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“The Ten”:  
A Chiastic Reframing of The Ten Statements

karyn goldberger

1. As the fifth commandment is “Honouring parents,” an alternate categorization might be: the laws between 
a human and his or her creators.

Ten seems like a very reasonable number for humankind. After all, we are created as 
creatures of base 10. Ten fingers. Ten toes. The metric system is founded on this decidedly 
functional number. Furthermore, our matrix of time is measured in decades, centuries 
and millennia – all base 10. So, it only makes sense that our theological system would have 
a similar infrastructure: The Ten Commandments. But do we ever question the contents 
of that base?

In this treatise we will do just that. After analyzing the overall structure of the statements, 
we will then explore one possible framework for understanding why these specific ten were 
included and how a particular organizational scheme supports and enhances their selection 
as representative examples of the foundational principles of Judaism.

I invite you to ponder the following questions: Why these definitive ten? Are there laws 
within the Ten Commandments that are less consequential than others? Does swearing 
falsely claim equal weight with murder? Coveting with keeping Shabbat? Moreover, are all the 
major categories of laws encompassed within these ten? What about the laws of Korbanot? 
Family Purity? Kashrut? If you were given a tabula rasa and tasked with identifying the laws 
that encapsulate the fundamental principles of Judaism, which ten would you choose?

How then can we make sense of the laws that have been included? Classically, the primary 
understanding derives from the structure within the framework of the two tablets: the 
five commandments on the first tablet represent those laws between a human and G-d. 1 
Concomitantly, the laws of the second tablet expound those laws conferred to arbitrate 
among humans: foundational laws of society, if you will. 

KARYN GOLDBERGER, a former teacher at Netivot HaTorah, made Aliyah with her family in 2005.  Karyn 
enjoys learning Torah and giving shiurim, caring for her grandchildren and volunteering for the army.  She 
recently returned to school to complete a Masters in Tanach at Bar Ilan University. When travelling, she tries 
to give a shiur in whatever locale she finds herself.



Hakhmei Lev

169

Judaism, then, includes an elemental framework for both our connection with our Creator 
and our relationships among ourselves. We are still, however, no closer to uncovering why 
(or even “if”) these specific ten are the representative archetypes of all other laws. In order 
to determine whether this assertion is true, we need to delve into the text itself to uncover 
its profound meaning.

It has long been acknowledged that the Ten Commandments are not, in actuality, ten, 
nor are they all commandments. Some scholars have the count up to thirteen (or more). 2 
However, the Torah itself lets us know that its intention is that there be “ten”. 

ָבִרים.   ֶרת ַהּדְ ִרית ֲעׂשֶ ְבֵרי ַהּבְ ֹחת ֵאת ּדִ ְכּתֹב ַעל־ַהּלֻ ִעים יֹום... ַוּיִ ם ִעם־ה׳ ַאְרּבָ ַוְיִהי־ׁשָ
And he was there with Hashem forty days ... and he wrote down on the tablets the terms of the 
covenant, the Ten Commandments. 4

Despite the textual terminology of ָבִרים ֶרת ַהּדְ  they are commonly referred ,(the ten items) ֲעשֶׂ
to as עשרת הדברות (the Ten Statements), likely stemming from the word ְבֵרי  located towards ,ּדִ
the ending of the verse. In either case, the more accurate English nomenclature would be 
the “Ten Statements,” rather than the “Ten Commandments”.

Now looking at the statements themselves, it can be asserted that the first proclamation 
serves as the authority upon which all the others rest.

ית ֲעָבִדים.  ר הֹוֵצאִתיָך ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַרִים ִמּבֵ ָאֹנִכי ה׳ ֱא׳-ָך ֲאׁשֶ
I, Hashem, your G-d, brought you out of the land of Egypt, the house of bondage. 5

This is the stance of Abarbanel, who claims that it is not, in and of itself, a command-
ment. 6 Nevertheless, in a subsequent discussion, he outlines at length various opinions of 
the biblical exegetes as to whether this statement is indeed a commandment mandating 
the belief in a Divine Being. 7 Their debate focuses upon the question of whether such belief 
can be prescribed. For those who assert that it cannot be, the composition of the verse itself 
buttresses their argument, as it does not convey an imperative. As Abarbanel asserts in his 
linguistic analysis of the text, it consists of only a simple statement.

With this understanding as a background, we find that, with the first word of the state-
ment, I – ָאֹנִכי, G-d introduces Himself. Further, He invites relationship with a subsequent 
word, YOUR G-d, ֱא׳-ָך. But we, His subjects, must immediately understand the dimensions 
of that relationship. It is decidedly unequal. Hence, G-d is quick to elaborate upon this 
disparity in our standings, chronicling His role as our saviour in the Exodus from Egypt.

פירוש התורה, תשנ״ז: 05  ( הדב׳ המת׳: השאלה הא׳ במספר הדברות).  .2
3. Exodus 34:28.
4. JPS, 1999: 190. (In order to maintain consistency, all translations are according to the JPS, despite, in my opin-

ion, ָבִרים .(”being mistranslated here as “Commandments ּדְ
5. Exodus 20:2, JPS 1999:155.

פירוש התורה, תשנ״ז: 07  ( הדב׳ המת׳: השאלה ה ז׳ בדבור אנכי).  .6
פירוש התורה, תשנ״ז: 16 –19  ( הדב׳ המת׳: ואמנם).  .7
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There are two major ramifications to G-d’s redemptive act. And each is alluded to within 
the text itself. A literary analysis of the first verse would have us ask: Why is there a double 
language for ית ֲעָבִדים  Would ?(out of the land of Egypt, the house of bondage) ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַרִים ִמּבֵ
it not have been sufficient to simply state one or the other? Perhaps, with this seeming 
duplication, the Torah wanted to convey to us two aspects of our salvation. The first is that 
we are eternally in G-d’s debt for the physical aspect of our redemption, as exemplified by 
the words: ר הֹוֵצאִתיָך ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַרִים  But it is not .(that He took you out from the land of Egypt) ֲאׁשֶ
simply gratitude for our physical redemption which necessitates the following of His laws. 
For, if so, then one might think that when that gratitude wanes, we are no longer obligated 
in them. Therefore, a second description of Hashem’s hand in our exodus from Egypt was 
necessary. He took us out from the house of bondage, ית ֲעָבִדים  We were once the servants .ִמּבֵ
of Pharoah, but now we serve a Higher Master. 8 In Egypt we were trained to obey. Thus, as 
free people, we could transition easily into our higher destiny, with Hashem as our new 
Commander. And, as such, with this double authority, G-d sets forth a synopsis of our duties.

Having addressed the issue of the unique nature of the first Statement, I’d like to suggest 
an alternate understanding of the classic, two-tableted paradigm that has become the norm 
in our mind’s eye. Certainly the textual references to ֵני־ֻלֹחת  confirm that there were two ׁשְ
tablets. 9 However, regarding the nature and content of those: nowhere in the Torah itself 
was it delineated which statement was on which tablet. 10 In fact, the Gemara suggests the 
words were hewn into precious stones through to the other side. 11 If so, it might make sense 
if a number of the first five more “wordy” statements were moved to the second tablet, in 
order to lighten that latter one and balance the relative weight between them. Thus, due to 
the lack of textual clarity regarding this issue, one can postulate that the original physical 
design and relative composition of each of the tablets may only be of minor, if any, relevance. 
Thus, we might consider the possibility that it was left an open question intentionally. In 
this way, a reader is free to conjecture about its structure, and create meaning through the 
combining of content with form.

To that end, I propose that we consider a literary pattern that is commonly found in the 
Bible: a chiasm. As a brief overview of this concept, we note that this format is named for 
the Greek letter, chi, which is pronounced “KAI” and is formed roughly like the letter X. 
A chiastic structure can be envisioned as a “folding over”. As with the letter X, if we fold 
it along either its horizontal or vertical axis, we will have an exact mirror image. 12 Thus, 
applying this model to any given text, we would see that the outermost verses (i.e., the 
first and last) have a common element, as do the second and the second to last, and so 

מקראות גדולות הכתר, תשע״ב: 171 (רמב״ן, הדב׳ המת׳: וטעם מבית עבדים).  .8
9. Ex. 31:18, Ex. 34:1, Dev. 9:11, Dev. 9:15.
10. Bamidbar Rabba 14:10, however, does claim there were five on each tablet.
11. Talmud Bavli (TB): Nedarim 38a, TB: Shabbat 104a.
12. Another way to conceptualize this, for those visual learners among us, is by imagining a textual 

Rorschach diagram. 
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on until the middle is reached. These common elements can be either similar wording or 
complementary content and themes. For the connection to be compelling, it is best that 
these linkages be substantive and not superficial. Insofar as the middle is located at the 
intersection point or pivot, it is literally “the crux of the matter”. In other words: it is the 
most important point that the text is trying to convey. Therefore, it will be “weightier” than 
all the sub-points that led up to it.

As with all paired elements in a chiasm, the center element will also consist of a matched 
pair. However, there is a corollary pattern that can be discerned within some texts, in 
which one notes similar pairing along the axes as those found in a chiasm. However, within 
these models, the middle contains only a single element, rather than a matched pair. This 
pattern is called a “concentric structure” and is often subsumed under the broader category 
of “chiasm”. 13 

With this structure in mind, let us now look at the Ten Statements. If we remove the 
first distinctive statement which has already been examined, and hold it in reserve for its 
later integration, we note that a “concentric structure” would have the following pairs of 
statements: 2 and 10, 3 and 9, 4 and 8, 5 and 7, and 6 would stand alone at the apex. 14

Working from the outer edges inwards, we begin by examining Statements 2 and 10. As it 
is less complex, let us begin with number 10. In this statement, G-d adjures us not to covet. 
In our examination of the wording, I would like to play a little game. I call it Dayeinu. Like 
the song from the Haggadah. As we read, we ask: Where COULD the verse have stopped and it 
would have been enough for us to recognize its message? At this point, we must appreciate 
that all else that follows must be there to add additional information. Let us look then at 
the tenth statement:

ר ְלֵרֶעך. ת ֵרֶעָך ְוַעְבּדֹו ַוֲאָמתֹו ְוׁשֹורֹו ַוֲחמֹרֹו ְוֹכל ֲאׁשֶ ית ֵרֶעָך לֹא־ַתְחמֹד ֵאׁשֶ לֹא ַתְחמֹד ּבֵ
You shall not covet your neighbour’s house: you shall not covet your neighbour’s wife, or his male 
or female slave, or his ox or his donkey, or anything that is your neighbour’s. 15

Surely the text could have stated its purpose with the circumscribed statement of: לֹא 
ית ֵרֶעָך  In its brevity, this concise version would have fit perfectly with the previous .ַתְחמֹד ּבֵ
four statements. As, with those, the details of exactly what killing or stealing means is left 
to further examination and interpretation. So too, the text could have left open for further 
elucidation the parameters of just what “coveting” entails. Nevertheless, these superfluous 
additional clauses are enumerated. Why? Because coveting is not about the item itself – 
oftentimes that item could simply be purchased in a store. Rather, it is about the person 
currently possessing it. Your neighbour. And if you want one of his or her possessions, you 
will likely come to want others as well. This is the essence and nature of this kind of jealousy. 
And so, the Torah goes on to list numerous items, alluding to this plunge into obsessive 

13. Bar-Efrat, 1980: 170.
14. See Appendix 1: Chiastic Structure of The Ten Statements.
15. Exodus 20:14, JPS, 1999:156.
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thought. But, at this point, that is all it is: thought. A process that occurs internally, with 
no requirement for external action.

So now let us see if there is a substantive connection between this prohibition and State-
ment Two – the injunction to have “No other gods before Me”. On the surface, we find a 
possible link through the idea that G-d too can be “jealous”: (א  But this simply could .(ֵא׳ ַקּנָ
not be so! It is true that we are called upon to be like G-d in our ways: 

מה הוא חנון ורחום אף אתה היה חנון ורחום.
Just as He is compassionate and merciful, so too should you be compassionate and merciful. 16

However, this mandate to fulfil the precept of Imitatio Dei certainly would not extend to 
being jealous, as previously noted in our discussion of the tenth Statement. Although, this 
conceptual similarity might serve to pique our curiosity, and prompt us to think about a 
possible linkage of the two statements, once we interpret the underlying premise of each, 
we find the ideas to be antithetical to each other. Therefore, we must continue our search 
for connectivity.

If we analyze the content of the second Statement, we might summarize the first few of 
its component parts as: “I am your G-d” (from Statement One), and “Don’t look elsewhere”. 
Those other gods do not belong to you. Thus, in its message, is this not the essence of the 
prohibition in the last command? Those items are not yours; do not seek to possess them. 
Therefore, both Statements 2 and 10 contain a virtually identical command: Do not seek 
elsewhere what is not yours. But it goes beyond that. If we return to our Dayeinu method-
ology, and we review the terminology used in this second Statement, we see something 
interesting. Just like in the tenth Statement, the text here goes beyond the outlining of 
the principle to delineate the particulars. You may not “have” these gods – the basic tenet. 
But then the text expounds upon the details: you may not make them; you may not bow 
to them, nor may you worship them. But it does not end there. Although, according to 
our Dayeinu logic, it rightly could have. Instead, the text continues in two parts. It speaks 
of those that keep the laws and those who do not. Each will be rewarded or punished as 
necessary. And if it were only this addition, we could accept the logic of it. Dayeinu. After 
all, since this is the first “real” command, G-d has added an additional piece of information 
that he wants us to know: that He is watching our behaviour and there are consequences 
to said behaviour – whether positive or negative. This seems eminently reasonable at the 
outset of the transmission of laws to His people. But then there is an additional element. 
One that is wholly unnecessary. We find the polar ideas of שנאה and אהבה (Hate and Love) 
occurring in the final portion of this statement:

ה ֶחֶסד ַלֲאָלִפים ְלֹאֲהַבי ּוְלׁשְֹמֵרי  ִעים ְלשְֹׂנָאי:... ְוֹעשֶׂ ים ְוַעל־ִרּבֵ ׁשִ ּלֵ ִנים ַעל־ׁשִ ּפֵֹקד ֲעוֺן ָאֹבת ַעל־ּבָ
ִמְצוָֺתי.

16. TB: Shabbat 133b.
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...Visiting the guilt of the parents upon the children, upon the third and upon the fourth generations 
of those who reject Me, but showing kindness to the thousandth generation of those who love Me 
and keep My commandments. 17

In a treatise about “law,” you would not expect such language. It is doubtful that these 
terms will be found in any secular lawbook, since these are internal processes. As thoughts 
and feelings cannot be measured, or even observed, they are not considered “actionable” 
within the framework of a court. Nevertheless, the Torah in this case seems to regard them 
as the matrix upon which parents pass on values to their children, and hence, are worthy 
of note within the context of Torah Law. 

Thus, for both Statements Two and Ten, we see an emphasis on thoughts and feelings. 
It is clear that the Torah understands that these internal processes, although not manifest 
as action, are the foundation upon which good behaviour rests. Therefore, if we wanted to 
give this pair a title, it might well be: Thoughts Matter.

Turning now to the pair of Statement Three, taking G-d’s name in vain, and Statement 
Nine, swearing falsely, we see that the link “speaks” for itself. 18 Examining this pair for 
content, we see that each involves speech. In the third Statement, one is obligated not to 
speak G-d’s name in vain. And in the ninth Statement, a person is commanded not to be a 
false witness against another person. Obviously, this occurs through speech in a court of 
law. Therefore, our title for this pair will surely be: Speech Matters.

So what of our next pair? For these we will need to recall that it is an element of classical 
Jewish thought that there are three spheres of operation in this world: thought, speech, 
and, of course, action. 19 So, we can predict that our next pair will follow this pattern. Let 
us see if it is so. Statement Four concerns Shabbat and Statement Eight is the prohibition 
regarding stealing. If we contemplate each for a moment, placing them within the frame-
work of “between Human and G-d” laws and “between Human and Human” laws, we find 
that each is very much the archetypal law within its respective category. Beginning with 
the concept of stealing, it is clear that respecting another’s property is the cornerstone of 
civil society. It is a concrete and emblematic expression of the demarcation of the rights 
and responsibilities of individuals within a community. 

But what of Shabbat? Is that the law within the category of “between human and G-d” 
that best exemplifies the concept of action? What of those other broad categories that were 
mentioned at the outset of this essay: korbanot, family purity and kashrut? Let us consider 
each of these, beginning with the laws of korbanot – which were certainly activity based! 
Even though the Torah devotes a large amount of text space to the laws of korbanot, they 
simply do not fit the criterion, as they are no longer pertinent in our day, and hence, would 
not be appropriate for inclusion in the Ten Statements as a foundational law. But, what of 

17. Exodus 20: 5–6, JPS 1999:155.
18. Pun intended.
19. Sack, (2003): 221 (See also Ibn Ezra on Exodus 20:2 ד״ה: א״כ יוכל המשכיל).
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Family Purity Laws? These are certainly relevant today. Moreover, they are widely applicable, 
and have been so throughout the ages. However, I would posit two reasons why they are not 
the ideal representative for this “action” law. First, they are relegated to the private sphere. 
And second, not all individuals participate in this mitzvah, as it pertains only to married 
couples. Kashrut, however, would seem a viable option as the ideal exemplar of an action 
law, as it is certainly relevant to all individuals. Moreover, broadly considered, its laws are 
chukim – laws without readily understandable reasons. Thus, on one level, a chok might be 
ideally suited to this category, as it exemplifies our total devotion to acting according to 
G-d’s dictates, even when the reasoning behind that action is not readily apparent. This, 
then, might position the laws of keeping Kosher on equal footing with the laws of Shabbat. 
However, if we were to dig a little deeper and we were to find that the reasoning behind the 
laws of either Shabbat or Kashrut would have an inherent connection to the prohibition of 
stealing, then that law might take precedence for inclusion in the Ten Statements.

To that end, let us consider the Kiddush for Shabbat, which is, after all, at its essence, a 
statement of the raison d’etre for the day. A major theme within the text is that the Sabbath 
is a “Remembrance of the Matters of Creation,” ית ה ְבֵראׁשִ רון ְלַמֲעשֵׂ  Inasmuch as these events .ִזּכָ
recall G-d’s creation of all creatures, and all physical matter within the world, it follows that 
all matter belongs to Him. And, as such, one must, ipso facto, recognize that what belongs 
to each individual is a direct gift from G-d.

Accordingly, the admonition not to steal, has, as its complement, on the other side of the 
chiastic framework, the mandate to keep the Sabbath – a remembrance of Creation. This 
unique connection between the injunction not to steal and keeping the Sabbath is not found 
between the law prohibiting stealing and the laws of Kashrut. Therefore, we see that the 
appropriate counterbalance to the prohibition against stealing can only be the laws of the 
Sabbath. And, as noted at the outset of the discussion regarding this pair, the heading that 
follows would naturally be: Actions Matter.

Advancing to the next pair, we find the commonality, as in the second set of laws, to be 
easily discernible. The fifth and seventh Statements both center around important relation-
ships in our lives. The first is with those who created you – your parents. It is incumbent 
upon you to show them the respect they deserve. And, parallel to these individuals, is your 
spouse. To this person you must have a dedicated and exclusive relationship. It is not a 
difficult task then, to label this pair: Relationships Matter.

And so, what of our final, stand-alone commandment: Do not Murder? It is apparent that 
there can be no categorization of this injunction other than: Life Matters. It is of note that this 
law stands at the pinnacle of the chiastic pyramid. Alone. For, murder could have no pair, 
as there is no action more heinous, nor more far-reaching in its consequences. Moreover, 
it straddles both categories: It is a law both between a human and his fellow and between 
G-d and His subject. It is certainly a transgression against another human if you take a life. 
However, in a very fundamental way, it is also an offense against G-d. For the transgressor 
is denying both G-d as Creator who has dominion over all, and G-d as the active participant 
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in the affairs of humankind who has the ability to reward and punish. Both the transcend-
ent and the immanent aspects of the Deity are denied by one who commits murder. Thus, 
a very real parallel is set up between the first and the sixth Statements. In essence, if you 
deny the right to existence of another human, what you are concomitantly denying is the 
existence and power of the Creator.

In conclusion, our overlay of a chiastic structure upon the Ten Statements has allowed 
us to see a descending pyramidal hierarchy of importance among the elements: Life, Rela-
tionship, Action, Speech and Thought. 20 In the final analysis, then, it can be asserted that 
these Ten Statements have been skillfully crafted to be representative examples of the 
foundational principles upon which Judaism stands. Proper thought and correct speech, 
righteous actions and praiseworthy relationships. All are integral to the functioning of an 
ideal society within the framework of Judaism. However, above all stands the supreme value 
of life as the ultimate gift bestowed upon each individual by an omniscient, omnipotent G-d 
who is invested in the wellbeing of His creations and who guides us in proper behaviour 
through the dictates of His Torah.

20. See Appendix 2.
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Appendix 1A: Chiastic Structure of the Ten Statements (Hebrew) 
ית ֲעָבִדים. ר הֹוֵצאִתיָך ֵמֶאֶרץ ִמְצַרִים ִמּבֵ 1. ָאֹנִכי ה׳ ֱא׳-ָך ֲאׁשֶ

ָאֶרץ  ר ָבּ ַעל ַוֲאֶשׁ ַמִים ִמַמּ ָשּׁ ר ַבּ מּוָנה ֲאֶשׁ ָני, לֹא ַתֲעֶשׂה ְלָך ֶפֶסל ְוָכל ְתּ 2.  לֹא ִיְהֶיה ְלָך ֱאלִֹהים ֲאֵחִרים ַעל ָפּ
ֵקד ֲעֹון  א, ֹפּ י ָאֹנִכי ה' ֱאלֶֹקיָך ֵא-ל ַקָנּ ֲחֶוה ָלהם ְולֹא ָתָעְבֵדם, ִכּ ַתּ ַחת ָלָאֶרץ. לֹא ִתְשׁ ִים ִמַתּ ַמּ ר ַבּ ַחת ַוֲאֶשׁ ִמָתּ

ְמֵרי ִמְצֹוָתי. ִעים ְלשְׂנָאי, ְוֹעֶשׂה ֶחֶסד ַלֲאָלִפים ְלֹאֲהַבי ּוְלשֹׁ ים ְוַעל ִרֵבּ ִשׁ ֵלּ ִנים ַעל ִשׁ ָאֹבת ַעל ָבּ

ְוא. מֹו ַלָשּׁ ׂא ֶאת ְשׁ ר ִיָשּ ה ה' ֵאת ֲאֶשׁ י לֹא ְיַנֶקּ ְוא, ִכּ ם ה' ֱאלֶֹקיָך ַלָשּׁ ׂא ֶאת ֵשׁ 3. לֹא ִתָשּ

ת ַלה' ֱאלֶֹקיָך. לֹא ַתֲעֶשׂה  ָבּ ִביִעי ַשׁ ָך, ְויֹום ַהְשּׁ ל ְמַלאְכֶתּ ֲעֹבד ְוָעִשׂיָת ָכּ ת ָיִמים ַתּ ֶשׁ ׁשֹו. ֵשׁ ת ְלַקְדּ ָבּ 4.  ָזכֹור ֶאת יֹום ַהַשּׁ
ַמִים ְוֶאת  ת ָיִמים ָעָשׂה ה' ֶאת ַהָשּׁ ֶשׁ י ֵשׁ ָעֶריָך. ִכּ ְשׁ ר ִבּ ָך ְוֵגְרָך ֲאֶשׁ ָך ַוֲאָמְתָך ּוְבֶהְמֶתּ ָך ַעְבְדּ ה ּוִבְנָך ּוִבֶתּ ָכל ְמָלאָכה ַאָתּ

הּו. ֵשׁ ת ַוְיַקְדּ ָבּ ַרְך ה' ֶאת יֹום ַהַשּׁ ן ֵבּ ִביִעי, ַעל ֵכּ ּיֹום ַהְשּׁ ַנח ַבּ ם, ַוָיּ ר ָבּ ל ֲאֶשׁ ָהָאֶרץ, ֶאת ַהָיּם ְוֶאת ָכּ

ר ה' ֱאלֶֹקיָך ֹנֵתן ָלְך. ָך ְלַמַען ַיֲאִרכּון ָיֶמיָך ַעל ָהֲאָדָמה ֲאֶשׁ ד ֶאת ָאִביָך ְוֶאת ִאֶמּ ֵבּ 5. ַכּ

6. לֹא ִתְרַצח. 

7. לֹא ִתְנָאף. 

8. לֹא ִתְגֹנב. 

ֶקר.  9. לֹא ַתֲעֶנה ְבֵרֲעָך ֵעד ָשׁ

ר ְלֵרֶעָך. ת ֵרֶעָך ְוַעְבּדֹו ַוֲאָמתֹו ְוׁשֹורֹו ַוֲחֹמרֹו ְוֹכל ֲאֶשׁ ית ֵרֶעָך. לֹא ַתְחֹמד ֵאֶשׁ 10. לֹא ַתְחֹמד ֵבּ

Appendix 1B: Chiastic Structure of the Ten Statements (English)
1. I the LORD am your God who brought you out of the land of Egypt, the house of bondage.

2.  You shall have no other gods besides Me. You shall not make for yourself a sculptured image, or any likeness 
of what is in the heavens above, or on the earth below or in the waters under the earth. You shall not go 
down to them or serve them. For I the LORD your God and an impassioned God, visiting the guilt of the 
parents upon the children, upon the third and upon the fourth generations of those who reject Me, but 
showing kindness to the thousandth generation of those who love Me and keep My commitments.

3.  You shall not swear falsely by the name of the LORD your God; for the LORD will not dear one who swears falsely by His name.

4.  Remember the sabbath day and keep it holy. Six days you shall labour and do all your work,  
but the seventh day is a sabbath of the LORD your God — you shall not do any work — you,  
your son or daughter, your male or female slave, or your cattle, or the stranger who is within  
your settlements. For in six days the LORD made heaven and earth and sea, and all that is in  
them, and He rested on the seventh day; therefore the LORD blessed the sabbath day and  
hallowed it.

5.  Honour your father and your mother, that you may long endure on 
the land that the LORD your God is assigning to you.

6. You shall not murder.

7. You shall not commit adultery. 

8. You shall not steal. 

9. You shall not bear false witness against your neighbour.

10.  You shall not covet your neighbour’s house; you shall not covet your neighbour’s wife, or 
his male or female slave, or his ox or his ass, or anything that is your neighbour’s.
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Appendix 2: Pyramidal Structure of the Ten Statements


	Hak1-6-torah_lishma_168
	Hak1-6-torah_lishma_169
	Hak1-6-torah_lishma_170
	Hak1-6-torah_lishma_171
	Hak1-6-torah_lishma_172
	Hak1-6-torah_lishma_173
	Hak1-6-torah_lishma_174
	Hak1-6-torah_lishma_175
	Hak1-6-torah_lishma_176
	Hak1-6-torah_lishma_177

