡ ¢ÆÂˆ¯‡Ó
¯Î˘ ß‰ ÂÏ Ô˙ ¨„Â¯Ó È¯Ú ˙Ú·¯‡ÓÂ ‰Ú¯‰ ‰ˆÚ‰ ÔÓ ‡ˆÈ˘ ÏÏ‚· Æß‰ „‚ Ì„¯Ó·
Æ·È≠‡È ÌÈ˜ÂÒÙ· ˙Â¯ÎÊÂÓ‰ ÌÈ¯Ú‰ Ú·¯‡—
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¨¯Â˘‡ ¨¯·Ú ¨Ì˘ ¨Á ∫ÌÏÂÚ· Â„ÓÚ ‰˘ÓÁ˘ ·Â˙Î ®‡È∫ÁÈ˜© ÌÈÏÈ‰˙ ˘¯„Ó·
ÂÈÓË‰ ¯·ÚÂ Ì˘ ¨Ì¯Î ÚËÂ „ÓÚ ‡Ï‡ ‰¢·˜‰ ˙‡ „Â·ÚÏ „ÈÙ˜‰ ‡Ï Á ÆÌ‰¯·‡Â
ı¯‡‰ ÔÓ¢ ¯Ó‡˘ ÂÏ ÍÏ‰Â ¢øÂÏÏ‰ ÌÈÚ˘¯‰ ÔÈ· ¯„ È‡ Í‡È‰¢ ¯Ó‡ ¯Â˘‡ ¨ÌÓˆÚ
Ì‡ ÆÁÂ Ì‰¯·‡ Ï˘ Ì˙Ó¯· ¨˜È„ˆ ‡¯˜ ¯Â˘‡ ¯Á‡ ˘¯„Ó· ÆßÂÎÂ ¢¯Â˘‡ ‡ˆÈ ‡È‰‰
ÍÈ‡ ¨ÁÂ ¯·ÚÂ Ì˘ ¨Ì‰¯·‡ ÂÓÎ ˜È„ˆ ‰È‰ ¯Â˘‡ Ì‡ ø‰È¯ÂËÒ‰‰ Í˘Ó· ‰¯˜ ‰Ó ¨ÔÎ
øÌÈÎÏÓ ¯ÙÒ ˙ÙÂ˜˙· Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚÏ ¯Ó ·ÈÂ‡ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÂÓÚ ÍÙ‰
˙ÂÈ‰Ï ÍÙ‰˘ ˜È„ˆ ‰È‰ ¯Â˘‡˘ ¨Ï˘Ó ˙ÂÚˆÓ‡· ¨‡·ÂÓ Ï¢‰ ‰·¯ ˙È˘‡¯··
ÈÂˆÓ‰ ·Â˘Á ÔÂ¯˜ÈÚ Ô‡ÎÓ „ÓÏ Æ˘È‡Ï ‡ÏÂ ¯Â˘‡ ÌÚÏ Ô·ÂÓÎ ‡È‰ ‰ÂÂÎ‰ ÆÚ¯
‰ÏÈÓ‰ ÏÚ ®‡∫‡ ¨˙È˘‡¯·© Â˘Â¯ÈÙ· Æ˙ÂÓÂ˜Ó ‰ÓÎ· ‰¯Â˙‰ ÏÚ Ô¢·Ó¯‰ ˘Â¯ÈÙ·
ÊÓ¯˘ ¯ÓÂ‡Â ˘¯„Ó· ˜ÁˆÈ È·¯ Ï˘ Â¯Ó‡ÓÏ Ô¢·Ó¯‰ ÒÁÈÈ˙Ó ¨‰¯Â˙· ‰Â˘‡¯‰
„Ú ‰Ï·˜‰ ÈÙÓ ‡Ï‡ ÂÈ¯Â· ÏÚ Ú„ÂÂÈ ‡ÏÂ ¨˙Â‡¯˜Ó‰ ÔÓ Ô·ÂÓ ÂÈ‡ ˜ÂÓÚ „ÂÒ¢ Ô‡Î
ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ Ì„‡Ï ‰¯˜˘ ÂÓÎ˘ Ô¢·Ó¯‰ „ÓÏÓ Â¯·Ò‰ ÍÏ‰Ó· ¢Æ‰¯Â·‚‰ ÈÙÓ ÂÈ·¯ ‰˘Ó
‰‚ÏÙ‰ ¯Â„ È˘‡Â ‡ËÁ˘Î ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÔÓ „Ó˘˘ ÏÂ·Ó‰ ¯Â„ ¨‡ËÁ˘ „Ú Ô„Ú Ô‚· ¯‚˘
‰ˆ¯È ¯˘‡Ï ˜ÈÚÈ ‡Â‰Â ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ‡¯· ß‰ ÆÌÏÂÚ· ˜ÂÁ ˘È ¨ß‰· Â„¯Ó˘Î ÂˆÂÙ˘
ÂÓÂ˜ÓÓ „·‡È˘ ¨‡ÂËÁÏ ÈÂ‚‰ ÛÈÒÂÈ ¯˘‡Î ¨‡Â‰ ÈÂ‡¯ ÔÎ Ì‡¢ Æ˙Âˆ¯‡‰ ¯Á·Ó ˙‡
ÏÁ ‰Ê ˜ÂÁ ¢ÆÌÏÂÚÓ ı¯‡· ÌÈ˜Ï‡‰ ËÙ˘Ó ‡Â‰ ÔÎ ÈÎ Âˆ¯‡ ˙‡ ˙˘¯Ï ¯Á‡ ÈÂ‚ ‡·ÈÂ
ÌÈÎÏÓ ¯ÙÒ· ÔÈÈÚ˘Î ¨¯Â˘‡ Ï˘ ¯˘˜‰· ¨Ô‡ÎÂ ÆÌÈ¯Á‡‰ ÌÈÓÚ‰ ÏÚÂ Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ ÏÚ
Æ‰Ê ÍÈÏ‰˙Ï ‰ÁÎÂ‰ ‰‡¯
ÆÏ‡¯˘È ÈÎÏÓ Ï˘ ‰ÎÂ¯‡ ‰ÓÈ˘¯ ˙‡·ÂÓ ¨ß· ÌÈÎÏÓ ¯ÙÒ· ÂË ˜¯ÙÓ ÏÁ‰
¨ÁÈ≠ÊÈ∫ÂË© Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ ÏÚ ¯Â˘‡ ÍÏÓ ‡· ÍÎÓ ‰‡ˆÂ˙ÎÂ ¢ß‰ ÈÈÚ· Ú¯‰ ˘ÚÈÂ¢ ¯Ó‡
˘Â¯ÈÙ· ·Â˙Î ÌÚÙ ÏÎ·Â ¨˙Â·¯ ÌÈÓÚÙ ÂÓˆÚ ÏÚ ¯ÊÂÁ ÍÈÏ‰˙‰ Æ®·≠‡∫ÊÈ ¨ÁÎ≠ÊÎ∫ÂË
˙‡ ˙˘¯Ï ÈÂ‡¯ ‰È‰ ¯Â˘‡˘ ÁÈ‰Ï Ô˙È Æß‰ ÈÈÚ· Ú¯‰ ‰˘Ú˘ ÏÏ‚· ‰¯Â˜ ¯·„‰˘
ÆÂÓÓ ÂÊ ‰ÂÎ˙ Â˘¯È ÂÈ‡ˆ‡ˆÂ ÆÂ·˘ ÌÈÓ˘‰ ˙‡¯È ÏÏ‚· ı¯‡‰
Ï··Ó ¯Â˘‡ ÍÏÓ ‡·ÈÂ¢ ¯Ó‡ ¨„Î∫ÊÈ ¨· ÌÈÎÏÓ· ÆÂÊ ‰Á‰· Á¯Î‰ ÔÈ‡ Ï·‡
˙‡ Â˘¯ÈÂ Ï‡¯˘È È· ˙Á˙ ÔÂ¯Ó˘ È¯Ú· ·˘ÈÂ ÌÈÂ¯ÙÒÓÂ ˙ÓÁÓÂ ‡ÂÚÓÂ ‰˙ÂÎÓÂ
ÆÔ¢·Ó¯‰ ¯ÓÂ‡˘ ÂÓÎ ¨ÂÎÊ ‡Ï Ï‡¯˘È È·Â ı¯‡· ˙·˘Ï ÂÎÊ Ì‰ ¨¢‰È¯Ú· Â·˘ÈÂ ÔÂ¯Ó˘
˙‡ Ì‰· ß‰ ÁÏ˘ÈÂ ß‰ ˙‡ Â‡¯È ‡Ï Ì˘ Ì˙·˘ ˙ÏÁ˙· È‰ÈÂ¢ ®‰Î© ·Â˙Î ‡·‰ ˜ÂÒÙ·Â
˘ÂÚ‰Â Ì˙ÂÎÊ ˙‡ Â„·È‡ ¯Â˘‡ ÍÏÓ Ì˘ ·È˘Â‰˘ ÌÈÈÂ‚‰ ¢ÆÌ‰· ÌÈ‚¯‰ ÂÈ‰ÈÂ ˙ÂÈ¯‡‰
‡Ï Ô¯Ó˘ È¯Ú· ·˘Â˙Â ˙ÈÏ‚‰ ¯˘‡ ÌÈÈÂ‚‰ ¯Ó‡Ï ¯Â˘‡ ÍÏÓÏ Â¯Ó‡ÈÂ¢ Ê‡Â Æ„ÈÓ ‡·
ÌÈ‡ ¯˘‡Î Ì˙Â‡ ÌÈ˙ÈÓÓ Ì‰Â ˙ÂÈ¯‡‰ ˙‡ Ì· ÁÏ˘ÈÂ ı¯‡‰ È˜Ï‡ ËÙ˘Ó ˙‡ ÂÚ„È
Ì‡˘ Ú·Â˜‰ ‰Ê‰ ˜ÂÁ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ¯ÈÎÓ ‡Ï Ì‰ — ¢ı¯‡‰ È˜Ï‡ ËÙ˘Ó ˙‡ ÌÈÚ„ÂÈ
Æ‰˘Â„˜‰ ı¯‡· ¯Â‚Ï ˙ÂÎÊ‰ ˙‡ ÌÈ„·‡Ó ÈÎ ¨Ì·˘ÂÓ ÌÂ˜Ó ˙‡ ÌÈ„·‡Ó ¨ÌÈ‡ËÂÁ
ËÙ˘Ó¢ ‰Ê‰ ÍÈÏ‰˙Ï ‡¯Â˜Â ÌÈÎÏÓ ¯ÙÒ Ï˘ ÌÈÏÈÓ· ˜ÂÈ„· ˘Ó˙˘Ó Ô¢·Ó¯‰ ÔÎ‡Â
Æß‰ ˙‡ „Â·ÚÏ ÍÈ‡ Ì„ÓÏÏ ÌÈ‰Î ¯Â˘‡ ÍÏÓ ÁÏÂ˘ ¯ÂÙÈÒ‰ Í˘Ó‰· ¢Æı¯‡· ÌÈ˜Ï‡‰
ÌÈ‡Â¯ ‰È¯ÂËÒ‰‰ Í˘Ó‰·Â ÆÌÈ¯ÎÓ ˘¯„˘ ÈÙÎ ß‰ ˙‡ Â„·Ú ÔÂ¯ÓÂ˘· Â·˘È˘ ÌÈÈÂ‚‰Â
Æı¯‡· ‰Ï˘ÓÓÏ ÂÎÊ ‡È‰‰ ˙Ú· ß‰ È‡¯È ÂÈ‰˘ ‰Ï‡˘ Ï‡¯˘È È·Â ¯Â˘‡ ÔÈ·˘ ÌÈÒÁÈ·
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˙ÏÈÁ˙· „ÂÚ ÏÏÂ˜Ó ‰È‰ ÔÚÎ ¨˜È„ˆÂ ·ÂË ‰È‰ ‰ÏÈÁ˙·˘ ¯Â˘‡Ï „Â‚È·
ı¯‡· ÔÚÎ ‰ÎÊ ÚÂ„Ó ¨Ï‡˘ ÔÎ Ì‡ ÆÁ ˙Â¯Î˘ ¯ÂÙÒ· ÌÁ È˘ÚÓ ÏÏ‚· Â˙ÂÂ‰˙‰
„·ÚÏ ¯ÎÓÂ ÏÏÂ˜Ó ÔÚÎ¢ ÈÎ ®‡∫‡ ¨˙È˘‡¯·© ÌÂ˜Ó Â˙Â‡· ¯ÓÂ‡ Ô¢·Ó¯‰ ø‰˘Â„˜‰
ÆÂ˜¯ÙÓ „ÂÒÈ „ÂÚ „ÂÓÏÏ ÂÈÏÚ ÔÎÏ ¢Æ·Â˘ÈÈ‰ ˙ÂÓÂ˜Ó ¯Á·Ó ˘¯ÈÈ˘ ÈÂ‡¯ ÂÈ‡Â ÌÏÂÚ
øÌÈÓÚ‰ ¯‡˘ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ˙‡ ‡ÏÂ ®ËÈ ßÒÙ© ÈÚÎ‰ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ˙‡ ˙ÈÈˆÓ ‰¯Â˙‰ ÚÂ„Ó
˘¯ÙÓ ®ÂË ßÒÙ© ˜¢„¯ ÆÏ‡¯˘È ı¯‡ Ì‰ Ì‰ ÈÚÎ‰ ˙ÂÏÂ·‚˘ ‡È‰ ÍÎÏ ‰·ÈÒ‰˘ ¯Â¯·
¯˘˜· ¯Ó‡ ¢Ï‡¯˘È È· ¯ÙÒÓÏ ÌÈÓÚ ˙ÂÏ·‚ ·ˆÈ¢˘ ®Á∫·Ï© ÂÈÊ‡‰· Ï¢‰ ˜ÂÒÙ·
Ì‰ ÆÌÈÈÚÎ ÌÈÓÚ ¯˘Ú≠ÌÈ˘ ˘È ÂÓˆÚ ÔÚÎ ÌÚÂ ¨ÔÚÎ È· ¯˘Ú≠„Á‡ ˘È ÆÌÈÚÎÏ
„ÓÏÓ ‰Ê ÊÓ¯ ÆÔÚÎ ı¯‡ ˙‡ ˙˘¯Ï ÂÈ‰ ÌÈ„È˙Ú˘ Ï‡¯˘È È· ÈË·˘ ¯˘Ú≠ÌÈ˘ „‚Î
ÌÚ ÏÈ·˘· ˜¯Â Í‡ ‡È‰ ı¯‡· ÌÈÚÎ‰ ˙‡ ·ÈˆÓ ß‰˘ ‰„ÈÁÈ‰ ‰·ÈÒ‰˘ Â˙Â‡
‡Ï˘ È„Î ˙Á‡ ÌÚÙ· ÌÈÓÚ‰ ÏÎ ˙‡ ˙ÈÁ˘È ‡Ï ‡Â‰˘ Ï‡¯˘È È·Ï ¯ÓÂ‡ ß‰ ÆÏ‡¯˘È
ÂÚÈ‚È Ï‡¯˘È È·˘ „Ú Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ ÏÚ Â¯Ó˘ ˜¯ ÌÈÚÎ‰ Æı¯‡· ˙ÂÚ¯ ˙ÂÈÁ ‰ÈÈ‰˙
ÆÌ‰È˙ÂÏÂ·‚ ÌÈ¯ÎÊÂÓ ÔÎÏÂ Æ‰ÈÏ‡
„ÓÚÂ‰˘ ÔÂÈÒ· „È˜Ù˙ Â‡ÏÈÓ Ì‰ ÆÏ‡¯˘È È· È„ˆ· ıÂ˜Ï ÂÈ‰ Ì‚ ÌÈÚÎ‰ Ï·‡
Ì‚ Ô‡Î ‰¯Â˙‰Â Æ‰¯Ê ‰„Â·Ú Â‡ ß‰ È¯Á‡ ÂÎÏÈ Ì‰ Ì‡ ÔÂÁ·Ï È„Î Ï‡¯˘È È· ÈÙ·
˙ÈÏÈÏ‡‰ ˙Â·¯˙· Â˘‚ÙÈÂ ı¯‡Ï ÂÒÎÈÈ˘Î Ï‡¯˘È È·Ï ‰È‰È˘ ¯‚˙‡‰ ÏÚ ÂÏ ˙ÊÓ¯Ó
ÆÌÈÚÎ‰ Ï˘
È· ˙ÓÈ˘¯· „È ˜ÂÒÙ· Æ¯·Ò‰ ˘¯Â„Â ÔÙÂ„ ‡ˆÂÈ ‚˘ÂÓ „ÂÚ ‡ˆÓ ÔÚÎ ÈÙÏ
¢ÆÌÈ¯˙ÙÎ ˙‡Â ÌÈ˙˘ÏÙ Ì˘Ó Â‡ˆÈ ¯˘‡ ÌÈÁÏÒÎ ˙‡Â ÌÈÒ¯˙Ù ˙‡Â¢ ·Â˙Î ÌÈ¯ˆÓ
¢ÆÆÆ ˙‡ „ÏÈ ¯˘‡¢ ¯Ó‡ ‡Ï ‰ÓÏ ø¢Ì˘Ó Â‡ˆÈ ¯˘‡¢ ¯ÊÂÓ‰ ÈÂËÈ·‰ Ï˘ Â˙ÂÚÓ˘Ó ‰Ó
ÌÈÒ¯˙Ù ÂÈ‰˘ Â‡ˆÈ Ì‰È˘Ó¢ ˘¯ÙÓ ‰·¯ ˙È˘‡¯· ÈÙ ÏÚ È¢˘¯ ø˙Â„ÏÂ˙‰ ¯‡˘· ÂÓÎ
È˙˘ÈÏÙ‰ ÌÚ‰ ¢ÆÌÈ˙˘ÈÏÙ Ì‰Ó Â‡ˆÈÂ ÂÏ‡Â ÂÏ‡ Ì‰È˙Â˘ ·Î˘Ó ÔÈÙÈÏÁÓ ÌÈÁÏÒÎÂ
Æ˙ÂÈ¯Ú ÈÂÏÈ‚· Â¯Â˜Ó
ı¯‡ ÏÎÓ ¯˙ÂÈ ˙ÂÈ¯Ú ‡ÏÓÂ ‰ÓÈÊ ÛÂË˘ ÌÚ ‰˙È‰ ‡È‰˘ ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ÏÚ ÚÂ„È
·Â¯˜ ÈÎ ÌÈ˙˘ÏÙ ı¯‡ Í¯„ ÌÈ˜Ï‡ ÌÁ ‡Ï¢ ¨ÌÈ¯ˆÓÓ Â‡ˆÈ Ï‡¯˘È È·˘Î Æ˙¯Á‡
Æ®ÊÈ∫‚È ¨˙ÂÓ˘© ¢‰ÓÈ¯ˆÓ Â·˘Â ‰ÓÁÏÓ Ì˙‡¯· ÌÚ‰ ÌÁÈ ÔÙ ÌÈ˜Ï‡ ¯Ó‡ ÈÎ ‡Â‰
ÌÈ˙˘ÈÏÙ ı¯‡ Í¯„ Ï‡¯˘È È· ˙‡ ˙ÂÁ‰Ï ‡Ï˘ ß‰ ˙ËÏÁ‰Ï ˙ÙÒÂ ‰·ÈÒ ‰˙È‰Â ÔÎ˙ÈÈ
ÂÈ‰ ÌÈ˙˘ÈÏÙ‰ ÆÌÈ¯ˆÓÏ ‡Â‰ ‰ÁÙ˘Ó ¢·Â¯˜¢ Ì‚ ‡Ï‡ ‰ÙÓ· ¢‡Â‰ ·Â¯˜¢˘ ˜¯ ‡Ï ÈÎ
È· Ì‡ ÈÏÂ‡ Æ‰ÂÎ˙‰ ‰˙Â‡ ÏÚ· ¨·‡ Â˙Â‡· Ì¯Â˜ÓÂ ÌÈ¯ˆÓ‰ ÂÓÎ ‰ÓÈÊ ÈÙÂË˘
ÈÙÂË˘ ÂÈ‰ Ì‰ Ì‚˘ ¨ÌÈ˙˘ÈÏÙ ı¯‡ Í¯„ ÌÈÎÏÂ‰ ÂÈ‰ „ÈÓÂ ÌÈ¯ˆÓÓ ÌÈ‡ˆÂÈ ÂÈ‰ Ï‡¯˘È
ÍÈ‡ ÆÌÈ¯ˆÓ· Ô‰· ÌÈÚÂ˜˘ ÂÈ‰˘ ‰‡ÓÂË‰ ˙Â‚¯„ Ë¢ÓÏ ÌÈ¯ÊÂÁ ÂÈ‰ ¨ÌÈ¯ˆÓ ÂÓÎ ‰ÓÈÊ
¯ÒÁ ÌÂ˜ÓÏ „Á‡ ‰˘Â„˜ ¯ÒÁ ÌÂ˜ÓÓ ÌÈÎÏÂ‰ Ì‰ Ì‡ ˘Â„˜ ÌÚÏ Ï‡¯˘È È· ÂÈ‰È
Æ˙ÙÒÂ ‰·ÈÒ ÍÎÏ ˙ÂÈ‰Ï ‰ÏÂÎÈ ÈÏÂ‡ Ï·‡ Æ·Â˙Î‰ Ë˘Ù ‡Ï ‰Ê ¨ÌÓ‡ ø¯Á‡ ‰˘Â„˜
˙ÂÚÙ˘‰‰ È·‚Ï Ï‡¯˘È È· ˙‡ ‰¯È‰ÊÓ Ô‡Î ‰¯Â˙‰ ¨ÌÈÚÎ‰ È·‚Ï Â¯ÎÊ‰˘ ÂÓÎ
Ì È‡ Â ¯ ˙ Â ·¯ Ì ÈÓ Ú Ù Æ Ô „ ‚  Ì Á ÏÈ ‰ Ï Ì ‰È ÏÚ ˘ Â Ô Ú  Î ı ¯ ‡· ‰ È È‰ ˙ ˘ ˙ Â È ÏÈ Ï˘ ‰
‡Ï‡ ÈÊÈÙ‰ ÁÎ· ÚÈÙÂÓ ˜¯ ‡Ï „Â‚È‰ ÆÏ‡¯˘È È·Ï ÌÈ¯Ó ÌÈ·ÈÂ‡ ÂÈ‰ ÌÈ˙˘ÈÏÙ‰˘
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ÌÚÂ Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ ˙˘Â„˜ ÔÈ·˘ ÈÁÂ¯‰ „Â‚È· ¨˙ÈÁË˘ ‡Ï‰ ‰Ó¯· ‰Ï‚˙Ó Ì‚ ‡Â‰
Æ˙ÂÈ¯Ú· Â¯Â˜Ó˘
¨Ï‡¯˘È ı¯‡ ¨Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚÏ „Â‚È ÌÈÂÂ‰Ó Ì‰˘ ¯ÓÂÏ ¯˘Ù‡ ÌÈÓÚ ‰˘ÂÏ˘ ÏÚ
„Â¯Ó˘ ÂÓÎ ˙ÈÓÂ‡Ï‰ ˙Â‡ÓˆÚ‰ ˙‡ Ì‰Ó Á˜ÏÂ Ï‡¯˘È ÏÚ ÍÏÓ Ï·· ÆÏ‡¯˘È ˙¯Â˙Â
„Â‚È‰ ‡Â‰ ÔÚÎ Æ‰ÓÂ‡Î Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ Ï˘ ·È¯È‰ ‡Â‰ Ï·· ÆÂ˙ÂÚ˘¯· ÌÏÂÚ‰ ÏÚ ÍÏÓ
˙‡ Ì‰Ó ˘Â·ÎÏ ÌÈÎÈ¯ˆ ÂÈ‰ Ï‡¯˘È È· ÆÌ˘ Â¯‚ ÌÈÚÎ‰ ÆÏ‡¯˘È ı¯‡ ÈÓÂÁ˙·
Ì‰È˙ÂÈÂÎÊ „Â·È‡Ï ÂÓ¯‚˘ ¨Ï‡¯˘È È· È‡ËÁÏ ÂÓ¯‚ „ÈÓ˙ ÌÈÚÎ‰ ÈÁÂ¯ ÔÙÂ‡· Æı¯‡‰
ÔÂ¯‡ ˙‡ Â·‚ ÂÏÈÙ‡ Ì‰ Æ‰˘Â„˜‰ ‰¯Â˙‰ Ï˘ ËÏÁÂÓ‰ „Â‚È‰ Ì‰ ÌÈ˙˘ÈÏÙ‰ Æı¯‡Ï
ÆÌÓˆÚ ˙ÂÁÂÏ‰ È¯·˘ ÂÈ‰ Â·˘ ß‰ ˙È¯·
Ï˘ Â„È˙Ú ÏÚ ˙Â¯‰Ê‡Â Ú„È Ï˘ ˙Â¯ˆÂ‡ ÂÏ ˙ÊÓ¯Ó ‰¯Â˙‰˘ ‰Ê ÏÎÓ ÌÈ„ÓÂÏ
¯ÙÒ Ï˘ È¯È˘Ú‰ ˜¯Ù· È¯‰˘ ¨‰¯Â˙‰ ˜ÓÂÚ ˙‡ ÍÈ¯Ú‰ÏÂ ÔÈ·‰Ï ÂÈÏÚ ÆÏ‡¯˘È ÌÚ
ÆÌÈ˘ ÈÙÏ‡ È¯Á‡ Ï‡¯˘È ÌÚ Ï˘ ÌÙÂÒ· ‰È‰È ‰Ó ˙„ÓÏÓ ¯·Î ‡È‰ ˙È˘‡¯·
Â‰˘Ó· ¯·Â„Ó ‰Ù Ï·‡ ¢Æ‰¯Â˙· ¯ÁÂ‡ÓÂ Ì„˜ÂÓ ÔÈ‡¢˘ ÏÏÎ‰ ÌÚ ÌÈÎÒÓ ÂÈ‡ ÏÏÎ Í¯„· Ô¢·Ó¯‰ ¨ÚÂ„ÈÎ ±
¯„Ò ˙‡ ‰˘Ó ‰¯Â˙‰ ¨„Á‡ ÔÈÚ·˘ ¨˙¯ÓÂ‡ ˙‡Ê ¢Æ‰˘¯Ù· ¯ÁÂ‡ÓÂ Ì„˜ÂÓ ÔÈ‡¢ ‡Â‰ ÏÏÎ‰ Ô‡Î˘ ¨¯Á‡
ÛÂÒ˘ ˙Â¯ÓÏ ¯Á‡ ¯ÂÙÒ ‰ÏÈÁ˙Ó˘ ÈÙÏ „Á‡ ÔÈÈÚ ˙ÓÈÈÒÓ ‡È‰ Æ¯Á‡ ¯„Ò ˙¯ÈˆÈ Ì˘Ï ˙Â„·ÂÚ‰ ˙ÚÙÂ‰
˙È·Ó ˘È‡ ÍÏÈÂ¢ ‰¢„ Ô¢·Ó¯Â ¨‡∫· ¨˙ÂÓ˘ ‰Ó‚Â„Ï ‰‡¯ ÆÈ˘‰ ¯ÂÙÒ‰ È¯Á‡ Â‡ Í˘Ó· ‰¯˜ ÔÂ˘‡¯‰ ÔÈÈÚ‰
¯ÈÎ‰Ï È„Î ÆÁ ßÒÙ ÏÚ Â˘Â¯Ù ÛÂÒ ¨‰ ßÒÙ ˜¢„¯ ÔÈÈÚ Æ¢‰˘¯Ù· ¯ÁÂ‡ÓÂ Ì„˜ÂÓ ÔÈ‡¢ Ô¢·Ó¯‰ Ì˘ ·˙ÂÎ Æ¢ÈÂÏ
Ì˘ È· ‰Ï‡ ‰Ê ¯Á‡ ·˙Î˘ ‰ÓÂ¢ ‰¢Ó· ¢Ì„˜Ó ÌÚÒ·¢ ‰¢„ ¨·∫‡È ˜¯Ù È¢˘¯ ÏÚ Ì¢‡¯ ßÚ È¢˘¯ ˙ËÈ˘ ˙‡
Ì‰È˘Â¯Ù· ÌÈÏ„·‰· ÔÂÈÚÏ Æ·∫‡È Ô¢·Ó¯ ÔÈÈÚ Æ¢ÆÆÆ‰‚ÏÙ‰ È¯Á‡ Â„¯Ù Ì˘ ˙ÂÁÙ˘Ó ‰Ï‡ Â˘Â¯ÙÆÆÆ Ì˙ÂÁÙ˘ÓÏ
Ì˘ È¢˘¯ ÏÚ ‰¯Â‡‰ ˘Â·ÏÂ Ì¢‡¯ ¨‰‚ÏÙ‰ ¯Á‡ ¯·ÂÒ˘ Ì˘ ˜¢„¯· ¨¢ÈÚÎ‰ ˙ÁÙ˘Ó ÂˆÙ ¯Á‡Â¢ ¨ÁÈ ßÒÙ ß¯
ÏÎ ˙‡ÏÓ˙Â ˙Â·¯ ˙ÂÁÙ˘Ó Ì‰Ó Â„ÏÂ ‡Ï‡ ‰Ó„‡· ÂˆÙ ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˙ÂÂÎ ÔÈ‡˘ È¢˘¯ ˙ÂÂÎ˘ ÌÈ¯È·ÒÓ˘
ÈÙÏ Ì˘ Â·˘È˘ ¯·ÂÒ˘ ¨·∫‡È È¢˘¯ ÔÈÈÚ Æ¢‰¯ÙÒ ‰Î‡· ‡˘ÓÓ Ì·˘Ó È‰ÈÂ¢ Ï ßÒÙ Ì‚ ÔÈÈÚ ÆÌ‰Ó ı¯‡‰
ÆÔ¢·Ó¯ ˙Ú„ ÌÚ ÌÈÎÒÓ˘ ˜¢„¯Â ¨ÂÈÏÚ ˜ÏÂÁ˘ ·∫‡È Ô¢·Ó¯Â ¨Ï·· Ï„‚Ó
‡Ï ‡Â‰˘ ÌÂ˘Ó ÈÏÂ‡ ¨‰ÓÈ˘¯· ÏÂÏÎ ÂÈ‡ „Â¯Ó ¨¥≥ ßÓÚ ‡¯˜Ó ˙Ú„ ÒÏË‡· ÆÁ È· ‡ÏÏ ˙ÂÓ˘ ∑± ˘È ≤
Æ˘ÂÎ È· ˙ÓÈ˘¯· ÏÏÎ
È¢˘¯Â Á∫·Ï ¨ÌÈ¯·„ ßÚ Æ‰‚ÏÙ‰ ˙‡ ¯‡˙Ó ‰¯Â‡ÎÏ˘ ÂÈÊ‡‰· ˜ÂÒÙ‰ ˙‡ Ô˘Â¯ÈÙ· ˙ÂÈ·˜ÈÚ ˙ÂËÈ˘‰ È˙˘ ≥
ÆÌ˘ ˘¯È‰ ·¯Â
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