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Editors’ Foreword

Once again, Our Hakhmei Lev Torah journal has gathered a diverse collection of essays 
from community Rabbaim and BAYT members, covering subject matter from Tanakh to 
halakhah, Torah Li-Shmah, Jewish history, Mahshavah and, of course, Pesah. In this volume, 
Hakhmei Lev debuts a section of essays b’Ivrit.

Hakhmei Lev – wise-hearted, is the language with which G-d, Himself, describes those 
who made the bigdei kehunah – the priestly garments for the Mishkan. As Rabbi Korobkin 
pointed out in his Foreword to the first volume of this journal, this group of contributors 
needed to rely on their own intuition and creativity, to a greater degree than that required 
for the rest of the Mishkan-building, in order to fulfill G-d’s command.

Our BAYT is replete with wise-hearted members, who bring their talent, passion, crea-
tivity and dedication to any number of critical shul roles, mostly as volunteers. Some lend 
their professional skills and others bring their natural abilities. But all, like the hakhmei lev 
of the Mishkan, bring their desire to serve our community and G-d.

The breadth and depth of content in this journal reflects the talent within our BAYT 
family. For this fourth volume of Hakhmei Lev, some new authors have come forward to 
join authors who have contributed to previous volumes as well. We know that we have only 
scratched the surface of our talent pool. Please consider sharing your skills, natural talent, 
and wise heart, by contributing to future volumes of Hakhmei Lev.

We wish you and your families a hag kasher v’sameah!

The Editors
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Publisher’s Preface

Pesah is the time when we reflect upon the quite humble and unremarkable origins of 
our people. We were a slave class in ancient Egypt, and, as the Hagaddah clearly states, had 
G-d not miraculously redeemed us, then “we, our children, and our children’s children, would 
still be slaves to Pharaoh in Egypt.” This humbling statement helps keep us in check when 
we are brimming with pride – perhaps overly so – because of our being the Chosen People. 
We were chosen, but not because there was anything particularly remarkable within us that 
made us deserving of being “chosen.” The danger of this reminder is that when one leans too 
far in the direction of thinking that they are unremarkable, it becomes very difficult to be 
an inventor and an innovator. What can I possibly contribute if there’s nothing special about 
me? The Elon Musks and Steve Jobs of the world are remarkable, but what can I do? That 
is why our Sages teach us (in Mishnah Pesahim 10:4) that we must begin the Hagaddah 
story with humility, but finish it with a sense of pride (“mathil b’genut umesayem b’shevah”). 
We finish the Maggid section with a recital of Hallel and additional songs. This represents 
that although we didn’t always have a voice of our own, we’ve managed to join together 
with Hashem and co-create the great song of our salvation and formation as a great people.

This same dichotomy of humility vs. pride exists when studying Torah. On the one hand, 
our Sages teach us (TY Pe’ah 2:4):

Every word of scripture, Mishnah, Talmud, and Agaddah, and even that which a distinguished 
disciple will innovate before his teacher, all these were already revealed to Moshe at Mount Sinai.

The Talmud bases its claim on the words of King Solomon in Kohelet, who stated repeat-
edly that there is “nothing new under the sun,” and that even those things which seem to 
be new, “have already been in existence for all eternity” (Eccl. 1:10).

It might be depressing to hear that no matter how much I feel an idea of mine is innov-
ative and truly creative, it’s really nothing new, since Moshe had known of it.

Yet our Sages seem to contradict themselves. They also state that “it is impossible to find 
a Beit Midrash without innovation (Heb. hiddush)” (TB Hagigah 3a). In one dramatic episode 
(TB Hullin 6b-7a), Rebbi Yehuda HaNasi gave an innovative p’sak halakhah (legal ruling) that 
at first glance was shocking to his colleagues. They challenged him: How can you rule in a 
way that your ancestors would have never accepted? He responded to them by saying that 
sometimes, even one’s own ancestors leave room open for a future descendant to innovate 
a new Torah idea. That is, no matter how far down the chain I may be in the Masoretic 
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process, there’s always an opportunity for me to create a new Torah idea that had never 
been stated before.

How do we reconcile these two Talmudic statements? Is there really nothing new, or is it 
possible to always innovate? Some of the commentaries see no contradiction. In reality, if 
one’s hiddushei Torah are correct and true, then Moshe, who was the greatest knower of the 
Torah, possessed knowledge of that hiddush. But that doesn’t negate the fact that so much 
of what Moshe knew was not transmitted effectively down through the generations. So 
many ideas have been forgotten through the ages, such that when one presents a hiddush, 
one may be restoring that which had been forgotten in prior generations.

Creativity is thus a necessary mandate of every beit Midrash if the Torah will continue to 
be alive and vital for all future generations. It is in this spirit that we our very honored to be 
part of this process with our new volume of the Hakhmei Lev journal. You will find many 
hiddushei Torah, some of which you may already be familiar with, and some of which you 
will find to be new. Either way, this is part of the restorative process of making the Torah 
vital and new to every single generation.

A hearty yishar koah to all our authors, and especially to our editors: Rabbi Shmuel Lesher, 
Chuck English, Dr. Gerard Klein, Molly Morris, Rabbi Jonathan Hames and Rabbi Ken Stollon. 
Thank you as well to Daniel Safran, who continues to beautifully typeset our journal from 
his new home in Israel. Thank you also to Isaac Salama of Restless Styles for an excellent 
printing job. We appreciate this amazing team effort that has enabled us to present you, 
our readership, with a quality journal of Torah literature.

We offer our heartfelt thanks to David and Sally Berman and family for sponsoring this 
volume of Hakhmei Lev. Their sponsorship is dedicated to the memory of David’s beloved 
father, Solly Berman, whose first yahrzeit was recently commemorated, and to the memory 
of David’s beloved sister, Arlene Berman, whose yahrzeit comes out right before Pesach. 
May their neshamos have an Aliyah, and may these words of Torah in the Hakhmei Lev 
journal aid in their souls’ ascent.

Wishing you all a hag kasher v’sameah.

Rabbi Daniel Korobkin

Preface
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A Word About the Cover 

the Birds’ head Haggadah is the oldest surviving illuminated Ashkenazi Haggadah, and 
the first illustrated Haggadah known to be produced to stand alone, outside of a prayer book. 
It originates from the Upper Rhine region of Southern Germany in the early 14th century – a 
period in which bird- and animal-headed figures were typical of Ashkenazi illumination 
(for reasons not yet understood). 

The Birds’ Head Haggadah is on permanent display at the Israel Museum in Jerusalem.

(Sources: Wikipedia; The Israel Museum)





A Note To The Reader

The views expressed in this journal are those of 
the contributors alone. They do not necessarily 

represent the views of the editors or the rabbinic 
leadership of the BAYT.





Pesah





23

SHMUEL LESHER is the Assistant Rabbi of the BAYT and an editor of the Hakhmei Lev journal. He is currently 
pursuing a Master’s Degree in Mental Health Counseling at the Ferkauf School of Psychology.

A Pesah Guide for Those With 
Food Allergies and Sensitivities

Rabbi Shmuel leSheR

1. Rabbi Reuven Spolter, “Is Orthodoxy Unhealthy?” Jewish Action (Spring 2011).

The Challenge of the Orthodox Diet
in 2011, raBBi Reuven Spolter wrote a powerful piece in which he called upon the Orthodox 
Jewish community to take physical health and physical well-being more seriously.

In his words:

Our community rightly protects the value of life. We’ll fight for the right to cling to every last 
second of life, devoted to the notion that every moment is precious and holy. And yet, at the very 
same time, under the banner of frumkeit, we’ve adopted a lifestyle that’s literally going to cut 
years and perhaps decades from our lives. 1

The Importance of Health
The Torah states, “Take utmost care and watch yourselves scrupulously” (Devarim 4:9) 

and “Be very careful with your lives” (Devarim 4:15). These two verses are interpreted by the 
Gemara (Berakhos 32b) as admonishments to take care of physical well-being.

Another example of the emphasis on physical well-being can be seen in the Talmudic 
concept referred to as “Hamirah sakanta mi-Isurah,” physical danger is treated more seriously 
in halakhah than ritual prohibition (Hullin 10a).

One of the strongest statements advocating health in the literature is that of the Rambam:
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Since maintaining a healthy and sound body is among the ways of G-d – for one cannot understand 
or have any knowledge of the Creator, if he is ill – therefore, he must avoid that which harms 
the body and accustom himself to that which is healthful and helps the body become stronger. 2

Conflicting Values
All things being equal, I think most people would agree that physical well-being is important. 
The more challenging issue is what if the value of health comes into conflict with another 
central value of Judaism – such as mitzvah observance?

For example, what if one is doing a mitzvah which causes physically negative results? 
Can one argue that G-d will protect that person from harm? Some of us may have heard 
someone say (or say ourselves), “I can eat unhealthily. It’s oneg Shabbos (enjoyment on 
Shabbos)!” Or “Isn’t it a mitzvah to eat matzah on Pesah? My health can’t stand in the way 
of an explicit commandment in the Torah.” These arguments might even be supported by a 
verse in Koheles (8:5), “One who observes mitzvos will not suffer from a dangerous situation.” 
We can never be harmed by a mitzvah, so why the concern?

In response to this kind of argumentation, Dovid Lichtenstein, author and host of the well-
known podcast, “Halacha Headlines,” cites a passage by Rabbi Yom Tov Lipman Halperin that 
supports the halakhic imperative of maintaining physical health even when performing a 
mitzvah. 3 In the case of a circumcision being done on Shabbos, Rashi comments that even 
though, in general, a circumcision in its proper time is performed on Shabbos, if there is 
an established hazakah that the child would be put at risk of death after being circumcised, 
we do not perform the circumcision on Shabbos. 4 Based on this Rashi, R. Halperin argues 
that whenever one is absolved of a mitzvah due to the risk posed to one’s health, there is no 
value whatsoever in performing the mitzvah. In fact, that person actually violates halakhah 
by exposing himself/herself unnecessarily to danger. 5

Rabbi Moshe Sternbuch argues along similar lines. In response to a case of a person whose 
doctors forbade him from eating matzah or maror on Pesah because of the risk of certain 
danger to his health, he argues that there is no fulfillment of the mitzvah, even if he were 
to eat the matzah or maror. 6 According to R. Sternbuch, even if the risk is only a possibility, 
it is forbidden to eat the matzah or maror. 7

2. De’os 4:1. Translation adapted from Rabbi Eliyahu Touger’s Mishneh Torah (Moznaim).
3. Dovid Lichtenstein, Headlines, Vol. 2 (Orthodox Union Press, 2017), 264-265.
4. Rashi, Yevamos 64b, s.v. “Issura Vi-Sakanta.”
5. Shu”t Oneg Yom Tov 41. 
6. R. Moshe Sternbuch, Teshuvos Vi-Hangahos 2:241.
7. Ibid. R. Sternbuch does note that some highly righteous individuals have placed themselves in a low level of 

danger to fulfill mitzvos. To account for this, he argues for a distinction to be made between minimal risk and 
high risk.

https://www.chabad.org/search/keyword_cdo/kid/10032/jewish/Maimonides.htm
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The Challenge of the Pesah Diet
Notwithstanding the above sources, maintaining physical health and a balanced and 
wholesome diet can be difficult. Three weekly Shabbos meals, Kiddushim, and the occasional 
Shalom Zakhor are a constant challenge to a healthy relationship with food all year round. 
Perhaps, even more foreboding for many with food allergies or sensitivities, is Pesah. On 
this holiday, more than any other time on the Jewish calendar, our relationship with food 
can really get out of hand. Even for those who do not have a restrictive diet per se, on Pesah, 
many people abandon their normal approach to food. An absurd amount of matzah, potato 
starch, and the staple that no good Kosher-for-Pesah item can go without – cottonseed oil 
– are consumed. But this does not need to remain the status quo.

My father, who is a wonderful cook on Pesah as well as during the rest of the year, offered 
sound advice for Pesah consumers who are concerned (and rightly so) about their diet. He 
has a very simple approach to the Pesah menu, “If we wouldn’t eat it the rest of the year, 
we shouldn’t eat it on Pesah.”

Keeping with the “Lesher approach” to the Pesah diet, in this article, I will endeavour 
to provide a clear guide for those with food allergies and sensitivities who are attempting 
to create a balanced diet while at the same time fulfill all the mitzvos of Pesah in the most 
ideal way. Even those without specific food restrictions may be surprised at what the actual 
halakhic requirements are and would gain much from more healthy moderation.

Limitations of this Guide
A disclaimer must be made at the outset:

The purpose of this guide is not to be used as a replacement for asking questions to your 
local rabbi or Morah D’asra. Its purpose is to summarize the halakhic literature and allow 
those with allergies and food-sensitivities to ask their Rav more informed questions. Seeking 
personal halakhic guidance from a Rav who understands the particulars of the situation is 
a critical part of the halakhic decision-making process. Often, a single differentiating factor 
can change the halakhah considerably.

Matzah: How Much?
According to normative halakhah, there are three times one should eat matzah during the 
seder: Motzi Matzah, Korekh and Tzafun (Afikomen). Ideally, to fulfill all of one’s obligations 
according to all opinions, one should eat two kezeisim (olive-sized amount) for Motzi Matzah, 
one kezayis for Korekh, and two more kezeisim for Afikomen, which makes for a total of five 
kezeisim.

The reason for this is that the Shulhan Arukh writes that for Motzi Matzah one should eat 
one kezayis from the broken matzah and one kezayis from the whole matzah. 8 The Mishnah 

8. Orah Hayim 475:1.

https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Seder
https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Korech
https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Matza
https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Kezayit
https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Afikomen
https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Kezayit
https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Kezayit
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Berurah rules that one kezayis is enough for Korekh. 9 For Afikomen, although the Shulhan 
Arukh is of the opinion that one can eat one kezayis, 10 the Rama rules that it is preferable to 
have two kezeisim. 11 This brings us to a total of five kezeisim.

Can One Eat Less?
If one has difficulty eating five kezeisim is there any room for leniency? First of all, Rabbi 
Shlomo Zalman Auerbach and others rule that for Motzi Matzah, if the matzos of the head 
of the house don’t total two kezeisim for each person, one fulfills one’s mitzvah by eating a 
bit from the whole matzah and one other kezayis. 12 Secondly, one can have only one kezayis 
for Afikomen and rely on the Shulhan Arukh. This would be a total of about three kezeisim.

What if that is still too much for a person to handle? What is the bare minimum? The 
Magen Avraham writes that if one is ill, and cannot eat more than one kezayis, one should eat 
one’s meal without saying hamotzi, and then afterwards make hamotzi and al achilas matzah 
and then eat the one kezayis of matzah. This way, one fulfills motzi matzah and Afikomen. 13 
Rabbi Asher Weiss, responding to a query from someone with celiac disease, rules that if 
one cannot have more than one kezayis of matzah, one should follow this Magen Avraham. 14

How Much is a Kezayis?
How much is an olive-sized amount of matzah? 15 Below are some of the most commonly cited 
views regarding the shiur (halakhically required amount) of a kezayis in the contemporary 
poskim. Hazon Ish is cited as holding a kezayis is 33.3 cubic centimetres (henceforth: cc), 16 
whereas R. Avraham Hayim Noe holds it is 27 cc. 17 Rabbi Moshe Feinstein is cited as holding 

9. Orah Hayim 475:16.
10. Orah Hayim 477:1. 
11. Darkei Moshe 477:1 citing the Maharil. Magen Avraham (477:1) explains that one is in commemoration of the Korban 

Pesah and one is for the matzah eaten with it.
12. Halikhos Shlomo 9:40. See https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Required_Amount_of_Matzah_and_Wine_

for_the_Seder footnote 23.
13. Orah Hayim 482:1.
14. Shu”t Minhas Asher 3:43:3.
15. For more on the history and halakhos of the kezayis see Rabbi Hayim P. Beinish, Middos V’Shiurei Torah (Bnei 

Brak, 2000) 521-532; Rabbi Yisrael Pinchas Bodner, Halachos of K’zayis (Feldheim, 2001); Rabbi Natan Slifkin, 
“The Evolution of the Olive: The Halachic History of the Expanding Kezayis,” Zootorah.com (2010).

16. Rabbi Hadar Yehuda Margolin, “Birur Shitas ha-Hazon Ish Bi-shiur Kezayis,” Moriah 219-220 (19:3-4, 5753), p. 99-103 
who cites some charts that list Hazon Ish’s opinion requiring 33cc for a kezayis, whereas other charts list his 
opinion is 50cc. Among other considerations, Hazon Ish’s opinion is based on the opinion of Rabbi Yehezkel 
Landau, who argues that our eggs are half the size of the eggs that existed in Talmudic times that were used 
to determine the size of the kezayis. See R. Yehezkel Landau, Tzelah, Pesahim 116b and Hazon Ish, Kuntres Shiurim, 
Orah Hayim 39:6. However, R. Margolin argues convincingly that Hazon Ish holds a kezayis is fundamentally no 
more than 17cc. The other amounts cited in the name of Hazon Ish are stringencies.

17. In Shiurei Torah 3:11, p. 191 (5707) he ruled 28.8cc, however in his later work Shiurei Tzion, p. 70, (5709) he wrote 
27. Also see Rabbi Alexander Aryeh Mandelbaum, Vezos HaBerakhah, Birur Halakhah 1, p. 221.

https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Kezayit
https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Matza
https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Pesach
https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Matza
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that a kezayis is 31 cc. 18 Rabbi Mordechai Willig is more lenient. He rules that a kezayis is 
22.5 cc. For machine matzah that it is less than 2∕5 of a matzah and for hand matzah is about 
less than 1∕5 of an average hand matzah. 19

R. Willig writes:

In cases of illness, one may consider eating only a smaller shiur, either one third of an egg in its 
shell (about 17 cubic centimetres) or the size of today’s olives (no more than 7.5 cubic centimetres). 20

Similarly, in this same responsum cited above, R. Asher Weiss states:

עוד יש לו לדעת שמעיקר הדין יכול הוא להקל בשיעור כזית דאף השיעורים הקטנים של הגר“ח 
נאה יש בהם חומרא ובשעה“ד כבני“ד יכול לסמוך דשיעור כזית הוא כזית בינוני בזמנינו.

The person in question [with celiac disease] should also be aware that as a matter of strict law, 
one can be lenient regarding the size of a kezayis, as even the measurements of R. Hayim Noe are 
somewhat stringent. [Because] in a difficult situation such as this, one can rely on the size of an 
olive being medium in our times. 21

Although he doesn’t give an exact amount, R. Weiss apparently holds that one who suffers 
from celiac disease can rely on a shiur even smaller than R. Noe’s 27 cc. 22

As noted above, between four and five kezeisim is the ideal amount required to be eaten 
at the Seder with the minimum being one kezayis. So according to R. Willig and R. Weiss, the 
ideal amount to eat is about two machine-made matzos and the minimal amount is 2∕5 of a 
matzah. For hand-made matzah, the ideal amount is about one matzah, and the minimal 
amount is 1∕5 of a matzah. 23

18. R. Mandelbaum 221 citing Rabbi Dovid Feinstein, Haggadas Kol Dodi. In the revised edition of “Do it Right on 
Pesach Night: What? When? How Much?” published by Beth Medrash L’Torah V’Horoah (the Kollel located at 
Mesivta Tifereth Jerusalem (MTJ) 145 East Broadway New York, NY) reprinted from Olomeinu – Our World 
(Torah Umesorah, 1974) it cites R. Moshe Feinstein’s position as a piece of matzah measuring at least 7 inches 
by 6 1/4 inches. I thank Rabbi Neil Cohen for this document. 

19. Rabbi Mordechai Willig, “How Much Matza Do You Need to Eat?” YU Pesach To-Go 5771, p. 58-61 and Rabbi 
Mordechai Willig, “The Shiurim of Seder Night,” YUTorah.org (April 6, 2008) (audio recording, min. 1-10). I recall  
my family’s Rav, Rabbi Ron Yitzchok Eisenman, the Rav of Congregation Ahavas Israel of Passaic, New Jersey, 
giving the size of a credit card as the example of how much a kezayis of matzah is required to be eaten Seder night. 

20. R. Willig, “How Much Matza?” Using a typical olive as a kezayis is a view held by some of the Geonim. See R. 
Beinish, Middos V’Shiurei Torah 522-523. More recently, it is also a view cited in the name of Rabbi Hayim Volozhin. 
See R. Margolin 100, no. 6 and Ma’aseh Rav, p. 218, 337-338 citing Kehillos Yaakov Pesahim 43.

21. Shu”t Minhas Asher 3:43:3. Translation is my own. 
22. R. Weiss’ view seems to align with the opinion of R. Hayim Volozhin cited above that one can rely on the size 

of the average modern olive. Since R. Weiss does not give an exact amount, for simplicity’s sake, I will group 
R. Willig and R. Weiss together as one opinion as they both require less than R. Hayim Noe.

23. According to R. Bodner, to fulfill one’s obligation according to R. Moshe Feinstein, one must eat minimally 
⅔ of a standard machine matzah. For hand matzah, he differentiates between thickness. For the thickest 
hand matzah, a third would suffice, whereas the thinnest kind would require more than half a matzah. See 
R. Bodner, p. 91-93.

https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Pesach
https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Shiurim
https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Seder
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Summary of Opinions regarding the size of a Kezayis

OPINION K E Z AY I S  IN CUBIC 
CENTIMETRES (CC)

MATZAH EQUIVALENT PER 
K E Z AY I S  (APPROX.) FOR 

MACHINE-MADE MATZAH AND 
FOR HAND-MADE MATZAH

R. Mordechai Willig/ 
R. Asher Weiss

22.5 (7.5 in cases of illness) Machine: ²⁄₅ of a matzah
Hand: ¹⁄₅ of a matzah
(In cases of illness:
Machine: ¼ of a matzah
Hand: ⅛ of a matzah)

R. Hayim Noe 27 Machine: ½ of a matzah 24

Hand: slightly more than ¹⁄₅ of a matzah 25

R. Moshe Feinstein 31 Machine: more than ½ a matzah
Hand: more than ²⁄₅ of a matzah 26

Hazon Ish 33.3 (fundamentally 17) Machine: ⁴⁄₅ of a matzah 27

Hand: ⅓ of a matzah 28

R. Willig adds that if one eats more matzah than is required, one continues to fulfill the 
mitzvah of eating matzah. 29 Therefore, all things being equal, a healthy person should eat 
much more matzah than the minimum shiur, and need not be so exacting about the amount.

Gluten-Free Matzah 30

If one is allergic to wheat or spelt and cannot eat even one kezayis of regular matzah, what 
are one’s options? About 30 years ago, Rabbi Ephraim Kestenbaum of London began devel-
oping gluten-free oat matzah, so that those suffering from celiac disease and other allergies 
to wheat could fulfill the mitzvah of eating matzah on Seder night. 31 Today, gluten-free oat 

24. Rabbi Yaakov Hirschman, “Shiurei Matzah U-Maror vi-Arba Kosos,” published by Kollel Toronto Institute For 
Advanced Judaic Studies and approved by Rabbi Shlomo Miller. I thank Rabbi Neil Cohen for this source.

25. Ibid. R. Hirschman records 1⁄5 of a hand-made matzah for R. Hayim Noe’s opinion. But based on the cubic 
cementer amounts and average volume of hand-made matzos, I estimated 27 cc to be slightly more than 1⁄5 of 
a hand-made matzah.

26. As noted above, “Do it Right on Pesach Night” states the shiur is 7 inches by 6 1/4 inches.
27. “Shiurei Matzah U-Maror vi-Arba Kosos.”
28. Ibid.
29. Ibid. According to some, this is actually a biblical mitzvah. 
30. My thanks to my friend Rabbi Noach Goldstein, Rosh Beit Midrash of the YU Torah MiTzion Kollel of Chicago, 

who provided me with many of the sources on gluten-free matzah. 
31. Rabbi Dovid Cohen, “Celiac: A Guide to Mitzvah Observance,” The Journal of Halacha and Contemporary Society, 

Vol. LIX, (Spring 2010), 20.

https://www.youtube.com/@YUTorahMitzionKollelofChicago
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matzah can be found in many Kosher-For Pesah stores. Can someone who is celiac use these 
matzos? What about someone who is gluten sensitive but not acutely allergic?

Are Oats One of the Five Grains?
In order for a grain to be used for matzah it must be one of the five grains listed in the 
Mishna in Pesahim (2:5). Are oats one of the five grains?

The Mishna lists the grains with which one may fulfill one’s obligation to eat matzah on 
Pesah: hitim (wheat), siorim (barley), kusmin (spelt), shifon (rye), and shiboles shual.

The definition of shiboles shual is the subject of debate. Rashi 32 as well as Rabbeinu Gershom 33 
hold shiboles shual is oats. However, the Rambam 34 and Rabbi Nosson Av Ha-Yeshiva 35 hold 
it is actually a different species of barley, known as wild barley or two-rowed barley. The 
Arukh quotes one opinion that shiboles shual is rye. 36

Traditionally, most poskim seemed to have assumed, like the school of Rashi, that shiboles 
shual is oats. However, more recently, Professor Yehuda Feliks, an Israeli botanist, argued that 
this is incorrect. Oats did not grow in Eretz Yisrael at the time of the Mishna. Furthermore, 
he cited other indications that oats could not possibly be one of the five grains discussed in 
the Mishna. According to Dr. Feliks, oats cannot be used for matzah, and the other halak-
hos of the five grains (hallah, berakhos, hametz) do not apply to them. 37 Rabbi Dovid Cohen 
notes that Dr. Feliks’ position was widely rejected by most contemporary poskim, based 
on the age-old tradition that shiboles shual is oats. 38 However, R. Hershel Schachter 39 and R. 
Mordechai Willig are concerned about relying on gluten-free oat matzah. 40 Accordingly, if 
one cannot have even 7.5 cc of wheat, according to most poskim, using gluten-free oat matzah 

32. Pesahim 35a s.v. shiboles shual.
33. Menahos 70b, s.v. shiboles shual.
34. Rambam, Commentary on the Misha, Kilayim 1:1
35. Rabbi Nosson Av Ha-Yeshiva, Commentary on the Misha, Kilayim 1:1. 
36. ha-Arukh Al Talmud Yerushalmi, Kelayim, halakhah 1. According to this view, shifon must be a different kind of grain.
37. Yehuda Feliks, Hotzmeah Vi-ha-Hai Bi-Mishna, p. 155.
38. R. Cohen, “Celiac: A Guide,” 7n5. However, R. Cohen does concede that “his position, that oats, which are rela-

tively gluten-free, are not one of the five grains, would seem to dovetail with those who suggest that the pres-
ence of significant amounts of gluten is what differentiates the five grains from rice, corn, and other ‘grains.’”

39. R. Hershel Schachter, “Laws and Customs of Pesach (April 7, 2011),” YUTorah.org (audio recording, min. 68-71).
40. R. Mordechai Willig, “Shiur and Question and Answer Session (April 11, 2019). Rabbi Yitzhak Abadi (Ohr Yitzhak 

1:60) is also of the opinion that oats are not one of the five grains. Interestingly, Rabbi Yosef Ephrati, “Zohi 
Shiboles Shual,” Mesorah 13 (Orthodox Union, 1997), 70-71 reports that he took part in a number of experiments 
that determined that oats can become hametz (as the five grains are supposed to, see Pesahim 35a) and do not 
become rancid (as other grains are supposed to). R. Willig (April 11, 2019) addressing R. Efrati findings that 
seem to contradict Dr. Feliks’ position, argued that oats naturally do have some wheat in their stock because 
of cross pollination. Therefore, he holds that oats have been classified as one of the five grains historically. 
Therefore, typical oats can ferment because of their wheat content. However, R. Willig was unsure if one can 
fulfill their obligation of matzah with 100% pure oats, devoid of any cross-pollination. He did concede that “in 
a pinch” one can follow poskim who allow pure non-gluten oat matzah to be used. For more see Rabbi Asher 
Bush, “Gluten Intolerance, Wheat Allergies and Mitzvos, I and II,” TorahMusings.com (February 6 and 10, 2014) 
and “Motzei Matzah, footnote 20,” Halachipedia.com.
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is recommended. According to R. Schachter and R. Willig, if one needs to use oat matzah, 
one should listen to someone’s else’s berakhos on wheat matzah and answer amen. 41

Irritable Bowel Syndrome (IBS)
Even if one is not suffering from celiac disease or a different acute dietary illness, Irritable 
Bowel Syndrome (IBS) is a common issue for many and can pose a formidable challenge 
for the Pesah diet. Tamar Feldman, a registered functional dietitian, recommends whole 
wheat matzah for the additional fibre. 42 To counteract some of matzah’s impact on the gut, 
she also suggests that those suffering from IBS drink twice their usual amount of water 
over the first few days of Pesah. 43 In addition to this advice, ask your Rav if you can utilize 
the smaller shiurim listed above to alleviate some of the indigestion that can occur from 
excess matzah consumption.

The Four Cups of Wine
The Gemara in Pesahim (99b) notes the requirement to drink four cups of wine on Seder 
night. The Gemara (108b) also notes the requirement on Pesah to express “heirus,” freedom, 
in connection with the drinking of the four cups of wine. The Rashbam explains that the 
beverage should be “hashuv,” a significant or dignified drink. 44 Because of this, halakhically, 
wine is generally the optimal choice for the four cups.

Is Wine Required?
What if someone has a sulfite allergy or has issues drinking alcoholic beverages? Can one 
use grape juice for the four cups?

The Gemara in Nedarim (49b) states that Rabbi Yehuda said about himself, “[After drinking 
the four cups of wine at the Seder] I must bind my temples from Pesah until Shavuos [to 
alleviate my headache].”

41. R. Hershel Schachter, “Laws and Customs of Pesach” and personal conversation with R. Mordechai Willig 
(April 2019).

42. It should be noted that although the Rama writes in his gloss to Shulhan Arukh (Orah Hayim 453:1) that the 
custom is to use wheat, the other 4 grains (as well as whole wheat) are certainly kosher to be used for matzah 
at the Pesah Seder. See Mishna Berurah (ad loc.). 

43. Shira Isenberg, “Of Food and Freedom: Navigating Pesach with Food-Related Conditions,” (OUKosher.com). 
For those suffering from IBC, many nutritionists recommend a diet low in FODMAP foods, or foods which are 
short-chain carbohydrates (sugars) that the small intestine absorbs poorly. Recommended foods include: eggs, 
meat, certain cheeses such as brie, Camembert, cheddar and feta, grains like rice (for Pesah if of sephardic 
descent), quinoa and oats, vegetables like eggplant, potatoes, tomatoes, cucumbers and zucchini, and fruits 
such as grapes, oranges, strawberries, blueberries and pineapple. See Hazel Galon Veloso, M.D., “FODMAP Diet: 
What You Need to Know,” hopkinsmedicine.org.

44. Rashbam, Pesahim 108b, s.v. yedei cheirus.
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Accordingly, the Shulhan Arukh rules that if wine gives one a headache or is harmful to 
one’s health, one should nonetheless still use wine. 45 However, the Mishna Berurah rules that 
this only applies if it gives one a headache, but not if it makes one sick in bed. 46

Can One Use Grape Juice?
Some poskim rule that grape juice is not suitable for the four cups. 47 However, many others 
sanction the use of grape juice. 48 In fact, according to R. Soloveitchik, even if one merely 
prefers grape juice over wine, one should use grape juice. 49

Hamar Medinah
If one cannot drink wine or grape juice, one should use hamar medinah, a respectable beverage 
of one’s country. 50 This category normally includes beer 51 or cognac but not soda, lemonade, 
or water. The Shulhan Arukh holds that coffee, tea, or orange juice cannot be used as hamar 
medinah. However, according to the Rama and Mishna Berurah, they could be used, whereas 
milk or oil may not be used. 52 R. Morechai Willig rules that if wine or grape juice makes a 
person so sick that he becomes bedridden – and that person cannot have hamar medinah 
either – he is exempt from drinking the four cups. 53

How Much Does One Need To Drink?
The Gemara (Pesahim 108b) states that one needs to drink a revi’is of wine for each cup. 
This is codified by the Shulhan Arukh. 54 If this is difficult, one can fulfill one’s obligation by 
drinking the majority of a revi’is for each cup. Some rule that one must drink the majority 
of the cup, even if that means consuming much more than one revi’is. 55 However, the Mishna 
Berurah states that the halakhah follows the other view and only a revi’is is required. 56

45. Orah Hayim 472:10.
46. 472:35.
47. Rabbi Shimon D. Eider in the name of Rabbi Moshe Feinstein writes that one does not fulfill their obligation of 

hirus (expressing freedom) with grape juice. However, R. Eider himself concludes that if one is unable to have 
wine, one should have grape juice. See his Halachos of Pesach (Feldheim, 1998), 222. Also see Rabbi Tzvi Pesach 
Frank, Mikraei Kodesh, Pesah 2:35, p. 152 who argues grape juice is certainly not ideal for the Pesah Seder. How-
ever, Rabbi Moshe Sternbuch (Teshuvos Vi-hanhagos 2:243) writes that the Hazon Ish, Brisker Rav, and other 
gedolim used grape juice at the end of their lives when they were unable to drink wine.

48. R. Hershel Schachter, Nefesh HaRav, p. 185.
49. Ibid.
50. Orah Hayim 483:1.
51. Although beer is considered hamar medinah, it cannot be used on Pesah because it is hametz.
52. Ibid. 
53. Personal conversation in April 2019.
54. Orah Hayim 472:9.
55. Ramban quoted by Orhos Hayim, Leil Pesah, no. 6, cited by the Beis Yosef, Orah Hayim 472:9. 
56. Mishna Berurah 472:33. The Mishna Berurah does add that if one does not intend on drinking a lot, ideally they 

should use a smaller cup in order to follow the more stringent view and be able to drink the majority of the cup.

https://www.halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Pesach
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How Much is a Revi’is?
Below are some of the most commonly cited views regarding shiurim (halakhically required 
amounts) in the contemporary poskim. R. Avraham Hayim Noe rules that a revi’is is about 2.9 
ounces (86 cc). 57 The Hafetz Hayim holds 3.8 oz. 58 R. Moshe Feinstein holds 3.3 fl oz (98cc). 59 
The Hazon Ish rules the amount is 5.1 (150 cc). 60 R. Willig holds 2.5 oz. suffices. Moreover, 
according to R. Willig, minimally, all you need is the majority of 2.5 ounces which is 1.26 
ounces or about 1 ⅓ ounces. 61

Summary of Opinions Regarding the Amount of a Revi’is

OPINION R E V I ’I S   IN OUNCES (OZ.)

R. Mordechai Willig 2.5 oz.

R. Hayim Noe 2.9 oz.

R. Moshe Feinstein 3.3 oz.

Hafetz Hayim (As calculated by R. Moshe Heinemann) 3.8 oz.

Hazon Ish 5.1 oz.

Can One Water Down the Wine or Grape Juice?
R. Shlomo Zalman Auerbach was particularly concerned about adding water to grape juice. 62 
However, R. Willig 63 and R. Moshe Heinemann are lenient and allow for dilution. 64 R. Hein-
emann holds that one may dilute wine with grape juice or water down to the point where 

57. R. Avraham Hayim Noe writes in Shiurei Torah 3:6, p. 176-177 and in Shiruei Tziyon, p. 69 no. 6 that a revi’is is 86 
grams (cc) which is about 2.9 fluid ounces. 

58. See Biur Halakhah, Orah Hayim 271:13 s.v. rovo shel revi’is who writes one should use the volume of two eggs. See 
Star-K Staff, “Pesach Shiurim for Matzah and Wine - For Healthy Individuals and for Diabetic / Those With 
Food Allergies,” adapted from Nechama Cohen, “Passover/Pesach Guide for Jewish Diabetes” Jewish Diabetes 
Association (updated April 2022), Star-K.org and Rabbi Dovid Heber, “The Guide to Halachic Food Measure-
ments,” Star-K.org (Updated April 2022) who rule that this equals 3.8 oz. This amount is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Moshe Heinemann. 

59. Rabbi Dovid Feinstein, Kol Dodi Haggadah, 5730, p. 4. However, “Do it Right on Pesach Night” cites R. Moshe 
Feinstein’s position as 2.9 oz. 

60. Rabbi Yaakov Kanievsky, Shiurin Shel Torah p. 65 and R. Shimon Eider, Halachos of Pesach 229.
61. Rabbi Mordechai Willig, “The Shiurim of Seder Night” (audio recording, min. 1 – 15) and personal conversation 

(April 2019). In R. Willig’s words, “You need G.M.G – Gornisht mit Gornisht (less than nothing).”
62. Shu”t Minhas Shlomo no. 4.
63. Personal Conversation (April 2019).
64. Star-K Staff, “Pesach Shiurim for Matzah and Wine.”

https://halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Pesach
https://www.halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Shiurim
https://www.halachipedia.com/index.php?title=Seder
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the wine will be 4% alcohol. 65 You can dilute wine with up to ⅔ water and ⅓ wine as long 
as you still have 4% alcohol. 66

The diluted beverage should contain at least 4% alcohol to fulfill the obligation of drinking 
wine at the Seder. If necessary, one may make a mixture of 2/3 water and 1/3 wine (66% 
water and 34% wine) as long as the diluted amount still contains 4% alcohol. Otherwise, 
there is a chance that it may no longer be considered wine for the Seder. 67

The following chart illustrates how much wine to drink according to the Star-K and R. Willig:

CUP AMOUNT YOU DRINK AMOUNT OF WINE AFTER DILUTION

Each cup Star-K: 1.9 oz. R. Willig: 1.25 oz. Star-K: 0.7 oz. R. Willig: 0.4 oz.

Total for four cups Star-K: 7.6 oz. R. Willig: 5 oz. Star-K: 2.8 oz. R. Willig: 1.6 oz.

According to the Star-K, if one is unable to drink pure grape juice due to medical reasons 
(and cannot drink any percentage of wine), one may dilute regular grape juice. When mixing 
grape juice with water, it is best to make at least 51% of the mixture regular grape juice (i.e., 
the other 49% is water). Star-K further states that “light grape juice” may not be diluted 
by the consumer (if there is a necessity, check with the certifying agency of the product).

Preparing for the Seder
The Star-K emphasizes the need for those with allergies and dietary restrictions to properly 
prepare for the Seder. Failing to prepare is preparing to fail. Having everything ready ahead 
of time makes it much less likely for dietary issues to arise. 68

Below is a useful checklist I have adapted from the Star-K guide:

 • Discuss with your rabbi and doctor the amount of matzah, wine, etc. necessary to fulfill 
the mitzvah given your specific medical condition or dietary challenge.

 • Prepare these measurements before Yom Tov with a separate labelled bottle for your 
mixture.

 • Select the wine of your choice and check the carb and alcohol content.
 • Prepare the right size cup (often it can be smaller than you think).
 • Try to arrive at an accurate measurement for matzah before Yom Tov (i.e., on or before 

Erev Pesah).
 • Prepare your choice of glucose for treating hypoglycemia.
 • Review your chart and details with your health care team.
 • Prepare all medical supplies, medications, and equipment for Yom Tov and Shabbos.

65. Ibid.
66. Ibid.
67. Ibid.
68. Ibid.
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It is my belief that those with restrictive diets and/or those with allergies need not suffer 
through their Pesah Seder. Using the above guidelines with proper planning and forethought, 
having a healthy, as well as halakhically ideal, Pesah Seder is certainly attainable. This 
applies to the rest of Yom Tov as well. Even for healthy individuals, the Pesah diet does not 
have to be restricted to matzah, meat, potato starch and lots of eggs. 69 If you wouldn’t eat 
something the rest of the year, why is it acceptable to eat it on Pesah? Both the body and the 
soul are needed in the service of Hashem. We must take care of both of them. The Rambam 
wrote, “we cannot truly know Hashem if we are sick.” If our wellness and physical needs 
are not met, we cannot even begin to have the mental and emotional bandwidth to enjoy 
ourselves at the Seder. 

May we all merit to be healthy, both physically and spiritual, and to truly know and 
experience Hashem and His mitzvos – on Pesah and all year round.

69. The Jewish Diabetes Association has published a cookbook entitled, EnLITEned Kosher Cooking See jewish-
diabetes.org.
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Karpas, Yoseph and the 
Final Redemption

Danny beRgeR

1. Inspired by Daf Ha’Yomi shiurim given by Rabbi Sruly Bornstein.
2. Sefer Ha’Menuchah on Mishneh Torah, Hilchos Chometz U’Matzah 8:2.
3. Megillah 12a.
4. Bereishis 37:3.

Relationship Between Karpas and Yoseph 1

On Pesah seder night, we perform karpas immediately after Kiddush in an effort to 
tweak the children’s curiosity about the Seder being different from our standard Shabbos 
and Yom Tov meals. The intention is to trigger the children to ask questions, allowing us 
to fulfill the mitzvah of sippur yetzias Mitzrayim – the biblical obligation to relate the story 
of the Jewish nation’s exodus from Egypt. The question to ask is, why specifically karpas to 
achieve this objective?

Rabeinu Ma’noach in his commentary on the Rambam tells us: 2

The karpas segment of the Pesah Seder is a zekher (remembrance) to the k’sones ha’passim (fine 
woolen coat) that Yaakov Avinu made for Yoseph which eventually lead to the descent of our 
forefathers to Egypt.

There seems to be a relationship between the word karpas and the phrase k’sones passim. 
The Talmud 3 tells us karpas is a compound of the words “kar” and “pas” commonly translated 
as “cushions of fine wool.” Additionally, Rashi in Parshas Vayeshev 4 actually links the phrase 
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k’sones passim with the word karpas through the words “karpas u’techeles” as stated in Megillas 
Esther 5 and translated as “white cotton and blue wool.”

Given the etymological connection between the word karpas and the phrase k’sones 
passim, what emerges is a linkage between the story surrounding Yoseph’s coat and the 
story of the Egyptian exile. The Talmud offers a lesson from Chazal 6 which solidifies this 
connection very clearly:

A person should never treat one son differently than his other sons. For on account of two selaim’s 
weight of fine wool that Yaakov gave to Yoseph in excess of what he gave to his other sons, in 
making him the special coat, his brothers became jealous of him and the matter evolved until 
Yoseph was sold by his brothers and our forefathers descended to Egypt.

So we see karpas is linked to this special coat on a couple of levels, and we are told the 
story of Yaakov favouring Yoseph through the special coat is what ultimately lead to our 
forefathers’ descent to Egypt. The coat caused jealousy, the brothers throwing Yoseph into 
a pit, Yoseph being sold several times, ending up in Egypt, and after numerous turns of 
events, becoming second in command of Egypt, which was the great superpower at that 
time. According to the very familiar and lengthy Torah narrative, eventually all of Yaakov 
Avinu’s children end up in Egypt, leading to their bitter enslavement under the evil Pharaoh. 
This long sequence of events begins with the k’sones passim – Yoseph’s infamous coat. It is 
for this reason, we start the Seder night specifically with the karpas ceremony in order to 
commemorate the event that precipitated the entire story of the Egyptian exile. 7

This raises a question. If Yoseph’s special coat was the source of much pain and suffering 
for our forefathers, why do we reference it at the start of our seder? It seems to shift our 
focus away from the brutal Egyptian enemy and towards the enslavement being somewhat 
our own fault in the first place. Why invoke this memory and connection to the seder story 
at this time?

To support the question further while at the same time leading us to a possible answer, 
consider the following special Yehi Ratzon prayer that many say at the conclusion of birkas 
kohanim on Yom Tov. It is a beautiful prayer in which we seek Hashem’s blessing for parnas-
sah, favour and kindness. Curiously, however, Yoseph’s k’sones passim is mentioned in this 
special plea:

5. Megilas Esther 1:6 (incidentally, this is the only place in Tanach where the word karpas appears.
6. Shabbos 10b.
7. The “dipping” of the karpas is also symbolic of the brothers dipping Yoseph’s coat into the blood. According to 

The Mordechai (Mordecai ben Hillel HaCohen, Germany, 13th Century) on Pesahim 114a that karpas was dipped 
into vinegar or wine. Given both are red, this, too, could be symbolic of the blood in which the brothers dipped 
Yoseph’s coat to make it appear that he was killed. The Rambam in Hilchos Chometz U’Matzah 8:2 codifies that 
karpas is to be dipped in charoses which contained red wine and presumably also symbolic of the blood as well. 
In our times, the more prevalent custom is to dip karpas in salt water, symbolizing B’nei Yisrael’s tears from the 
excruciating pain and suffering.
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…[A]nd may You bestow upon me and upon all the souls of my household, our food and our 
sustenance - generously and not sparsely, honestly and not in forbidden fashion, pleasurably and 
not in pain - from beneath your generous hand, just as You gave a portion of bread to eat and 
clothing to wear to our father Yaakov who is called a wholesome man. And may You grant that 
we find love, favour, kindness and mercy in Your eyes and in the eyes of all who behold us; and 
that my words in Your service be heard just as You granted Yoseph, Your righteous one – at the 
time that his father garbed him in a fine woolen tunic – that he find favour, kindness and mercy 
in Your eyes and in the eyes of all who beheld him. (ArtScroll Siddur translation)

Many ask what is meant to accomplish by mentioning this event, given the ugliness of 
the Yoseph story. Why invoke the memory of the brothers’ jealousy that caused tremendous 
pain and suffering to Yaakov and Yoseph which ultimately lead to many years of Jewish 
suffering and torturous servitude in Egypt? Why should we mention our own failure at a 
time when we are asking G-d to mercifully provide for our well-being?

Perhaps the memory of this episode is meant to speak directly to us and offer some sense 
of meaning to both our personal lives and to our Jewish national experience in general.

For reasons beyond our intellectual ability to comprehend, life in this world was not 
designed to be easy and straightforward. Life is often filled with obstacles and challenges 
that bring sadness, pain and suffering. Embedded within this prayer asking G-d for lives filled 
with blessing and salvation, we do so with the understanding that we may not receive what 
we ask for or not necessarily at the precise time we expect it. G-d often operates mysteriously 
and in ways that are hidden from our human comprehension. Perhaps the Yoseph story is 
invoked in this prayer after Birkas Kohanim in order for us to set realistic expectations and 
avoid disappointment in life by reminding us that G-d has His master plan for individuals 
and for the nation. While we are not privy to His plan, we must believe all is ultimately for 
the good and the larger picture is good, even if we cannot see it in the moment.

We see this clearly from the Yoseph story. The k’sones passim and Yoseph represented the 
beginning of many troubles, leading to tremendous pain and suffering. However, it played 
out in real time exactly the way it needed to according to G-d’s plan. As the Yoseph story was 
taking place with all its sub-plots, twists and turns, the redemption story was also unfolding 
simultaneously. We are told G-d ultimately redeemed His people from Egypt ahead of the 
schedule he foretold to Avraham Avinu, but only after He intensified the suffering. After 
arriving on the scene to lobby Pharaoh on behalf of the Jewish people, Moshe Rabeinu 
questions G-d on the purpose of his involvement after seeing the servitude not improving 
but actually deteriorating. While G-d reduced the original Egyptian Exile timeline from 400 
to 210 years, 8 He was able to be true to His original word by spreading the same misery and 
suffering over a shorter period. 9 For unknown reasons, the remaining painful experiences 

8. Rashi to Shemos 12:40.
9. An idea attributed to the Brisker Rov (R. Yitzchok Zev Halevi Soloveitchik), Valozhyn and Israel, 1886-1959.



Pesah.

38

had to play themselves out, albeit over a shortened timeline, in order for G-d to bring our 
redemption to fruition.

Karpas is meant to invoke the Yoseph story and in turn to enlighten us with the notion 
that not everything in life transpires when we expect it or how we desire it.

The Egyptian and Final Redemption
We are told the current exile and the coming final redemption is directly paralleled to the 
Egyptian exile and subsequent redemption more than three millennia ago. 10 Many view this 
linkage to be apparent and relevant in recent history, when in the 19th century our people 
began a formal return to Eretz Yisrael for the first time in almost 2,000 years. The time lead-
ing up to the establishment of Medinat Yisrael in 1948 was one filled with much pain and 
suffering that continues, in different forms, until today. Perhaps all the pain and suffering 
endured in the current exile is also a hidden requirement for us to reach the End of Days 
and the coming of Mashiach. For reasons unbeknownst to us, every pogrom, gas chamber, 
death march and terrorist act against Jews was precisely what G-d ordained in order for our 
final redemption to play itself out. While excruciatingly painful and for reasons we cannot 
begin to comprehend, this seems to be mimicking the Yoseph story and is ultimately part 
of G-d’s master plan to bring us closer to the time and place our nation longs for.

Yoseph’s Exceptional Character
Given this notion of the Egyptian exile and redemption being a prototype for our current 
exile and coming redemption, perhaps there is an additional lesson to extract from the 
Yoseph story to help us expedite the Final Redemption.

Upon the death of Yaakov Avinu, the brothers become fearful that Yoseph would take 
revenge on them after holding back all this time only out of respect for their father. The 
brothers fabricate a story that Yaakov made a request on his deathbed to instruct Yoseph 
to forgive the brothers and not take revenge after his death.

Upon receiving this fictitious instruction, the Torah tells us: “Yoseph wept when they 
spoke to him,” 11 and he then proceeds to re-assure the brothers they are forgiven. What 
was Yoseph feeling at that moment? Was this a cry representing sentimental emotion and 
an expression of relief upon finally reconciling with his brothers? I would like to suggest 
it was something different.

It must be recognized that the brothers never actually apologized to Yoseph in any direct 
or formal fashion for their atrocity. The only expression of regret was after Yoseph recog-
nizes them, accuses them of being spies, and requests they bring their younger brother to 
prove their story is true. It is at that time, the Torah tells us, the brothers talked amongst 

10. We know the final redemption will mimic the Egyptian redemption from G-d’s response to the prophet Michah: 
“As in the days when you left Egypt I will show it wonders” (Michah 7:15).

11. Bereishis 50:17.
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themselves, not knowing Yoseph’s true identity or that he understood their language. They 
said: “We are indeed being punished on account of our brother because we looked on at his 
heartfelt anguish as he pleaded with us, yet we did not listen; that is why this distress has 
come upon us.” 12 Even this statement itself does not contain the declaration “we were wrong 
and should not have done it”; rather, it was self-centred and an expression of a possible reason 
why they were suffering at that moment. Regardless, even if we say Yoseph witnessed some 
expression of regret at the moment he cries, it was not communicated to him directly or in 
any formal fashion. Not only did they fabricate the instruction from Yaakov, but according 
to Rashi, 13 they sent this message to Yoseph through an emissary, not dealing with their 
misdeeds in an upfront and direct fashion.

I would like to suggest, therefore, that Yoseph’s cry is one of extreme sadness, frustration 
and even anger over the complete inability of his brothers to directly express remorse and 
apologize. Furthermore, Yoseph must have realized this instruction from his father was 
fictitious, since he had spent much time with Yaakov in those final days and this instruction 
was never mentioned to him directly.

However, let us now consider Yoseph’s reaction to the brothers’ continued stubbornness, 
their inability to properly apologize and apparent egotistical conduct. In this instance, 
Yoseph clearly would have been justified to lash out at them in rebuke, but he surprisingly 
does not. He could have said, “Why have you not apologized properly all this time, why do 
you continue to fabricate lies over this painful episode, why do you still not trust me after 
all I have said and done for you?” Rather, Yoseph courageously takes the moral high-road 
requiring very strong personal character 14 to achieve a final reconciliation over this tense 
episode. Instead of escalating matters further at this late stage in their lives, consider what 
Yoseph tells them.

Yoseph immediately says, clearly and categorically, “Do not fear” 15 and repeats it a second 
time later in his response. This alone could be deemed sufficient to move forward. However, 
recognizing that they may still be filled with feelings of disbelief and paranoia, Yoseph 
provides proof that his forgiveness is genuine and not merely words. While saying “do not 
fear” twice, Yoseph says: “Although you intended me harm, G-d intended your misdeeds 
for good in order to save our entire family from famine!” 16 Not only does Yoseph hold back 
from using justifiable words of rebuke, he goes above and beyond by helping the brothers 
help themselves, giving them the rationale to believe him. Not only does Yoseph tell them 
to no longer be fearful, he lets them in on how he justifies the forgiveness in his own mind 
and should therefore be believed once and for all. Yoseph proceeds to take this even one step 

12. Ibid. 42:21.
13. See Rashi on Bereishis 50:16.
14. The Talmud, Rosh Hashanah 17a conceptually refer to this conduct as one who is “ma’avir ul midosov” literally 

translated as “one who leaves his measures” – meaning one who purposely does not respond to his attacker in 
a way justified and deserved. As Rashi describes it: “he tolerantly drops the entire matter and goes on his way.” 

15. Bereishis 50:19-20.
16. Ibid. 50:20.
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further to assure them this state of forgiveness is not temporary but will apply to future 
generations. He says: “So now, fear not - I will sustain you and your children.” 17 As if to 
say, this sentiment will never change and my forgiveness is everlasting. Ironically, Yoseph 
spends more time and energy forgiving the brothers than the brothers spend apologizing. 
Thereafter, we are told, “thus he comforted them and spoke to their heart” and in turn 
finally buries the animosity forever. So at a time when Yoseph would have been justified to 
express very different feelings, he instead consciously takes a different path to unilaterally 
diffuse the tension and create everlasting unity between himself and his siblings.

Incidentally, we are immediately offered a description of Yoseph’s final days – a description 
very rare and not found by any of the great individuals we learn about in this first book of 
the Torah. We are told that Yoseph saw grandchildren and great-grandchildren; they were 
“raised on Yoseph’s knee.” 18 We are not told the same about the brothers. This concluding 
statement contains imagery of Yoseph’s inner peace, tranquility and a nachus ruach as he 
lives out his final years. This teaches us that taking this particular interpersonal approach 
not only diffuses tension, but provides one with an inner high level of happiness. Perhaps 
due to his tremendous strength of character, Yoseph goes down in history as “Yoseph 
Ha’tzadik” – a title not bestowed upon anyone else. By example, Yoseph displays what is 
required of a person in this world: namely, to tap deep inner strength and be in constant 
pursuit to improve one’s individual G-d-given character.

Conclusion
Through karpas, its linkage to the k’sones passim and to Yoseph’s exceptional character, we 
have precisely what we require to set the framework for the story of redemption we tell 
over on Seder night.

The holy Pesah Seder begins with karpas to give us a humbling yet important perspective 
that G-d runs the world and history unfolds in mysterious ways, but ultimately it is for a 
purpose and for good. While we cannot understand G-d’s inner workings behind an evolving 
redemptive process, one thing is for certain: While our nation’s Egyptian experience was 
long and ugly, it all started when Yoseph put on that magical coat to eventually become 
our king and saviour. When looking through the rearview mirror of time, this lead to the 
launch of our nation.

Additionally, we must be reminded that due to baseless hatred amongst our people, G-d 
allowed the second Bais Hamikdash to be destroyed. It should therefore be obvious that in order 
to arrive at our ultimate redemption, we must strive to correct this negative characteristic 
on both a personal and national level. The concluding confrontation between Yoseph and 
his brothers, highlights an attribute of Yoseph that should be most inspiring to us in our 
times. The Torah is not merely a storybook; we must learn from the great characters we 

17. Ibid 50:21.
18. Ibid 50:23.
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read about in Scripture to internalize and integrate their traits and life experience within 
our own lives. This idea is described eloquently by Rabbi Jonathan Sacks:

The Torah portrays the patriarchs and matriarchs in all their human complexity so that we can 
identify with them and take strength from their stories rather than seeing them as impossibly 
remote from all we know and are. 19

There is hardly a better way to remove baseless hatred than to aspire to be like Yoseph, 
to strive towards re-programming ourselves to ignore differences and to fill ourselves with 
tolerance. This must be achieved even when we are perhaps justified to act otherwise. If 
we are to be worthy of Moshiach, we must strive to mimic Yoseph’s exceptional character in 
an effort to rid ourselves of hatred towards our fellow Jew, which will ultimately advance 
the Final Redemption to fruition.

By allowing karpas to trigger the Yoseph story, may we benefit from a deeper understand-
ing of our current exile and what action is required to bring the redemption closer. May 
we enjoy a meaningful Pesah Seder and merit the final redemption in an easy and clear 
fashion, speedily in our days.

19. Rabbi Jonathan Sacks, Genesis: The Book of Beginnings (Jerusalem: Maggid Books, 2009), 229-233.
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Who Performed the Plague of Blood?   
The Two Accounts of the Plague of Blood

Joey Fox

1. This translation is based on the translation of the Steinzaltz Koren Humash with minor modifications.

Shemot 7 1

14. Hashem said to Moshe: Pharaoh’s heart is heavy, he refused to send the nation.
15. Go to Pharaoh in the morning, behold, he goes out to the water, and you shall stand 
facing him on the bank of the Nile and the staff which transformed into a serpent 
(nahash), take in your hand.
16. You shall say to him: Hashem, the G-d of the Hebrews, sent me to you saying: Send 
my people, and they will serve me in the wilderness, and behold you have not heeded 
me until now.
17. So says Hashem: With this you shall know that I am Hashem: Behold, I will strike 
with the staff that is in my hand on the water that is in the Nile, and it will be trans-
formed into blood.
18. And the fish that are in the Nile will die, and the Nile will reek, and Egypt will be 
unable to drink water from the Nile.
19. Hashem said to Moshe: Say to Aharon: Take your staff and extend your hand over 
the waters of Egypt, over their rivers, over their canals, over their lakes, over all their 
pools of water, and they will become blood and there will be blood in the entire land 
of Egypt, in the wood and in the stones.
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20. Moshe and Aharon did as Hashem had commanded, and he raised the staff, and 
he struck the water in the Nile before the eyes of Pharaoh and before the eyes of his 
servants, and all the water in the Nile transformed into blood.
21. The fish that were in the Nile died, and the Nile reeked, and the Egyptians were 
unable to drink water from the Nile. There was blood in the entire land of Egypt.
22. The magicians of Egypt did so with their artifices and Pharaoh’s heart hardened, 
and he did not heed them, as Hashem had spoken.
23. Pharaoh turned and came to his house, and he did not pay attention to this either.
24. All of Egypt dug around the Nile for water to drink, as they were unable to drink 
the water of the Nile.
25. Seven days were completed after Hashem struck the Nile.

A. Difficulties in the Story
Many difficulties arise when reading the story of the plague of blood:

1. It appears from some of the verses that the plague only affected the Nile. The warning 
(17-18) only references the Nile. The description of what occurred copies this almost 
verbatim (20, 21 except the last clause). The final verse (25) indicates that the plague was 
unique to the Nile. However, in other verses, it references the plague affecting all the 
waters of Egypt (19, end of 21).

2. There are two separate, contradictory commands of how the plague will be performed. 
First, Hashem tells Moshe that he should take into his hand the staff which transformed 
into a serpent and use it to strike the Nile (14-18). Then Hashem tells Moshe to tell Aharon 
to take his staff and cause all the water in Egypt to turn into blood (19). 2

3. If all the waters in Egypt had transformed into blood (21) and the plague lasted for seven 
days (25), how were the magicians able to turn the water into blood when all the water 
had already been turned into blood?

4. If all the waters in Egypt had transformed into blood, how would digging around the 
Nile to find water help (24)? 3

2. It is commonly accepted that this plague was only performed by Aharon because the Nile saved Moshe, so Moshe 
showed gratitude for this and could not afflict it (see Rashi 7:19). This is difficult to accept for two reasons: the 
text clearly states here that Moshe alone was commanded to strike the Nile, and not Aharon. Furthermore, 
although similar reasons were given for Aharon’s participation in frogs and lice (Rashi 8:12), Aharon was the 
one who turned the staff into a tanin and not Moshe (Shemot 7:9-10). Aharon also participated in the plague 
of boils by collecting the soot (Shemot 9:10). There is no hint of Moshe being unable to perform these due to 
gratitude. Therefore, it is difficult to attribute Aharon’s participation in these events due to Moshe’s inability 
to participate.

3. The Midrash, Shemot Rabba 9:11, highlights this issue and resolves it by interpreting that the Egyptians did not 
find water there either and had to purchase water from the Israelites, however the plain meaning of the text 
is that the Egyptians did in fact find water by digging around the Nile.
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Rabbi Mordechai Breuer developed a method, known as shitat ha-behinot (aspect method-
ology), to address many stories throughout the Torah with similar issues. He posited that 
just as there are two accounts of creation with middat ha-din and middat ha-rahamim, 4 many 
stories throughout the Torah occur through both middat ha-din and middat ha-rahamim. 
Many of these stories are not written separately, but are intertwined, as we shall see here. 5

All these issues raised can be readily resolved if we assume that there is not a single account 
here of the plague of blood, but rather two accounts – one plague of the Nile initiated by 
Moshe and one plague of the waters of Egypt initiated by Aharon. 6 We must first determine 
which verses in the story apply to the different accounts. Later, we will determine which 
accounts are connected to the various middot.

B. Dividing the Verses
To begin dividing the verses, we can first identify the commands from Hashem for the two 
plagues, which define their nature:

In the plague initiated by Moshe, the command is “Hashem said to Moshe… You shall say 
to him… Behold, I will strike with the staff that is in my hand on the water that is in the 
Nile, and it will be transformed into blood” (14-18).

In the plague initiated by Aharon, the command is: “Take your staff and extend your hand 
over the waters of Egypt…there will be blood in the entire land of Egypt…” (19).

Phrases throughout the plague of blood that are directly related to the Nile will be associ-
ated with the plague initiated by Moshe. Phrases that are related to all the waters of Egypt 
will be associated with the plague initiated by Aharon.

The initial command given to Aharon is very similar to the command given in the previ-
ous story of the tanin: “Say to Aharon: Take your staff and cast it before Pharaoh, and it will 
become a serpent (tanin)”(7:9). Both of these commands involve Moshe commanding Aharon, 
telling him to take his staff and use it to make one thing become another. As evidenced by 
these parallels, the plague initiated by Aharon should be seen as a continuation of the story 
of the tanin. Throughout the story of the plague of blood, there are other phrases that are 
repeated from the tanin, including the phrase “they did as Hashem commanded” (10,20) and 
the phrase “Pharaoh’s heart hardened, and he did not heed them, as Hashem had spoken.” 7 
(13,22). This indicates that these phrases are associated with the plague initiated by Aharon.

4. See R. Joseph B. Soloveitchik, Lonely Man of Faith (Random House, 2006).
5. For a more thorough introduction to R. Breuer’s methodology, see my article “How Did the Sea Split?” Hakhmei 

Lev, Vol. 2 (BAYT, 2022), 65-74.
6. This analysis is based primarily on Rabbi Mordechai Breuer’s Pirkei Moadot (1986) Chapter 11, the Ten Plagues, 

pages 193-232. His analysis includes three separate accounts of the plague of blood. However, two of the 
accounts are almost identical, and I shall combine them here for brevity. R. Amnon Bazak also has an analy-
sis of this plague as two separate accounts in his To This Very Day, 99-103 (Maggid, 2020). Providing proof or  
an analysis of all three accounts, as analyzed by R.Breuer, is beyond the scope of this essay. You can email 
joeyfox85@gmail.com for a full translation of this chapter.

7. Throughout the story of the ten plagues, in one account, Pharoah’s heart is referred to as being heavy (7:14). 
In the other account, it is referred to as being hardened (7:22).
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After Moshe is commanded to transform the Nile into blood (14-18) and Aharon is 
commanded to make all the waters of Egypt become blood (19), the beginning of verse 20 
states that “Moshe and Aharon did as Hashem had commanded.” This language mirrors 
the story of the tanin, and is therefore associated with the plague that Aharon initiated.

After the Torah records that “Moshe and Aharon did as Hashem commanded,” the next 
phrase in verse 20 is: “he raised (vayarem) the staff, and he struck the water in the Nile.” 
The second action of striking the water in the Nile is clearly related to the plague initiated 
by Moshe. The text is ambiguous about who raises the staff. The resolution to this may be 
determined by the only other place in the Torah where it uses the word vayarem: “Moshe 
raised (vayarem) his hand and he struck the rock with his staff…” (Bamidbar 20:11). Just as 
Moshe was the one who first raised and then struck with his staff, it can be argued that the 
act of raising here is attributable to Moshe as well.

The final phrase of verse 20, “all the water in the Nile transformed into blood,” and the 
beginning of verse 21 is related specifically to the plague initiated by Moshe as it only refer-
ences the Nile and corresponds to the warning in verses 17 and 18.

The end of verse 21 references all the waters in the land of Egypt, which was the plague 
initiated by Aharon. As previously discussed, the language in verse 22 also mirrors the story 
of the tanin, so it is also connected to the plague initiated by Aharon.

It is not immediately obvious which plague is associated with verse 23: Pharaoh returning 
to his home and not paying attention. R. Bazak argues that this verse refers to the plague 
initiated by Aharon. 8 There are two pieces of evidence for this. As we shall see later, the 
plague initiated by Aharon was temporary and did not last. The description of Pharaoh not 
paying attention is logical, as the plague had ended. The phrase “to this either” is referring 
to a previous event. The most logical event this is referring to would have been the tanin 
which was performed by Aharon, which is Rashi’s interpretation. 9

R. Breuer attributes verse 23 to the plague initiated by Moshe. 10 There are four pieces of 
evidence for this:

1. The story of the tanin ends with the same phrase from verse 22: “Pharaoh’s heart hardened 
and he did not heed them, as Hashem had spoken.” This is the closing verse for both stories.

2. Pharaoh’s reaction has a possible redundancy. First it states that Pharaoh did not heed 
them (22) and then it states he did not pay attention to this (23). It would be fitting if this 
verse was part of the plague initiated by Moshe, so the Torah would record Pharoah’s reac-
tion to the plague initiated by Moshe. Thus, for the plague initiated by Aharon, Pharaoh 
did not heed them and for the plague initiated by Moshe, Pharaoh did not pay attention.

3. The opening command to Moshe references that Pharaoh has refused to send the nation 
(14). This refers to a previous encounter between Moshe, Aharon and Pharaoh in Shemot 

8. Bazak, To this Very Day, 103.
9. Rashi Shemot 7:23.
10. R. Breuer, Pirkei Moadot, 218.
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5:2 when Pharaoh states: “I will not send Israel.” “To this either” is a reference to that 
opening verse, noting that his decision has not changed even after the plague of blood.

4. The beginning of the account of the plague initiated by Moshe identifies that Pharaoh went 
out to the water (15). Returning to his house after the plague (23) is the conclusion of that.

This creates a chiastic structure of Pharoah’s participation in this account:

A1. Pharaoh’s heart is heavy, he refused to send the nation. (14)
B1. Behold, he goes out to the water (15)

C. He struck the water in the Nile before the eyes of Pharaoh (20)
B2. Pharaoh turned and came to his house

A2. And he did not pay attention to this either. (23)

Taking all of this evidence into account, I have decided to adopt R. Breuer’s approach and 
attribute this verse to the plague initiated by Moshe.

The final two verses specifically reference the Nile, so it is logical that it is connected to 
the narrative about the plague initiated by Moshe.

C. The Division of the Verses
According to this view, there are two accounts of the plague of blood being discussed in 
these verses. The plague initiated by Moshe is in normal font. The plague initiated by 
Aharon is in bold.

14. Hashem said to Moshe: Pharaoh’s heart is heavy, he refused to send the nation.
15. Go to Pharaoh in the morning, behold, he goes out to the water and you shall stand 
facing him on the bank of the Nile and the staff which transformed into a serpent 
(nahash), take in your hand.
16. You shall say to him: Hashem, the G-d of the Hebrews, sent me to you saying: send 
my people and they will serve me in the wilderness and behold you have not heeded 
me until now.
17. So says Hashem: With this you shall know that I am Hashem: Behold, I will strike 
with the staff that is in my hand on the water that is in the Nile, and it will be trans-
formed into blood.
18. And the fish that are in the Nile will die, and the Nile will reek, and Egypt will be 
unable to drink water from the Nile.
19. Hashem said to Moshe: Say to Aharon: Take your staff and extend your hand 
over the waters of Egypt, over their rivers, over their canals, over their lakes, over 
all their pools of water and they will become blood and there will be blood in the 
entire land of Egypt, in the wood and in the stones.
20. Moshe and Aharon did as Hashem had commanded, and he raised the staff and 
he struck the water in the Nile before the eyes of Pharaoh and before the eyes of his 
servants, and all the water in the Nile transformed into blood.
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21. The fish that were in the Nile died, and the Nile reeked, and the Egyptians were 
unable to drink water from the Nile. There was blood in the entire land of Egypt.
22. The magicians of Egypt did so with their artifices and Pharaoh’s heart hardened 
and he did not heed them, as Hashem had spoken.
23. Pharaoh turned and came to his house, and he did not pay attention to this either.
24. All of Egypt dug around the Nile for water to drink, as they were unable to drink 
the water of the Nile.
25. Seven days were completed after Hashem struck the Nile.

D. Two Accounts with all the Difficulties Resolved
We can now clearly discern what had happened in the two separate accounts. In the plague 
initiated by Moshe, Hashem commanded him to warn Pharaoh about the waters of the Nile 
and strike the water to turn the Nile into blood. Moshe did this, and the Nile did in fact turn 
into blood. Pharaoh returned home and this did not change his mind. Since only the water 
in the Nile turned to blood and not the rest of the water in Egypt, the Egyptians had to dig 
around the Nile to find water. The plague lasted for seven days.

In the plague initiated by Aharon, Aharon extended his hand over the waters of Egypt and 
“there was blood in the entire land of Egypt.” The seven-day plague only references the Nile. 
Just as the tanin was not a sign that lasted, this plague, too, did not last. The waters which 
turned to blood then returned to water. Then the magicians were able to perform the same 
feat of turning water into blood. Just as the story of the tanin concluded with Pharaoh’s 
heart being hardened and not heeding them, this account ends in an identical manner.

With this understanding, the contradictions and logical inconsistencies throughout 
the story can now be attributed to two different accounts of the plague. All the previously 
mentioned difficulties with the story are resolved.

E. Combining the Verses into One Story
Although there are two accounts of the plague initiated by two people described in the 
Torah, the Torah should still be understood as it is written before us. By understanding 
the two individual components, they can be combined into a single story and understood 
based on the literal meaning of the verses.

In the combined reading of the verses, both of these accounts happened together. Hashem 
gave two commands for two plagues to occur: a plague initiated by Moshe on the Nile and 
the plague initiated by Aharon on all the waters of Egypt.

First, Aharon took his staff and extended his hand over the waters of Egypt “as Hashem 
commanded.” Then Moshe took the staff and struck the Nile. Once the Nile transformed 
to blood in the plague initiated by Moshe, all the waters in Egypt then also transformed to 
blood in the plague initiated by Aharon.
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While the plague on the Nile continued, the other waters transformed back so that the 
magicians were able to perform the sign as well. Pharaoh then refused to be persuaded 
by the plague over the waters in Egypt, since his magicians were able to perform the feat. 
Although the plague on the Nile continued, Pharoah nevertheless refused to change his 
mind. The plague of the Nile then lasted seven days.

F. Serpents and the Attributes of Hashem
The significance of this plague is hidden within a passing reference at the beginning of the 
warning. Hashem commands Moshe to take “the staff which transformed into a serpent 
(nahash),” but it is not immediately obvious why this reference is required. Seemingly, it 
might connect this to the previous story where the staff turned into a serpent, but there it 
was referred to as a tanin. The reference to Moshe’s staff turning into a nahash originates 
from the burning bush, where Hashem commands Moshe to cast the staff onto the ground 
and it becomes a nahash (4:3). This sign was then performed before Israel (4:30). Why does 
the Torah refer to the serpent as a tanin when performed by Aharon before Pharaoh and a 
nahash when performed by Moshe before Israel?

The prophet Yeshayahu references both of these together as symbols of evil: “On that 
day, Hashem will reckon with His harsh, great and powerful sword against leviathan the 
nahash bariah and leviathan the nahash akalton and He will kill the tanin that is in the sea 
(Yeshayahu 27:1). Yeshayahu prophesizes about the day of judgement, where Hashem kills 
the symbols of evil: the nahash and the tanin.

Both of these symbols of evil originate in the two accounts of creation. In the first account 
of creation, where the world was created through middat ha-din, the tanin is the symbol of 
evil. It is the first living creature created and is the only one which the Torah says Hashem 
“created” aside from human beings (Bereshit 1:21).

In the second account of creation, where the world was created through middat ha-ra-
hamim, the nahash is the symbol of evil. The text emphasizes that it is “more cunning than 
any beast of the field” and that it was “made by Hashem” (3:1).

The reason for the emphasis on the creation of evil in both accounts of creation is to 
clearly state that whether through middat ha-din or middat ha-rahamim, Hashem is the One 
“who forms the light and creates the darkness, makes peace and creates evil” (Yeshayahu 
45:7). Evil is not an independent entity but was created and is controlled by Hashem.

This symbol of evil was then used against Egypt through the ten plagues with both 
middat ha-din and middat ha-rahamim. With middat ha-din, first the staff was turned into a 
tanin by Aharon before Pharaoh and then was extended over the waters of Egypt, which 
were all transformed into blood. With middat ha-rahamim, first the staff was turned into 
a nahash by Moshe at the burning bush and before Israel. It had yet to have a connection 
with Pharaoh, which is why before the plague of blood, Hashem identified the staff as the 
one which turned into a nahash.
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The plague of blood was the initial plague and the one that affected the centre of Egyptian 
civilization. With this plague, the primordial symbols of evil are used as Hashem begins to 
stretch out His hand upon Egypt through both middot. This is why first Aharon performs the 
tanin before Pharaoh and then Hashem references the nahash to Moshe before performing 
the plague of blood.

Through the use of shitat ha-behinot we have shown how the plague of blood occurred 
through both middat ha-din and middat ha-rahamim and how both of these are recorded in 
the Torah together.
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Putting the Seder in Order

DR. maRc heRman

1. See Haggadah shel Pesah im Perush HaRishonim, 30-31, and Dikdukei Sofrim VI:181a. 

the haggadah has a justifiable reputation for being structured: the night is known 
as Leil HaSeder – the night of order – and throughout the text there are repeated four-fold 
configurations, which suggest inherent structure and order. Yet, at the beginning of the 
Haggadah there is a seeming problem with the design. Immediately following the Ma Nish-
tanah, the Haggadah turns to the Jewish enslavement: Avadim Hayinu, we were slaves to 
Pharoah in Egypt. The Haggadah then mentions how the Tannaim celebrated Passover, then 
the idolatrous past of our forefathers, before finally returning to the Exodus. The apparent 
disorganization is bewildering.

This problem might be addressed with reference to the well-known debate about where 
the Haggadah actually starts (Pesahim 116a). The Mishnah instructs that the Haggadah “begin 
with disgrace and conclude with praise.” Most interpreters agree that the praise at the end 
of the Haggadah is the recitation of Hallel, but the Amoraim disagree about the identifica-
tion of the disgrace: is it the Jewish people’s idolatrous past or is it their enslavement in 
Egypt? In the standard Vilna edition of this passage, Rav takes the former interpretation, 
and Shmuel the latter. Many commentators claim that the halakhah follows the view that 
the Haggadah begins with the phrase “Avadim Hayinu,” and we therefore adopt the position 
that the “disgrace” discussed in the Mishnah is Israel’s slavery. This explanation, however, 
suffers from all problems mentioned above.

Looking again at the relevant Gemara, many Rishonim transmit a different version of this 
debate. Instead of a dispute between Rav and Shmuel, they record that the two opinions 
are offered in the name of Rav and Rava. 1 According to Ri ben Yakar, Ritva, and Abudraham, 
the halakhah follows Rava (as he is the later Sage) and the Haggadah opens with Avadim 

https://www.sefaria.org/Pesachim.116a?lang=he-en&utm_source=traditiononline.org&utm_medium=sefaria_linker
https://www.sefaria.org/Pesachim.116a?lang=he-en&utm_source=traditiononline.org&utm_medium=sefaria_linker
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Hayinu. One may suggest, however, that Rava is only supplementing Rav’s interpretation by 
focusing the story on the later disgrace of the Israelites as well.

Following this interpretation, the halakhah may in fact not be forced to decide between 
these two readings of the Mishnah. If so, we can suggest that the Haggadah itself (that is, 
the retelling of the Exodus proper) does not formally commence after the Four Questions. 
According to this read, following Kiddush, the evening moves to Ha Lahma Anya and the 
pouring of the second cup of wine, to which the youngest child expresses his or her bewil-
derment through the Four Questions. Avadim Hayinu, then, is only the beginning of the 
answer to the Four Questions, not the formal Sippur itself. The Haggadah continues with the 
story of the Sages in Bnei Brak to illustrate the importance of the retelling, the Four Sons to 
show how the retelling should be performed, and the passage “It could be done from Rosh 
Hodesh” to discuss when the Exodus should be remembered. The actual fulfillment of the 
obligation to recount the tale of the Exodus, which must begin with “disgrace,” only starts 
with “originally our forefathers were idolaters.” 2 Within this view, anything before this line 
serves as an introduction and frames the mitzvah of retelling the Exodus. The enslavement 
is then fully integrated into the Haggadah’s interpretation of Arami Oved Avi. This reading 
of the Haggadah’s structure answers all the challenges outlined above: the first section of 
the Haggadah is arranged logically, and the chronological order is not disturbed.

Indeed, this may be a better read of the Mishnah’s instructions regarding the Haggadah. 
After the Four Questions, the Mishnah instructs that “according to the intelligence and the 
ability of the son, his father teaches him about the Exodus,” which in line with the above 
analysis, is recalled with mention of the Four Sons. Only after that does the Mishnah say 
“begin with disgrace and conclude with praise”: the disgrace is not Avadim Hayinu but the 
section that appears where the Mishnah dictates: originally our forefathers were idolaters.

2. See the commentary of Orhot Hayyim on the Haggadah at this passage, who writes, “Here begins the Haggadah.”

This article was originally published on Tradition Online (April 1, 2022)  
and has been revised for this publication.
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1. Letter to the New York Times, Jan. 12 1988, http://www.nytimes.com/1988/01/19/opinion/l-izzy-did-you-ask-
a-good-question-today-712388.html.

2. Mishnah Pesahim 10:4.
3. Shemot 12:26, Shemot 13:8, Shemot 13:14, Devarim 6:20.
4. Ibid.

nOBel Prize-winning Physicist Dr. Isidor I. Rabi and his parents emigrated from 
Poland to the United States at the end of the 19th century and settled in Brooklyn. Many 
of young Isidor’s peers pursued law, medicine and entrepreneurship. When asked why he 
made the unusual choice of a career in science, Rabi explained, “My mother made me a 
scientist without ever intending it. Every other Jewish mother in Brooklyn would ask her 
child after school: ‘So? Did you learn anything today?’ But not my mother. She always asked 
me a different question. ‘Izzy,’ she would say, ‘did you ask a good question today?’ That 
difference - asking good questions - made me become a scientist!’’ 1

Our Haggadah highlights questions. The liturgy itself, since the time of the Beit HaMikdash, 
has included prepared questions for children to ask their parents: Why do we eat only matzah 
tonight? Why do we eat marror tonight? Why do we dip twice tonight? And so forth. 2 Even 
in the time of the Mishnah two thousand years ago, the Haggadah showcased the questions 
of Four Children, modeled on four biblical verses 3 which describe Jewish parents teaching 
their children about the events of Pesah night and our exodus from Egypt. 4

The Seder itself is designed to inspire questions. The Talmud instructs parents to distribute 
toys to keep children involved and curious at the Seder (Pesahim 108b-109a), and it describes 
the practices of dipping twice (ibid. 114b) and of “grabbing” the afikoman (ibid. 109a) as 

http://www.yutorah.org/
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customs implemented in order to inspire children’s’ questions. The Shulhan Arukh 5 adds 
the practices of removing and returning the ke’arah (Seder Plate), and drinking a second 
cup of wine before our meal, as further catalysts for curiosity. According to Rabbi Yechiel 
Michel Epstein, 6 we wash for karpas in order to trigger questions.

This emphasis on questions is actually a legal requirement of the Seder. The Talmud 
instructs, “If one’s child is wise, the child asks him. If the child is not wise then one’s spouse 
asks him. If not, he asks himself. Even two Torah scholars who know the laws of Passover 
ask each other.” (Pesahim 116a)

Along these lines, Rabbi Meshulam Dovid Soloveitchik ruled that when a non-Israeli father 
is holding his second Seder and his Israeli children are available, they should attend the 
Seder in order to ask him questions. Even though their questions do not fulfill a mitzvah 
for them, they are needed for the father’s Seder. 7

Why are these questions necessary? We may offer four answers.

1. The Question Expresses Curiosity
One explanation for our Seder format is that questions express curiosity, and so lead to 
good pedagogy. As the Maggid of Dubno wrote, 8 “Just as food will not be sweet without prior 
hunger, so an answer will not be sweet unless it follows a great question.”

Further, responding to questions is a good way to convey complicated information. Rabbi 
Tzvi Elimelech Shapira of Dinov observed, 9 “That which comes in response to questions can 
convey many ideas in a manner that is orderly and sweet for the palate, and it will be more 
established in the soul. You see that many authors, who wished to write of a broad subject 
and feared that their words might not be accepted by the ear and the mind because of the 
limitations of the listener as well as the depth, length and breadth of the subject, dealt with 
this by writing of the subject in the form of question and response.”

2. The Question Expresses Skepticism
A second approach to our Seder questions is that these inquiries are meant to re-enact and 
correct the questions which marked our time in Egypt.

When G-d told Avraham that he would receive the Land of Israel, Avraham responded by 
asking how he could know that this would come to pass. According to one Talmudic view, 
this skeptical question is the reason we were sent to Egypt. (Nedarim 32a) The questions 
continued with Moshe’s repeated challenges to the Divine decision to send him to rescue 
the Jews, and then with the questions asked by the Jews with every obstacle they encoun-
tered in the wilderness.

5. Shulhan Arukh Orach Chaim 473:6-7.
6. Arukh haShulhan Orach Chaim 473:18.
7. R. Meshulam Dovid Soloveitchik, Haggadah shel Pesach Shai laTorah Brisk, pp. 98-99.
8. Sefer haMidot, Chapter 6.
9. Derech Pikudecha 21: Helek haMaaseh 3.
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At our Seder, we re-live the Exodus, 10 and we put a positive spin on our history of ques-
tions: again, we ask, but as a means of building our faith.

3. The Question Expresses Freedom
In a third approach, Rabbi Yitzchak Mirsky contends that the very act of questioning demon-
strates freedom. As he wrote, “Where you find edicts and slavery, there are no questions, 
for questions are only where there is freedom. A slave who is bound to his master – his 
mouth is sealed from asking questions.” 11 Like leaning and drinking wine, we ask in order 
to show that we are free.

4. The Question Expresses Connection
Finally, questions are a robust means of connecting two individuals; indeed, telephone 
marketing experts advise their proteges to begin a solicitation by asking a question, in order 
to create that connection. 12 So it is that we often refer to questioning as interrogation, from 
the Latin inter and rogare – “asking between”.

The very first biblical questions were of this interrogative model. When the serpent 
wished to enter into conversation with Havah, he asked, “Has G-d indeed said that you may 
not eat of any tree in the garden?” (Bereishit 3:1) As Rashi explains, the serpent knew that 
only one tree was prohibited, but he wished to draw Havah into dialogue. The next biblical 
question occurred when Adam ate of the prohibited fruit and then sought to hide from 
G-d. G-d asked, “Where are you?” (ibid. 3:9) G-d knew Adam’s whereabouts, but He wished 
to initiate a connection. The link between the one who asks and the one who responds is 
embedded in the start of Judaism’s most fundamental text.

Perhaps it is this desire for connection that drives the Seder’s model. A child who asks a 
question of the previous generation makes a connection with the history of our nation, recog-
nizing herself as part of the chain of Jewish history and a family whose collective numbers, 
across the millennia, are more than the grains of sand at the sea. With these questions, the 
Torah tells us that we are not simply to aim words at our children in reporting the events 
of our exodus. We are to use this night of communication to create a link, inspiring our 
children to see themselves as part of our people, and so extending a bridge to the future.

10. Mishnah Pesahim 10:5; Rambam, Mishneh Torah, Hilchot Hametz uMatzah 7:6.
11. Haggadat Hegyonei Halachah, pg. 22.
12. For example, see The Best Technique In Sales Leads Telemarketing? Start A Conversation http://www.business2community.

com/sales-management/best-technique-sales-leads-telemarketing-start-conversation-0628335.

http://www.business2community.com/sales-management/best-technique-sales-leads-telemarketing-start-conversation-0628335
http://www.business2community.com/sales-management/best-technique-sales-leads-telemarketing-start-conversation-0628335
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Halakhic Issues with  
Civil Marriage in Israel  

Why Should Israelis Have to Go to Cyprus?

Rabbi DR. lazeR FRieDman

1. Rashi, Bereishis 25:6.
2. Ritva, Yevamos 44a.

Introduction
The traditional concept of marriage between a man and a woman has undergone many 
changes in recent years. The Torah (Bereishis 2:24), defines marriage as the union of man and 
woman in marriage. Early in Biblical times, we already note the emergence of an alternative 
to the traditional model of marriage in the role of the Pilegesh or concubine. 1 The Rabbis 
of the Talmud subsequently derived and laid out the many halakhos of kiddushin, Jewish 
marriage law, which forms the corpus of laws and intricacies of Jewish marriage. The 
traditional marriage arrangement, incorporating the herem (ban) of Rabbeinu Gershom, 
forbade polygamy and restricted a man to a single wife. 2 This traditional marriage model 
thus remained the status quo for centuries.

In recent years, Jews, for a variety of reasons, have sought alternative arrangements, 
such as simply living together, or entering common law marriages. This is especially true 
in Israel, where many secular and even traditional Jews do not wish to marry under the 
laws of the Rabbanut and Orthodox Judaism, and instead, travel to Cyprus where common 
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law marriages are legal. This article will explore this modern phenomenon and their impli-
cations through the prism of halakhah.

Traditional Marriage
The traditional marriage in Judaism is between a man and a woman. The Gemara (Kiddushin 
2a) describes the three mechanisms whereby a man establishes a marriage through the 
concept of kiddushin. In order to create the kiddushin, a man can betroth a woman using kesef 
(money), shtar (a document), or bi’ah (sexual relations).

The validity of using sexual relations as a means of establishing kiddushin is cited in the 
Gemara (Gittin 81a), which discusses the case of a divorced couple, whereby two witnesses 
testify that the couple were secluded in a hotel. Beis Hillel rules that their mere seclusion 
together (yihud) functions as a renewed kiddushin and the couple are considered remarried, 
with the ramifications that another get (divorce document) is required if they do not wish 
to live together. The reason they are considered remarried is because, although there were 
no witnesses to the sexual relations, the witnesses who saw them engaged in yihud (seclu-
sion) are halakhically sufficient to assume they had relations for the purpose of marriage. 
Beis Hillel believes that the couple is remarried by virtue of the cohabitation. After all, Beis 
Hillel opines that “Ein adam oseh be’ilas zenus”, which means people do not squander their 
sexual relations, but rather reserve them only for the purposes of establishing kiddushin 
in monogamous relationships. Thus, according to Beis Hillel, the use of sexual relations 
effects a valid kiddushin.

The Gemara in Kiddushin (12b), relates that Rav was also of the opinion that sexual rela-
tions can effect a valid kiddushin; however, he would curse individuals who would use this 
method as a means of betrothal. Although the Rabbis strongly discouraged the use of sexual 
relations as a means of betrothing a woman, it is important to recognize that it was a valid 
mechanism of effecting a valid kiddushin. The Rabbis subsequently endorsed the use of 
money as the preferred method of marriage, and in contemporary times, Jewish marriages 
exclusively use the method of money for the purpose of kiddushin, most commonly used 
with the gifting of a ring.

Living Together – The Pilegesh
A pilegesh is usually translated as a concubine. In halakhic terms, it is an arrangement 
whereby a man and woman live together without kiddushin and a kesubah. The exact nature 
of this arrangement is disputed by the Rishonim. The Rambam requires proper kiddushin 
and does not allow the use of sexual relations as a means of betrothal. A woman who avails 
herself to sexual relations as a means of betrothal is defined as a zonah, and the act of zenus 
(illicit relations) is punishable by lashing for transgressing the prohibition of prostitution 
(Devarim 23:18).
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Moreover, the Rambam writes that the previously mentioned principle of “Ein adam oseh 
be’ilas zenus’’ applies only to individuals who are considered “kosher” (proper) among the 
people of Israel. 3 Therefore, he argues that we do not assume that one who secludes with 
an unmarried woman does so with the intent of marriage. Therefore, individuals living 
together would not be considered a valid marriage.

The Raavad disagrees with the Rambam. The Raavad defines a zonah (prostitute), in a 
much more limited manner and argues that a zonah is a woman who makes herself available 
and has intimate relations with multiple men. The Raavad argues that a woman who is in 
a monogamous relationship, even in the absence of kiddushin is considered a pilegesh, and 
not a zonah and this relationship does not transgress the prohibition of prostitution, and 
therefore not subject to malkos (lashes).

The Shulhan Arukh follows the opinion of the Rambam and sanctions only rabbinical-
ly-approved kiddushin in order to allow a couple to live together. Moreover, the Shulhan Arukh 
rules that even if it is a monogamous relationship, the man should dissolve the arrangement. 4

The Rama cites both opinions. He writes, “[S]ome (Raavad) say that this is permitted 
and that this is the pilegesh mentioned in the Torah, and some (Rambam) say that this is 
prohibited and he receives lashes.” 5

The commentaries on the Shulhan Arukh also address this issue and arrive at opposing 
conclusions. The Beis Shmuel is supportive of the Raavad and writes that according to the 
Rosh, living with a pilegesh does not constitute a prohibition. On the other hand, the Helkas 
Mehokek rules that even according to the Raavad’s approach it is prohibited to live with an 
unmarried woman without nissuin, because of the prohibition of yihud.

Civil Marriage & Common Law
Many Jews today, living together, wish to formalize their relationships, but for various 
personal reasons, are not interested in any religious ceremonies. Rather, they opt for civil 
marriages or common law arrangements. From a halakhic perspective, we need to explore 
whether these arrangements, although definitely not preferred or ideal under Jewish law, 
meet the minimum criteria for a valid halakhic marriage. The impact of this discussion 
has very significant ramifications in many areas of daily life, including, but not limited 
to, the halakhic status of the arrangement, the status of the children, and the need for a 
divorce upon dissolvement of the arrangement. More specifically, after the couple no longer 
remains committed to the civil marriage, is a get (halakhic divorce document) required? If 
the woman were to remarry without a get, would the new children in the relationship be 
classified as mamzeirim (children who are the result of a halakhically non-sanctioned union), 
as the first marriage was never halakhically dissolved? Finally, may the woman marry a 
kohen (a kohen may not marry a divorcee)?

3. Isurei Biah 1:4.
4. Even Ha-Ezer 26:1.
5. Even Ha-Ezer 26:1.
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At its fundamental core, the validity of a civil marriage or common law arrangement 
hinges on whether we accept the following two halakhic principles. The first is “Hein hein 
eidei yihud hein hein eidei bi’ah. (the witnesses testifying on the seclusion affect the testimony 
of the sexual relations. A civil marriage, without kiddushin, involves the seclusion of a man 
and woman. Due to the intimate nature of sexual relations, we do not require witnesses 
for the sexual relations itself, but witnesses testify regarding the seclusion of a man and 
woman, and this is sufficient for the Rabbinical court to assume sexual relations were 
consummated. This principle is referred to as “Hein hein eidei yihud hein hein eidei bi’ah.” The 
second principle is known as Ein adam oseh be’ilas zenus (people do not squander their sexual 
relations). As discussed above, if people do squander their relations, then we can assume 
the relations were committed with intent of consummating a marriage.

Can these two principles be applied to a civil marriage? If they apply, then the couple, 
despite not having sought a religious ceremony, would be considered halakhically married. 
If these principles do not apply to a civil marriage, then effectively the couple does not meet 
the halakhic definition of being married.

The earliest source that deals with this question is the Rivash. 6 During the Spanish 
Inquisition, many Jews fled Spain and outwardly converted to Christianity, but privately 
remained faithful to Judaism and became known as Marranos. It was in this context that 
the Rivash was asked to adjudicate the case of a woman who married another Marrano 
and the wedding was officiated by a priest. After living together for several months, she 
became pregnant and subsequently had a child. Her husband disappeared, and securing a 
get was not possible: so the question asked to the Rivash was, could this woman remarry?

The Rivash allowed the woman to remarry on the basis of several reasons. Firstly, he felt 
that the wedding ceremony performed by the priest had no validity and did not affect a 
valid halakhic marriage. As for the fact that they were living together, the Rivash ruled that 
the kiddushei bi’ah (sexual relations), did not constitute a valid form of betrothal. Third, since 
the couple was married by a priest, by definition it cannot be considered a valid wedding 
which requires some adherence to the principle of kedas Moshe ve-Yisroel (marriage according 
to the law of Moshe and Yisrael). Finally, the Rivash explains that since the woman did not 
observe and follow the laws of niddah (laws of family purity), as mikvaos were not readily 
available, we cannot apply the principle of ein adam oseh be’ilaso be’ilas zenus.

The Terumas Ha-Deshen, also dealt with a very similar case. A priest married an apostate 
Jewish man and a Jewish woman who converted to Christianity. The couple lived together 
for several years, but the woman subsequently returned to being Jewish, and then married 
another Jewish man. The Terumas Ha-Deshen was asked about the validity of the subse-
quent marriage. 7

6. Shu”t Rivash no. 6.
7. Terumas Ha-Deshen no. 209.
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He permitted the marriage on the basis that by having a priest officiate the ceremony, 
the couple likely never intended that their relationship, as non-Jews, was for the sake of 
ke-das Moshe ve-Yisrael. In addition, he felt this arrangement did not fulfill the requirement of 
ein adam oseh be’ilaso be’ilas zenus (one does not engage in illicit sexual relations) that would 
result in a halakhically valid kiddushin. Therefore, the Terumas Ha-Deshen concluded the 
original wedding was halakhically invalid, and the woman may remarry without the need 
of a get (divorce).

The Radbaz also invalidates all non-rabbinic wedding ceremonies. Firstly, because the 
decision of the couple to wed in a non-Jewish court proves their willingness to circumvent 
rabbinic authority and invalidates their ceremony from a halakhic perspective. Secondly, 
a couple that does not adhere to the laws of niddah, indicates they had no intention to be 
halakhically married. 8

The Shulhan Arukh follows the opinion of the Rivash and rules that in a case where a 
man and woman were forcibly converted and later married with a gentile ceremony, even 
though everyone sees them entering their home alone, no kiddushin exists between this 
man and woman. 9 The Rama references his previous ruling, which supports the ruling of 
the Shulhan Arukh. 10

Contemporary Poskim
The status of the validity of civil marriages in halakhah was discussed by the great poskim 
of the 20th century. At stake is the essence of identifying and preserving the true yihus or 
authentic Jewish genealogy. The positions of this debate have enormous ramifications, 
whose impact is felt in subsequent generations. It is important to recognize that the “leni-
ent” and “stringent” opinions have implications in both directions, so a lenient position also 
brings with it significant stringencies. For example, taking the lenient position that a civil 
marriage should be recognized halakhically, carries with it the stringency of requiring the 
need to obtain a get (divorce), and if the husband is not available, the woman potentially is 
an agunah (chained woman, unable to marry). Conversely, the stringent position that invali-
dates a civil marriage is actually a lenient position regarding the lack of need for a divorce.

Rabbi Yosef Eliyahu Henkin, one of the leading poskim in North America in the early 20th 
century, strongly felt that civil marriages were valid expressions of kiddushin. 11 He argued 
that the opinion of the Rivash had limited applicability to current civil marriages, and was 
a ruling specifically for the case of a Marrano couple, who explicitly left the Jewish religion 
under a state of religious persecution. However, in the case of civil marriages, as long as the 
couple intends to be “married”, their marriage ought to be considered valid.

8. Radbaz 1:351.
9. Even Ha-Ezer 149:5.
10. Even Ha-Ezer 26:1.
11. Ha-Pardes 37:7 and Perushei Ibra, pp. 87–117.
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R. Henkin based his opinion on the previously quoted principal ein adam oseh be’ilaso be’ilas 
zenus (a person does not squander his sexual relations). He strongly objected to those who 
did not recognize secular marriages as halakhically binding and who did not require those 
who seek to divorce to receive a get.

R. Henkin held the requirement to marry kedas Moshe ve-Yisroel, which is too restrictive. 
He concludes by saying, if a Jewish man tells a Jewish woman “you are mine” in front of 
witnesses, then she becomes his wife. If there are no witnesses at the ceremony, the fact that 
they live together as a married couple for many years is considered acceptable testimony.

Rabbi Moshe Feinstein was the leading opponent of R. Henkin and strongly rejected 
the halakhic validity of civil marriages. 12 He explicitly argues with R. Henkin based on the 
ruling of the Rivash, but also suggests that if the couple married with a civil marriage were 
halakhically observant, the couple would require divorce based on the principal of ein adam 
oseh be’ilaso be’ilas zenus (a person does not squander his sexual relations). In reality, most 
couples seeking civil marriages are not likely observant of halakhah, so this point becomes 
moot. However, R. Moshe concludes, where it is possible, one should try to obtain a get even 
for those couples who are not halakhically observant. In the case where obtaining a get is 
not possible, R. Moshe relies on the opinion of the Rivash and a get is not required, thus 
preventing the woman from becoming an agunah.

Rabbi Eliezer Waldenberg concluded that applying a stringent ruling in these matters, 
and ascribing halakhic validity to civil marriages, carries with it the consequences of the 
children of the remarried couple being classified as mamzeirim (out of wedlock). His ruling 
was that a woman who was in a civil marriage need not procure a get prior to getting 
remarried. He also rules that she may even marry a Kohen. 13

Rabbi Ovadia Yosef also feels that a couple who seek a civil marriage, do not meet the 
halakhic definition of marriage, and therefore a get is not required. 14

Rabbi Meshulam Roth feels that based on the opinion of the majority of poskim, a woman 
who got married in a civil service performed in a secular court, does not require a get (divorce). 15

Other contemporary poskim who have written on this issue include Rabbi Hayim Ozer 
Grodzinski, 16 Rabbi Dovid Tzvi Hoffman, 17 Rabbi Yehiel Yaakov Weinberg, 18 Rabbi Yitzhak 
Isaac Herzog, 19 Rabbi Mordechai Yaakov Breish, 20 Rabbi Shlomo Zalman Auerbach 21 and Dayan 

12. Igros Moshe, Even Ha-Ezer 1:74–6.
13. Tzitz Eliezer 2:19, 20:1, 22:67.
14. Yabi’a Omer, Even Ha-Ezer 8:12.
15. Kol Mevaser 22.
16. Shu”t Ahiezer 4:50.
17. Shu”t Melameid LeHo’il 3:20.
18. Shu”t Seridei Eish 3:22.
19. Teshuvos Heikhal Yitzhak, Even Ha-Ezer 2:30–31.
20. Teshuvos Helkas Yaakov 1:1.
21. Minhas Shlomo 3:100.
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Yitzhak Yaakov Weisz, 22 and have concluded that civil marriages are not halakhically binding.
What emerges from this discussion is that the overwhelming consensus of the contempor-

ary poskim follow the opinion of the Rivash, and reject the dissenting opinion of R. Henkin. 
In practice, the local Beis Din follows the opinion of R. Moshe such that, wherever possible, 
it is preferable to obtain a get (divorce), but in the absence of a husband who can provide a 
get, a woman who was married civilly may remarry and even to a kohen.

Reform Weddings
What would be the status of a couple marrying under the auspices of a reform rabbi? Does 
a reform wedding confer any more halakhic validity to the marriage, or do we treat it 
halakhically as a civil marriage?

R. Henkin argues that a reform wedding is no different from a civil marriage. In fact, 
he raises his astonishment at the poskim who recognize a reform wedding, but not a civil 
marriage. After all, he assumes they are the same. 23

R. Moshe Feinstein argues that a reform wedding has even less validity than a civil 
marriage. He argues that even those authorities who believe that a couple married civilly 
is considered married by halakhah, would agree that a couple joined only by a reform rabbi 
is not considered married according to halakhah. 24

R. Moshe argues that the Reform ceremony is invalid, and one may not rely on the sexual 
relations as a means of consummating the marriage. Halakhah requires the presence of 
two qualified witnesses in order for a wedding ceremony to have halakhic validity. The 
invalidity of a reform wedding stems from the lack of two qualified witnesses.

Rabbi Hayim Soloveitchik explains the different function of witnesses for commercial 
purposes compared to a wedding. For the former, the witnesses serve to corroborate the 
events. On the other hand, the purpose of the presence of witnesses at a kiddushin is in order 
for the action to be binding. Thus, the role of the witnesses is to be a part of a valid ceremony. 25

The Shulhan Arukh discusses the qualifications for witnesses, and a person who violates 
negative Torah prohibitions is disqualified of being a valid witness. 26

A reform wedding lacks the required qualified witnesses, and therefore according to R. 
Moshe, the entire ceremony is not valid.

Civil Marriage in Israel
Israel is constantly struggling and trying to balance the principles of a democracy with those 
of a religious state. The broader discussion of balancing the status of Church and State in 

22. Teshuvos Minhas Yitzhak 3:125.
23. Ha-Pardes 8:6–8.
24. Igros Moshe Even Ha-Ezer I:76.
25. Hiddushei Rabbeinu Hayim Halevi, Hilkhos Halitzah 4:16.
26. Hoshen Mishpat 34.
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Israel is beyond the scope of this article, but from our discussion, it is important to define 
the parameters of civil marriage, from a halakhic perspective.

The institution of marriage has faced significant challenges over the centuries, and many 
modifications and options have been introduced and embraced by many segments of Jews. 
Traditional marriages under a huppah between a man and woman under the auspices of an 
Orthodox Rabbi, whilst the traditional gold standard, is not shared by a significant number 
of Jews living in Israel.

Although the debate of the halakhic status of civil marriages is a universal dilemma, 
this issue is most challenging in Israel. Whilst Israel is a democracy and offers its citizens 
freedom of religion, under the influence of Ottoman Law, civil marriage is prohibited in 
Israel for all of its citizens, not just Jews. The authority to administer marriages in Israel 
was given exclusively to the leadership of each of the religious sects within Israel. Muslims, 
Christians and Druzes living in Israel must conform to the very same law, and as a result, 
they must be married by their own religious authorities and may not have a civil marriage. 
Consequently, Jews may only be married by the Rabbanut (the Israeli government sanctioned 
rabbinate), as they are by law the authority presiding over matters that deal with Jewish 
marriage and divorce. The State of Israel recognizes a civil marriage only if it is performed 
outside of Israel.

The Rabbanut currently has complete authority over the administration of marriages, 
however, these rules are felt by many to be too restrictive for many Israelis. The Rabbanut, 
ostensibly, has exerted this control for a variety of well-intentioned motives.

Firstly, the Rabbanut wishes to preserve the definition of a Jew according to halakhah. 
From a halakhic perspective, only a matrilineal relationship is recognized as the defin-
ition of a Jew. The secular law in Israel extends the definition of a Jew quite significantly. 
Israel’s Law of Return was designed to mirror the Nazi law, which recognized a person as 
being Jewish even if they only have a single Jewish grandparent. Thus, if one grandparent 
was sufficient to meet the criteria for extermination, the Law of Return granted Israeli 
citizenship to any person meeting the very same criterion. The dilemma is that the Law of 
Return has brought a huge influx of people from the former Soviet Union, many of which 
do not meet the halakhic criteria of being Jewish. For those immigrants who do not have a 
Jewish mother, marriage under the auspices of the Rabbanut is impossible. By controlling 
the registered marriages, the Rabbanut envisions the ability to ensure the preservation of 
the Jewish people by using the halakhic definition of a Jew.

Secondly, the Rabbanut, hopes to avoid the issue of mamzerus by controlling the directory 
of married persons. The concern is, if a couple were to live together with a civil marriage, 
and subsequently part ways and seek new partners, the children of the second relationship 
would be considered mamzeirim unless a proper get was given. As this is unlikely to occur, 
the argument is that civil marriages increase the potential of mamzeirim within the State 
of Israel. This problem is particularly acute, as the individuals themselves may have no 
knowledge of their halakhic status. When they grow up and begin to seek a partner, the 
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status of their parents’ initial civil marriage may not be known to the individual, leading 
to unintended marriages involving possible mamzeirim.

At this juncture, one must raise some serious questions: Has the Rabbanut succeeded in 
their objectives? How do these punitive restrictions further advance the goal of preserving 
the definition of being Jewish? Is there any benefit in the State of Israel prohibiting civil 
marriages? This question is especially important in light of the fact that many Israelis choose 
to celebrate their relationship with some sort of civil ceremony and simply circumvent the 
Rabbanut by having their wedding ceremonies in Cyprus. Today, Cyprus has become the 
leading destination wedding site for Israelis.

The objection of the Rabbanut to recognize civil marriages needs to be re-examined in 
light of the halakhic discussion presented above. Essentially, both concerns of the Rabbanut 
do not apply to civil marriages. Regarding the definition of a Jew, allowing civil marriages 
in Israel would not affect this issue at all. The individual not meeting matrilineal criteria 
of being Jewish would still not become Jewish by permitting civil marriages. The couple 
married civilly would be recognized by the State of Israel from a secular and legal perspec-
tive and would enjoy civil, legal, and financial benefits afforded by the State as any other 
married couple. Individuals concerned with the yihus of their potential spouse when dating 
would still need to carefully screen and investigate the genealogy of potential mates.

With regard to the concern that civil marriages increase the number of mamzeirim, the 
consensus of halakhic authorities examined in this study have ruled that civil marriages 
do not meet criteria for a halakhic marriage. As such, from a halakhic perspective, a civil 
marriage carries no legal status and thus has no impact on the creation of mamzeirim. A 
halakhic mamzer is a child born as a result of a halakhic marriage. A civil marriage, even 
if followed by a proper halakhic marriage still does not constitute a situation of wedlock, 
and therefore, no mamzer is created.

In the Diaspora, many unaffiliated Jews choose non-orthodox weddings as well as civil 
marriages. Although civil marriages are not recognized by the orthodox community, there 
is a “live and let live” attitude which fosters tolerance and co-existence between the various 
factions in the Diaspora. This allows Jews of all denominations to function together on 
broader issues such as antisemitism, security, Israel advocacy, and community building. 
The “live and let live” policy does not eliminate the need for orthodox couples to investigate 
the background and genealogical history of their potential mates.

To this observer, the restrictive and punitive approach of the Rabbanut, does not only not 
advance any halakhic matters, it ferments intolerance and resentment between secular and 
observant Israelis and introduces a very serious wedge between the communities without 
good purpose. Allowing civil marriages in Israel would not jeopardize the genealogical status 
of the Jewish people, nor would it create mamzeirim. The Rabbanut in Israel can learn from 
the experience in the Diaspora.

Perhaps the time has come to re-evaluate the policy of the Rabbanut in this area. There 
are many areas where the Rabbanut can and should continue to exercise its authority. 
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When it comes to civil marriage, it may be appropriate, without compromising an iota of 
halakhah, to accept the psak of R. Moshe Feinstein in order to establish trust and camarad-
erie amongst the different sects of Jews. In the big picture, a more united Jewry will go a 
long way to greeting the coming of Moshiah.
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Eating Chicken After Hard Cheese 
and the Limitations of the Zohar 

on Halakhic Stringencies

cemach gReen

1. R.J. Zwi Werblowsky, Joseph Karo: Lawyer and Mystic (The Jewish Publication Society of America, 1980) p. 292.
2. Ibid., p. 292.
3. Ibid., p. 3.

in the ePilOgue of his book, Joseph Karo: Lawyer and Mystic, R.J. Zwi Werblowsky writes:

The formal dissociation of Halakhah and Kabbalah was maintained not only by Karo, but also by 
men like Taytazak and Berab. Kabbalah might inspire the mind and provide it with motive power 
and enthusiasm, but no mystical inroads were allowed on the absolute autonomy of the exoteric, 
halakhic universe of discourse. 1

A paragraph later, we find the following:

This, as we have seen, was his kabbalistic or ‘nocturnal’ personality, for the daylight scholar and 
canonist was kept strictly out of bounds to all mystical messengers. 2

The thesis of Werblowsky is clear: Karo was careful to keep the worlds of Kabbalah and 
Halakhah distinct and separate. Despite living in both worlds, Karo would not allow one 
to intersect with the other and there would be no room for Kabbalah in his Magnum opus, 
the Shulhan Arukh. As Werblowsky so eloquently put it, “for more than forty years, the 
activity of Karo’s mind was divided between dry rabbinical learning and the fantastic ideas 
of the Kabbalah.” 3
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This brings us to the seemingly innocuous Halakhic question of eating chicken after 
cheese – cited by Joseph Davis in Yom-Tov Lipmann Heller: Portrait of a Seventeenth-Century 
Rabbi on page 61:

Joseph Karo wrote in his Beit Yosef…that there are some who are stringent with themselves and 
do not eat meat after cheese in a single meal because of what is written in the Zohar…and that is 
correct and proper that we be stringent and not eat even chicken after cheese …but in my humble 
opinion …we should not leave aside any saying…that is explicit…in our Gemara 
(Babylonian Talmud) on account of the Zohar (even when it comes to accepting 
a stringency on ourselves), just as we do not follow any saying in (rabbinic texts such as) 
Tosefta or Torat Kohanim (Sifra) or Sifrei if the Gemara does not agree with it…and Rav Simeon 
bar Yohai of the Zohar is no greater (“Lo adifa”) than those Rabbis that argue with Rabbi Akiva.” 4

Upon further reflection, there are two possibilities in this Beis Yosef;

1. The Beis Yosef held that since the Gemara was not explicit 5 regarding eating chicken 
after hard cheese, he accepted the stringency based on the Zohar, which would leave him 
fundamentally in agreement with Heller, who held not to rely on the Zohar for halakhic 
stringencies when contrary to an explicit Gemara; and thus the only disagreement with 
Heller would simply be if the Gemara dealing with eating chicken after cheese was 
explicit or not.

2. The Beis Yosef held that one can accept halakhic stringencies even if it goes contrary to 
the Gemara, for after all it is only a “stringency”, while to follow the Zohar for a “leni-
ency”, Karo would not follow the Zohar. Clearly this is how Heller understood the view 
of the Beis Yosef.

For purposes of this article, we will go according to the second possibility.
Davis argues that Heller refused to accord the Zohar a position superior to that of other 

ancient Midrashic collections, including the Tosefta, Sifra, or Sifrei, and as such, Heller 
disagrees with Karo on accepting kabbalistic stringencies contrary to the plain reading of 
the Talmud. 6

The issue not addressed, however, is Karo’s view on the matter. In fact, Karo could not 
have responded to the position taken by Heller, who was born over a century later than Karo. 7

4. Heller’s Divrei Hamudot, Hullin, p. 371 n. 23: this extra line from Heller regarding Rav Shimon bar Yohai in the 
same note was not included in the excerpt translated by Davis, the translation is mine.

5. Bet Yosef (Orah Haim 31:2) Karo held not to put on Tefilin on Hol-Hamoed …“Since in our Talmud this issue 
is not explicitly determined, who would dare to transgress actively what Simeon bar Yohai has so emphatic-
ally proscribed”. Clearly, Karo would not follow the Zohar in cases such as not putting on Tefillin on Hol 
Hamoed if the Gemara explicitly ruled against the Zohar. The question remains if Karo would accept a 
“stringency” based on a Zohar (such as not eating chicken after hard cheese) if it ran contrary to an explicit 
Gemara that says otherwise.

6. Joseph M. Davis, Yom-Tov Lipmann Heller – Portrait of a Seventeenth-Century Rabbi p. 61.
7. Karo (1488-1575); Heller (1579-1654).
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One would have thought that Karo would agree with Heller on the issue of rejecting 
halakhic stringencies based on the Zohar that conflict with the Talmud, remaining consistent 
with the above-noted excerpt of Werblowsky describing Karo’s belief that “no mystical inroads 
were allowed on the absolute autonomy of the exoteric, halakhic universe of discourse.” 8

In my view, however, a different perspective from Werblowsky may be offered. The word-
ing of Heller clearly elucidates how he feels one is to view the Zohar in the context of its 
application to Halakhah. Heller equates the Zohar to other ancient Midrashic sources like 
the Tosefta, Sifra, and Sifrei, and equates Simeon bar Yohai to the contemporaries of his age. 
The same view, however, arguably may not be attributed to Karo. Notwithstanding that the 
above texts, which emerged from the same period, can be classified under the same rubric 
of “ancient Midrashic collections”, to Karo, there may be a nuanced difference between those 
texts and the Zohar, considering his social milieu in Safed, his intense studies of Kabbalah, 
and his spiritual, mystic personality.

Karo – the master kabbalist – grew up in the mystical community of Safed, and scholars 
have claimed that he was frequently visited by a celestial mentor (i.e., a Maggid), who revealed 
to him the mysteries of kabbalah. 9 The mystical side of Karo’s personality would not allow 
himself to treat the Zohar as just another ‘ancient Midrashic work” and would not allow 
himself to view Shimon Bar Yohai as just another ancient Rabbi; both the Zohar and Shimon 
bar Yohai were unique and special, and deserved to be placed on a special pedestal of their 
own. Karo did not want to keep these two domains separate, and Karo purposely quoted 
and referenced the Zohar in his halakhic masterpiece to signify that these two entities 
compliment, and enhance each other and are not meant to remain separate and distinct.

While academics may speculate as to the authorship of the Zohar, 10 there remains room 
within our Mesorah for a possible disagreement between two preeminent halakhic author-
ities, the Beis Yosef (Karo) and Tosfos Yom Tov (Heller) on the limitations of the Zohar 
regarding halakhic stringencies. In fact, both views are legitimate and acceptable options as 
elu v’elu divrey elokim hayim (both are the words of the Living God). At the end of the day, the 
issue between Karo and Heller is how each views the Zohar and Shimon bar Yohai, based 
on their own real life experiences.

Karo, due to his strong affinity to Kabbalah, likely regarded the Zohar as a unique spirit-
ual work, and on a higher level than other Midrashic works of its time, and considered the 
author Shimon bar Yohai, 11 a once in a millennia sage, incomparable to any other contem-
porary sage of his time. Heller, was a kehilah rabbi, opposed the popularization of kabbalah, 

8. R.J. Zwi Werblowsky, Joseph Karo: Lawyer and Mystic p. 292.
9. Joseph M. Davis, Yom-Tov Lipmann Heller – Portrait of a Seventeenth-Century Rabbi p. 61.
10. Yaacob Dweck, The Scandal of Kabbalah: Leon Modena, Jewish Mysticism, Early Modern Venice (Princeton 

University Press 2011) p. 67.
11. Bet Yosef (Orah Haim 31:2) “Since in our Talmud this issue is not explicitly determined, who would dare to 

transgress actively what Simeon bar Yohai has so emphatically proscribed”. Clearly, Karo held Simeon bar 
Yohai in a unique category, as evidenced by his flowery language in describing Simeon bar Yohai’s ruling.



Halakhah

72

promoted the study of Jewish philosophy, and was part and parcel of the rabbinical elite. 12 
To Heller, the Zohar, at least when it came to applying halakhic stringencies was on the 
same level of the Tosefta, Sifra and Sifrei. Two very different men, with two very different 
upbringings, resulting in two different viewpoints.

Conclusion
This essay began with exploring the notion that Karo intended for his Shulhan Arukh to 
be disassociated from kabbalah, as postulated by Weblowsky. Yet, after examining Heller’s 
emphatic comments regarding the Zohar on an obscure ruling of Karo, it would seem the 
choice is not binary, either Halakhah or Kabbalah, but rather more nuanced, Kabbalah and 
Halakhah - each can intercept and compliment the other. Only after taking Karo’s kabbal-
istic background and mystical personality into account, can one truly discern a departure 
of Karo from Heller’s view on the Zohar and Rav Shimon bar Yohai, and understand Karo’s 
position on the uniqueness of both, which resulted in Karo’s liberal application of the Zohar 
to halakhic stringencies.

Considering his Kabbalistic background, I suggest that Karo deliberately cited the Zohar 
in his halakhic masterpiece to signify that these two entities enhance one another. Although 
Weblowsky postulates that Karo strived to omit kabbalistic and Zoharic references in his 
Shulhan Arukh, perhaps it proved difficult for Karo to keep those two domains separate.

The Safed of Karo in the 1500s was a very different place than the Prague of Heller in the 
1600s, and Karo the mystic, was a very different man than Heller the Rabbinic aristocrat. 
While Heller opposed the polarization of Kabbalah, Karo promoted it. As such, it is little 
surprise that Heller’s inclination was to limit the impact of the Zohar and Kabbalah on 
Halakhah while Karo had no inclination to do so. In the final analysis, social environment 
and upbringing impact people’s views, judgements, and ideas, and Karo and Heller were 
no exception.

12. Joseph M. Davis, Yom-Tov Lipmann Heller – Portrait of a Seventeenth–Century Rabbi p. 5.
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Supernatural or Technological?  
Dramatic Changes in the Messianic Age

Rabbi n. Daniel KoRobKin

1. https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/as-frankenstein-turns-200-can-we-control-our-modern-monsters/. 
2. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Three_Laws_of_Robotics.

Our wOrld is changing at a frightening pace. While there is much reason for optimism 
over all this new technology – in areas such as artificial intelligence, robotics, genetic 
engineering, drones, weapons, medicine, etc. – there is also great concern that mankind 
may be creating Frankenstein monsters over which he can easily lose control. 1 Isaac Asimov 
authored the “Three Laws of Robotics” as a way of protecting mankind from the potentially 
disastrous “Terminator”-style effects that robotic technology could wreak upon the world. 2 
The real concern, however, is that we do not even know if our Silicon Valley creators have 
anticipated all the potential dystopian disasters waiting to happen with the advent of these 
new technologies.

Our tradition, from both the written Tanakh and rabbinic literature, is that a utopian future 
awaits not only the Jewish people, but the entire world. There are so many signs that we are 
evolving toward that glorious future. It would seem only logical that new technologies are 
contributing to a new quality of life that will be part of the Messianic Age. Because of this 
tradition, we have every reason to lean more on the side of optimism than pessimism when 
thinking about what the future will look like. While we certainly should be circumspect 
over whether this Messianic evolution toward utopia is linear in its upward trajectory, or 
whether there will be dips and bumps in the road, it is a laudable endeavour to envision 
ourselves living within a generation that is progressing closer to that Messianic Age. In this 
spirit, we present some ideas that may be worth thinking about at our Seders and beyond, 
when we consider not only our past redemption, but future redemptions as well.
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Backward and Forward Vision at the Seder
While we tend to think that there’s only one historical event that should be our focus on 
the night of the Seder, namely, the Exodus from Egypt, in reality there are two. Abarbanel 3 
and others observe that the reason we divide Hallel – our song of thanks – into two parts, 
one before the meal and one after the meal, is because we are thanking G-d for two separate 
things. The section of Hallel before the meal is thanking Hashem for the Egyptian Exodus. 
The section of Hallel after the meal focuses on the future. We acknowledge at the Seder 
that our redemption was only partial, and that there is a future Redemption which we 
anticipate with longing. Thus, Hallel ends with the words, “Li-Shanah haba’ah Birushalayim 
Habenuyah” – “Next year, may we be in the rebuilt Jerusalem!”

The mitzvot that we perform on the night of the Seder are supposed to help us relive the 
experience of Exodus. As the Haggadah states, “Each person is obliged to view himself as if he 
personally left Egypt.” That is why there is so much vivid imagery at our Pesah Seder. Pesah, 
matzah and maror are on the table, to act as living props to help us relive the experience.

Where are the Messianic props? The prophet Isaiah declared that our future Redemption 
will be unlike our past Redemption (52:12): You shall not leave in haste, nor travel hurriedly. 
For Hashem will walk before you, and the L-rd of Israel will gather you in. Accordingly, perhaps 
matzah, which represents leaving in haste, should not be the proper symbol for our future 
Redemption. What, then, is on our Seder table that represents the redemption of the future?

At first glance, it would seem that the reason we don’t have props for Messianic times is 
because we haven’t experienced them yet, and we don’t really know what those experiences 
will be like. There’s simply no way we can use physical items to represent a completely new 
world order, which is still largely invisible and mysterious to us.

Nonetheless, envisioning the Messianic Age is something that is supposed to be an 
outgrowth of envisioning our historical Exodus. That is, when recalling how Hashem has 
redeemed us in the past with miracles, we can now have greater faith that the same will 
happen in the future. If so, there should be something at the Seder that can assist us in 
this visionary exercise.

At the end of the Maggid portion of the Haggadah, right before we prepare to eat, we 
recite a prayer that expresses our hopes to celebrate future redemptions and holy days. We 
pray to sing a future “שיר חדש,” a “new song,” where the word “song” is in the masculine 
form. According to the Zohar and commentaries, 4 the difference between a “שירה חדשה,” 
a “new song” conjugated in the feminine, which appears in the previous paragraph, and a 
 written in the masculine, is that the masculine “song” represents the praises of ”שיר חדש“
the final redemption of Mashiah, whereas the feminine “song” represents a pre-Messianic 
redemption song.

3. See Abarbanel’s Zevah Pesah commentary to the Haggadah (Lemberg, 1872), 29a-b, s.v., “K’var zakharti bashe’arim.”
4. See Zohar Beshalah 54b, and Tzror Ha-Hayim by Rabbi Haim ben Shmuel of Todela (14th cent.), Derekh 9 

(Pesah), ch. 6.
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What are the words of this “Shir Hadash,” this song for the future Redemption? This is our 
objective: Let us begin to conceptualize the words, to begin to envision the future redemption. 
This exercise is of value, since it will help concretize the concept of Redemption. It has its 
occupational hazards as well, which we will touch on below.

How Will the Messiah Come?
When we think about the Messianic Age and beyond, we think about overt miracles and 
supernatural phenomena. The traditional way of thinking is that within our rabbinic trad-
ition, there are two separate views: One, that of Rabbi Yohanan, who believed there will 
be widespread supernatural events that will bring about the Messianic Age, and the other, 
that of Shmuel, who feels that the Messianic process will be a natural one:

R. Hiya bar Abba said in the name of R. Yohanan: All prophets [who describe a miraculous future 
world] were only referring to the Messianic Age. The World to Come, by contrast, “has been seen 
by no eye other than yours, L-rd” (Is. 64:3). This disagrees with Shmuel, who said: There is no 
difference between this world and the Messianic Age except that in the Messianic Age man will 
no longer suffer under governmental subjugation, as it says [regarding the pre-Messianic Age] 
(Deut. 15:11), “There will be no cessation of poverty from your land” (TB Berakhot 34b).

While it appears as if the Talmud is creating a dichotomy between the two views, let us 
consider as a possibility that there really is no contradiction. What if all the new techno-
logical and scientific advancements of the Messianic Age are what the Nevi’im were referring 
to? Arthur C. Clarke, the futurist and science fiction writer, once stated, “Any sufficiently 
advanced technology is indistinguishable from magic.” 5 The magic of the past is the science 
of today, and the magic of today is the science of the future.

This was also the theme of the novel, A Connecticut Yankee in King Arthur’s Court by the 
late 19th century American writer Mark Twain. 6 Twain imagined an American engineer 
transported back in time to 6th century England. Using his knowledge of astronomy and the 
modern technological advents of gunpowder, lightning rods, and fireworks, the engineer 
was able to convince the masses that he was a great magician whose power exceeded those 
of the mighty Merlin. Just imagine, for example, showing your iPhone to someone from the 
Middle Ages. They would consider it either a divine miracle or witchcraft.

The Shla”h Hakadosh (Rabbi Isaiah Horowitz, 16th-17th cent.), in analyzing these two opin-
ions of R. Yohanan and Shmuel, also opined that “Mar amar hada, u-Mar amar hada, v’lo peligei” 
– “each rabbi stated his opinion [in his own language], but they are not disagreeing.” In the 
Shla”h’s view, the two sages were referring to two different periods of the eschatological 
future. Shmuel was referring to the immediate Messianic Age, before the Resurrection of the 

5. Arthur C. Clarke, Profiles of the Future: An Inquiry into the Limits of the Possible (Popular Library, 1973) (cited in: 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Clarke’s_three_laws).

6. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/A_Connecticut_Yankee_in_King_Arthur’s_Court.
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Dead, when the world will operate according to nature, whereas R. Yochanan was referring 
to a later stage of the Redemption age, which will occur after the Resurrection, when the 
world’s natural state will be altered. 7

In the spirit of the Shla”h, we might suggest that the two sages are not even disagreeing 
about different stages of the Messianic future; they simply disagree on perspective. Shmuel 
is stating the perspective of the people of that Messianic generation. They will perceive that 
the natural order hasn’t changed, since even before the Messiah’s arrival, mankind will 
have all the technological and scientific amenities that will exist when he arrives. But R. 
Yohanan is referring to how people of his own generation would perceive the Messianic Age, 
in that things will be so different from the times in which he was living that everything 
will appear to be magically transformed.

Light Bulbs in the Third Temple?
The discussion of how things will change in the future based on technology was a subject 
undertaken by Rabbi Yoseph Mashash (1892-1974), the former chief rabbi of Haifa and prolific 
author of halakhic responsa. In an earlier essay, R. Mashash had suggested that in the Third 
Temple, there would be electric lights instead of candles. His questioner challenged him. 
What about the principle that the Torah and its mitzvot are immutable? If the Torah says to 
light the Temple with pure olive oil, how can we suggest a different source of illumination? 8

In a lengthy responsum, R. Mashash sets his interlocutor straight. 9 For one thing, there 
are so many changes that were made from Moses’ Tabernacle of the desert to Solomon’s 
Temple, from Solomon’s Temple to the Second Temple, and from the Second Temple to Ezek-
iel’s vision of the Third Temple. As long as the new accoutrements of the Third Temple don’t 
directly contradict the general specifications of the Tabernacle and its components, we will 
be able to add whatever we like to beautify and ameliorate the future Temple experience.

More fundamentally, R. Mashash points out that the questioner’s assumptions are incorrect. 
It is true that a fundamental foundation of our faith is that G-d will never forsake the Jewish 
people or alter the Jewish faith. However, the principle of the mitzvot being unalterable 
applies only in Olam Hazeh, our pre-Messianic existence. In our Messianic existence, even the 
mitzvot themselves will be subject to change.

Changing Mitzvot in the Messianic Age
This is a very touchy subject, one which has triggered great concern among many great 
thinkers over the centuries, lest the subject be misunderstood. This is particularly true in 
light of various iterations of false Messiahs throughout Jewish history. It therefore behooves 
us to spend a moment clarifying this issue.

7. Shenei Luhot HaBerit, Toldot Adam Beit David, 261-264.
8. Sefer Otzar HaMikhtavim l’Harav Yoseph Mashash, 1305.
9. Ibid.
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Our great Rishonim, the rabbis of the medieval period who dealt extensively with theo-
logical issues, emphasized the idea that the mitzvot are immutable and unchanging. In his 
Mishnah commentary, Maimonides wrote:

The ninth principle [of faith] is that of replacement. That is, this Torah of Moses will never be 
replaced. There will be no new Torah from G-d other than the current one. The current Torah will 
never be added to or detracted from, neither in its text nor in its meaning. 10

Why is this concept so important to Maimonides and other Rishonim? Firstly, contrary 
to the Talmud’s approach of focusing on mitzvah observance over theology, many Rishonim 
believed that the Torah possesses necessary dogma which every Jew must subscribe to in 
order to be considered within the fold of our religious nationhood. Some Rishonim, like the 
Rambam, compiled lists of such dogma.

Moreover, in reference to this specific dogmatic principle, medieval rabbis were often 
combatting the other two major Abrahamic faiths, whose theologians had claimed this 
precise point: G-d abrogated certain mitzvot. Islam claimed that the Jewish Bible was 
corrupted, and Christianity claimed that G-d absolved mankind from sacrificial and other 
laws because of the ultimate “sacrifice” of their lord.

An example of this polemic can be found in Teshuvot HaRashb”a (responsa of Rabbi Shlomo 
ibn Aderet), wherein the Rashb”a specifies that he is debating a Christian disputant. In the 
course of his arguments, he states:

We, the community of Israel, affirm that the commandments are exactly as they are presented, 
and are not merely allegories or proverbs. Furthermore, we affirm that they apply for all times, 
for as long as heaven is upon earth, except for when the Torah itself limits the applicability of the 
commandment to specific places, times, or delineated circumstances. By specific places we mean 
certain commandments that only apply in Israel, Jerusalem, or in the Temple. By specific times 
we mean commandments like “b’sar ta’avah” [non-sacrificial meat, which the Torah prohibited 
only to the generation travelling in the desert], since Scripture explicitly states that [it no longer 
applies] “when the place [of the Temple] is far away from you (Deut. 12:21).]” By specific delineated 
circumstances, we mean commandments like the priestly service in the Temple, which is limited 
to only Kohanim, and only when they are donning the priestly vestments and using particular 
instruments. 11

In the course of this debate, the Rashb”a is forced to acknowledge that there are a number 
of citations in Rabbinic literature which indicate that in the eschatology of the Jewish people, 
mitzvah performance will change or disappear entirely! After acknowledging these sources, 
the Rashb”a feels compelled to explain them differently from their standard understanding. 

10. This is popularly known as Maimonides’ ninth principle of faith, or the 9th “Ani Ma’amin.” See also Mishneh 
Torah, Yesodei HaTorah 9:1, and Moreh Nevukhim 2:39.

11. Teshuvot HaRashba HaHadashot (by R. Shlomo b. Aderet (d. 1310)), siman 368. All translations are mine, except 
where otherwise noted.
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He argues these statements are either: (a) not to be taken literally but rather metaphorically, 
or (b) that they refer to a period after death, when humans will be completely disembodied 
and incorporeal, and will therefore no longer be able to perform bodily mitzvot.

Rabbi Don Isaac Abarbanel (d. 1508) is another Rishon who involved himself in this 
endeavour. He wrote an anti-Christian polemic, Yeshuot Meshiho, wherein he recorded his 
disputation with a Christian cleric. He quoted the Midrash that states that in the future, all 
sacrifices will be nullified except for the Korban Todah (the Thanksgiving Sacrifice, recorded 
in Lev. Ch. 7):

The heretic further tried to prove his point based on the Midrash (Vayikra Rabba 9:7), which states 
that “in the future, all sacrifices will be annulled except for the Korban Todah, as it says (Ps. 50:23), 
‘He who offers a Todah shall honor Me [in the future].’” He tried to prove from this Midrash that 
the commandment to bring sacrifices will be annulled in the future. He also brought support from 
the prophet Isaiah, who said (1:11): “’Why do I need all your sacrifices?’ says G-d,” etc.

However, our rabbis have already amply responded to his arguments. These texts do not mean 
that any commandment of the Torah will be nullified; rather, they imply that in the future, the 
Evil Inclination and man’s “heart of stone” will be eradicated. The prophet Joel states (2:20): “I 
shall distance the northerner [Heb.: tzefoni] from you.” Our sages explain that the word “tzefoni” 
is a reference to the Evil Inclination which is hidden [Heb.: tzafun] in man’s heart. This is the 
real reason why certain sacrifices that are brought for sinful acts will be annulled in the future 
[because man will no longer sin]. The only sacrifice that will remain will be the kind brought as 
an expression of thanks.

When the prophet [Isaiah] proclaimed, “Why do I need all your sacrifices?” he was only criticiz-
ing the people of his generation, who would commit premeditated sins with the rationale that 
they could always atone for them afterwards by bringing a sacrifice. The prophet Malachi also 
commented on this practice (1:10): “If only there were some among you who would close the doors 
[of the Temple] and refrain from igniting My altar for nought. I have no desire for you, says G-d, 
and I will not accept an offering from your hands.” These prophets were speaking about people 
of their own generation, and not about what will happen in the Messianic Age. 12

Taken at face value, the writings of the Rashb”a and Abarbanel emphatically argue that 
no commandments will ever be abrogated. However, these responsa were not written in a 
vacuum. It is important to note the reason why Rashb”a and Abarbanel were so insistent 
that claims of mitzvot being annulled found in rabbinic literature had to be reinterpreted. 
In both cases, these rabbis’ disputants were Christian clerics, who argued that if the mitzvot 
will be annulled at some time in the future, they can also be annulled now through some 
kind of milestone in world history that triggers antinomianism (the doctrine according to 
which Christians are freed from the necessity of obeying the Mosaic Law).

12. Yeshuot Meshiho, part 2, analysis 4, ch. 1. 
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As Rashb”a writes after citing his examples of these antinomian claims found in rabbinic 
literature:

My disputant claims that the above proves that the Sages of Israel admit that the commandments 
are not eternal and that they will eventually be annulled. This being the case, there is room for 
a disputant to argue that they have already been nullified even today. Once we are discussing 
commandments whose span is finite, the only difference between them and us is whether that 
span of time is long or short. 13

Rabbinic Sources for Future Antinomianism
It is clear from context that both Rashb”a and Abarbanel are writing polemically, to deflect 
the faith claims of Christianity that the mitzvot are no longer necessary. This being the 
case, it would be appropriate to go back to these Talmudic sources and look at them with 
an objective eye at trying to understand what Hazal actually meant. Putting the arguments 
of Christianity aside for a moment, let us examine rabbinic texts that claim that in the 
Messianic Age, certain mitzvot will be abolished.

First, a Mishnah and Gemara that should sound familiar, because a portion of it is echoed 
in the Pesah Hagaddah:

Mishnah: We make mention of the Exodus at night [i.e., when we recite the Shema at night, we 
should recite the third paragraph of Shema as well, since this contains mention of the Exodus]. 
R. Elazar b. Azarya said: I am like a 70-year-old man, yet I never understood why the Exodus 
should be mentioned at night, until Ben Zoma explained it. It says (Deut. 16:3), “So that you may 
remember the day you left Egypt all the days of your life.” “The days of your life” indicates that 
the Exodus should be recalled during the day; “ALL the days of your life” indicates that the Exodus 
should be recalled at night. But the Rabbis disagree and say: “The days of your life” indicates that 
the Exodus should be recalled in this world; “ALL the days of your life” indicates that the Exodus 
should be recalled in the Messianic Age.

Gemara: It was stated in a Beraita: Ben Zoma argued to the Rabbis: Should we indeed recall 
the Exodus in the Messianic Age? Does it not say (Jer. 23:7-8), “Behold, days are coming, says G-d. 
People will no longer say, ‘By the life of G-d, who took Bnei Israel from Egypt,’ but rather, ‘By the life 
of G-d who took out and brought the seed of the house of Israel from the northern land and from 
all the lands where I scattered them.’” The Rabbis responded: This does not mean that mention 
of the Exodus will be completely uprooted, but rather that in the Messianic Age, our recollection 
of our subjugation in the Diaspora will be primary, and our recollection of the Exodus will be 
ancillary. This is similar to Yaakov being renamed Yisrael; even though Scripture implies that 

13. Ibid.
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his name Yaakov would be eliminated, it does not mean completely eliminated, but rather that 
his name Yaakov would be ancillary to his name Yisrael. 14

What will our Pesah Seder look like in the Messianic Age? According to both opinions in 
the Talmud, there will be changes, at least in the Maggid section of the Hagaddah. According 
to the Rabbis, we will add to the current text the story of our thousands-year long sojourn 
in the Diaspora, and our subsequent Messianic redemption. According to Ben Zoma, the 
entire Maggid of our current Haggadot will be excised, replaced by the story of our Messianic 
redemption! Rashb”a concedes this point, but argues that at least, we will still be eating 
matzah and maror. Nonetheless, this is a blatant example of how mitzvah observance will 
be altered in the Messianic Age.

Here is a jarring statement in the Talmud that explicitly states that mitzvot will no longer 
apply in the future:

Our Sages taught: If a garment has Sha’atnez [a forbidden mixture of wool and linen] woven 
into it, and we cannot identify the section that contains it, such a garment may not be sold to a 
non-Jew, nor should it be made into a saddle for a donkey [since these items may make their way 
back to a Jew’s possession]. However, it may be used for burial shrouds. R. Yoseph said, “We may 
adduce from this, that mitzvot will be annulled in the future.” Abaye… challenged this: “Does not 
R. Mani say that we may only eulogize the deceased in Sha’atnez shrouds, but we may not bury 
him in them?” R. Yoseph responded, “R. Yohanan disagreed, and allowed us to even bury him 
in the Sha’atnez shrouds.” R. Yohanan is consistent, in that he had stated, “What does Scripture 
mean by (Ps. 88:6), ‘The dead are free’? This means that once a person has died, he is exempt 
from all mitzvot. 15

This passage indicates that upon Resurrection, a person will arise together with his 
Sha’atnez shrouds with complete impunity, since the prohibition of mixing wool and linen 
will no longer apply!

At face value, these passages do imply a change in mitzvot, even an exemption of certain 
mitzvot, in the Messianic Age. This is how the Maharal of Prague, who wished to explain 
the simple import of these passages, explained it:

When the sages taught that the commandments will be nullified at the time of Resurrection, this 
does not mean that the Torah itself will be entirely annulled. If that were the case, the Talmud should 
have stated, “We learn from this that the TORAH will be annulled in the future.” The Talmud only 
states that “MITZVOT will be annulled.” This means that they will not manifest in the way that 
they do presently. The Torah represents a framework for all of existence in its current form, known 
as Olam HaZeh [the present world]. At the time of Resurrection, we will enter Olam HaBa [the 
World to Come], which will have an entirely different world order. That is why the commandments 

14. TB Berakhot 12b.
15. TB Niddah 61b.
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will be annulled at that time, to conform to the new world order. However, this is not considered 
an annulment of the Torah, since the Torah encompasses all of existence, including Olam Haba. 
Indeed, this is even alluded to in Scripture… 16

For the Maharal, the Christian argument of antinomianism is a nonstarter. Since the 
world order has not fundamentally changed since the giving of the Torah, any claims that 
the mitzvot no longer apply in our current state of Olam HaZeh must be false. But there’s no 
danger of falling prey to Christian theology if we accept that as the world’s nature chan-
ges, so will the mitzvot. For example, if certain mitzvot were instituted to combat man’s evil 
inclination, and in the Messianic Age, man’s evil inclination will have been subdued, the 
observance of those very mitzvot may no longer be required.

The Change to Korbanot
Using this approach, we may enter into a specific discussion of the offering of sacrifices 
(korbanot). One of the major difficulties that many religious people have today is the idea 
that when the Messiah comes, we will return to the offering of animal sacrifices. How do 
we reconcile that with our modern sensitivities of the 21st century? How many of us can 
appreciate the value of bringing a sheep to the Temple, watching it being slaughtered and 
dismembered, and then being inspired by seeing its entrails burning on an altar?

Granted, there may be some who are not bothered by this. I have heard the argument, 
“True, I do not appreciate korbanot at present, in this murky pre-Messianic world. But I’m 
certain that once the Messiah comes, all of mankind will have an enhanced appreciation 
for all of G-d’s mitzvot, and then we will all appreciate korbanot.”

This is a perfectly valid approach to reconciling the cognitive dissonance that so many 
people feel toward certain mitzvot that were practised in the ancient world. However, if one 
feels dissatisfied by this approach, it is helpful to know that one is not alone. Maimonides 
had difficulty understanding the spiritual value of korbanot. In his Guide for the Perplexed, 
Maimonides acknowledged that sacrifices were a concession to the rampant idolatry within 
the ancient world:

The custom which was common in those days among all people, and the general mode of worship 
in which the Israelites were brought up, consisted in sacrificing animals in those temples which 
contained certain images, to bow down to those images, and to burn incense before them. Religious 
and ascetic persons were in those days the people who were devoted to the service in the temples 
erected to the stars, as we have already explained. It was in accordance with the wisdom and 
plan of G-d, as displayed in the whole Creation, that He did not command us to give up and to 
discontinue all these manners of service. For to obey such a commandment it would have been 
contrary to the nature of man, who generally cleaves to that to which he is used…

16. Maharal, Tiferet Yisrael, ch. 52. 
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For this reason G-d allowed these kinds of service to continue; He transferred to His service that 
which had formerly served as a worship of created beings, and of things imaginary and unreal, 
and commanded us to serve Him in the same manner; viz., to build Him a temple… to have the 
altar erected to His name… to offer the sacrifices to Him… to bow down to Him, and to burn 
incense before Him. 17

It would seem from Maimonides that once society is no longer engaged in sacrificial 
cult practices, there is no longer any reason for Klal Yisrael to offer korbanot, or at least not 
in the same way they were offered in the ancient world. Indeed, we will note that some 
later commentaries (including R. Mashash) used this citation to argue this very point, that 
korbanot will not be brought in the 3rd Temple in the same way they were brought in the past.

This is problematic, however, in that the very same Maimonides rules in his Mishneh 
Torah that there will be a return to animal sacrifices in the 3rd Temple:

The King Messiah will restore the Davidic monarchical dynasty to its original prestige. He will 
build the Temple, and gather in the exiled Jews. All of the laws will be restored in his time, just as 
they were originally. We will offer sacrifices and practice the Shemittah and Jubilee laws just as 
they were originally commanded in the Torah. 18

According to Maimonides, what is the benefit of animal sacrifices in the modern world? 
Let us look at Rav Kook’s writings for some clues.

Rav Kook and the Korbanot
Rabbi Avraham Yitzhak Kook (d. 1935) wrote extensively on the subject of societal evolu-
tion and the role this plays in the practice of Judaism and the halakhic process. We again 
caution the reader that it would be a mistake to use R. Kook’s theology as a license to 
indiscriminately write off the commandments. One should not extrapolate beyond what 
R. Kook actually stated.

One of Rav Kook’s premier students, Rabbi Dovid Cohen, also known as “The Nazir,” wrote 
a pamphlet in 5720 (1960) after the untimely passing of R. Kook’s grandson, who himself 
was a vegetarian. It includes essays that R. Kook had written in 5663-4 (1904). The title of 
the Hebrew pamphlet was “HaTzimhonut v’HaShalom MeBehinah Toranit,” or “Vegetarianism 
and Peace from a Torah Perspective,” and discussed how all of creation was in the process 
of elevation as we get closer to the Messianic Age.

In this work, R. Kook observed that it is only natural for man to feel compassion for 
animals, and that it is a suppression of the human condition to be dispassionate and to spill 
animals’ blood mercilessly. 19 R. Kook pointed to the story of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi from the 

17. Guide for the Perplexed 3:32. We have utilized the Friedlander translation with some slight alterations.
18. Mishneh Torah, Hilkhot Melakhim 11:1.
19. Ch. 1.
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Talmud. The Gemara reveals that Rebbe, as he was known for short, suffered greatly from 
intestinal disease. In an attempt to explain his suffering, the Talmud offers:

A calf was being brought to the slaughter, but wandered toward Rebbe, and began to wail. Rebbe 
said to the calf, “Go, for this is why you were created.” It was pronounced [in heaven]: “Since 
Rebbe has spoken mercilessly, he should be punished with suffering.” A subsequent event caused 
Rebbe’s pain to subside. One day, Rebbe’s maid was sweeping his house. There were young weasels 
lying about, and she was in the process of sweeping them out. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to her, 
“Let them be, as it is written (Ps. 145:9): “The L-rd’s mercies are over all His works.” They said in 
heaven: Since he was compassionate, we shall be compassionate to him [and he was relieved of 
his suffering]. 20

According to R. Kook, as man continues to evolve toward the Messianic Age, he will revert 
to his loftier spiritual level that he possessed before the Flood. According to the Talmud, 21 
before Noah saved all the animals on the Ark, G-d had not given mankind permission to 
consume animals for food, and all people were vegetarian:

R. Yehuda said in the name of Rav: Adam was not permitted to eat meat. It was only after Noah 
that G-d permitted meat to his descendants, as it says (Gen. 9:3), “[Now, after the Flood, animals 
shall be for you] like the grass; I have given them all to you.”

Since the goal of the Messianic Age is to restore mankind to its pristine state of being like 
Adam before his sin in the Garden, it is expected that as man evolves towards that state, he 
will eventually eschew the eating of meat.

R. Kook further noted that concomitant to man’s spiritual evolution, there will also be 
a gradual elevation of the animal kingdom. Just as man evolves into a more peaceful and 
sophisticated creature, so will all animals become more peaceful and sophisticated. This 
is based on the verses in Isaiah (11:6-8) which prophesy that in the future, even predatory 
members of the animal kingdom who had previously preyed on other species will coexist 
with their prey peacefully: “The wolf shall dwell with the lamb, the leopard lie down with 
the kid; the calf, the beast of prey, and the fatling together,” etc.

Finally, (in ch. 32), R. Kook predicts that as part of this evolution, man will succeed in 
eradicating the social ills that plague human societies. Once these social ills are cured, 
virtuous people will shift their focus from human concerns to animals’ concerns. “Saving 
the whales” and other movements that address the welfare of endangered species and the 
harming of animals in scientific experimentation fit into this category.

Years ago, word began to circulate that R. Kook believed that in the Messianic age, man 
will no longer use animals as sacrifices, based on this very same ideology. Some expressed 
skepticism that R. Kook subscribed to this, because, up until recently, this idea could only 

20. TB Bava Metzia 85a.
21. TB Sanhedrin 59b.
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be found in a terse paragraph contained in R. Kook’s commentary to the Siddur. A verse in 
Malakhi states (3:4) “נִים קַדְמנִֹיּֽוֹת ימֵי עוֹלָם וּכְשָׁ ם כִּ לִָ  This means ”:וְעָֽרְבָה לַֽיקֹוָק מִנְחַת יְהוּדָה וִירֽוּשָׁ
that in the Messianic Age, the “Minhah,” usually translated as the flour offering of the 
Temple, will be pleasing to G-d once again as it was in days of old. This verse also appears 
in the prayer book, as one of the additional supplicatory prayers at the end of one’s personal 
Amidah prayer. Commenting on this, R. Kook wrote:

Animals are rectified through becoming a sacrifice to G-d on the altar. The reason for this is that 
animals do not possess sufficient intelligence to elevate themselves, and thus require human 
intervention to elevate them via offering their blood and entrails – which are the main repositories 
for their souls – on the altar. This is unlike man, who has the ability to conjoin with G-d intellec-
tually, by merely thinking about the act of sacrifices. In the future world, however, the overflow 
of knowledge will affect even the animal kingdom, as Scripture states (Is. 11:9), “[The animals] 
will no longer act maliciously or destructively in My entire mount of holiness; for the Land will be 
filled with a knowledge of G-d, just as water fills the sea.” Sacrifices will then revert to the Minhah 
flour offering, which is part of the vegetation kingdom. It will be as pleasing to G-d [as animal 
sacrifices were] in days of old. 22

This comment of R. Kook may sound somewhat jarring, in that he is suggesting that all 
future sacrifices will be from vegetation instead of animals. But when one contextualizes 
the idea that when the world changes, mitzvot will also change, R. Kook’s teaching does not 
seem so far-fetched.

In earlier years, critics of this position tried to argue that R. Kook was waxing philosophical 
and did not mean to be taken literally that animal sacrifices will cease in the Third Temple. 
One might have been able to argue that R. Kook was not speaking literally or halakhically. 
But one could only make this argument until 2006. That is the year when a series of kitvei 
yad, handwritten manuscripts by R. Kook, were published.

In the published compendium, “Kevatzim MiKetav Yad Kodsho,” 23 R. Kook states that there 
will come a time in history when killing of animals for food will diminish severely, if not 
disappear entirely. We do not know if animal sacrifices will still be in vogue. It is possible, 
he states, that we will still offer animal sacrifices, because animals themselves will wish 
to contribute to the elevation of human beings, and will willingly offer themselves for that 
purpose. It is also possible that animal sacrifices will help to prevent man from backsliding 
to his old self from before the Messianic Age.

22. Olat Re-iyah (Rav Kook’s Siddur commentary), vol. 1, p. 292. 
23. Originally published in 3 volumes in Jerusalem by Makhon L’Hotaza’at Ginzei HaRe-iyah, 2006-2008. This work is 

now available on WikiTexts, here: https://he.wikisource.org/wiki/קבצים_מכתב_יד_קדשו. The opinion of R.Kook 
on sacrifices was also published, almost simultaneously, by Yeshivat Merkaz Harav, in a work entitled Pink-
esei ha-Re-iyah (Jerusalem, 2008). Professor Marc B. Shapiro has written about R. Kook’s position in his work, 
The Limits of Orthodox Theology (Oxford and Portland, 2004), 129-130. Prof. Shapiro also wrote some follow-up 
pieces for the Seforim Blog. One example, from 2010, can be found here: https://seforimblog.com/2010/04/
marc-shapiro-r-kook-on-sacrifices-other/.
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R. Kook then wrote something truly astonishing:

It is also possible that the Sanhedrin of the time will deem it appropriate – based on the power 
vested in them to passively uproot even biblical positive commandments 24 – to exempt man from 
offering obligatory sacrifices that are of animal origin. They may deem this appropriate since, at 
that time, mankind will have already eschewed the killing of animals for personal use. Scripture 
actually supports this possibility: The Torah calls a korban “lehem,” bread, as in (Num. 28:2), 
“My sacrifice, my bread, for my fire.” The following verse states that the sacrifice in question is a 
sheep. Why does Scripture call a sheep “bread?” It is to teach that so long as animals are used for 
personal consumption [like bread], one may use them for Divine consumption on the altar. But 
when animals will no longer be used for personal consumption, one should instead use bread for 
the sacrifices. Our Sages allude to this in their statement, “All sacrifices will be annulled, except 
for the Korban Todah (Thanksgiving offering).” This is because this particular sacrifice contains 
bread. This is also the import of the verse (Malakhi 3:4), “The Minhah flour offering will be 
pleasing to G-d once again as it was in days of old.” The sacrifice remaining after man’s ultimate 
rectification should come from flour. 25

In the course of this discussion, R. Kook then suggested that it is possible that another 
alteration to the sacrificial order will be that the bekhorot, the first-born males of every 
family, will be called to resume Temple service in addition to the Kohanim. Before the sin of 
the Golden Calf, the original intent was for the first-born of each family to be the priests 
in the Temple. 26 Just as animal sacrifices were only meant to be brought when man is in 
a pre-Messianic degenerate state, so, too, were the Kohanim assigned as the sole Temple 
priests as a way of signifying that a separate family of the Jewish people, one untainted by 
the Golden Calf, needed to manage the rest of the Jewish people’s flawed state. Once the 
Messiah arrives, however, man will have reached his rectified state, allowing the first-born 
of every family to return to Temple service.

After suggesting that only the Minhah offering will remain, R. Kook qualified his statement, 
perhaps out of concern for the antinomian fears of his rabbinic forebears:

This vision [of a changed sacrificial order] is not to take place for a very long time. It is possible 
that even the rectification of the world at the time of the Resurrection of the Dead will precede 
this change. Many things will change because of the changes of the time. Only the wicked eat the 
unripe fruit of the Tree of Knowledge, and do not appreciate the true value of realizing everything 
in its proper time.

24. Here R. Kook refers to a Talmudic principle which appears in several places throughout the Talmud: “Yesh 
ko’ah b’yad Hakhamim la’akor davar min haTorah b’Shev v’al ta’aseh.” See Talmudic Encyclopedia, vol. 25, entry “Yesh 
ko’ah,” etc.

25. Ibid., vol. 2, p. 15.
26. See Midrash Bamidbar Rabbah (Vilna), 3:5.
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The Wicked Son at the Seder
R. Kook was quite aware that not only had Christians used the argument of antinomianism 
as a way of pulling Jews away from Judaism. This was also a common argument of differ-
ent Messianic movements in more recent Jewish history, most notably the Sabbatai Zevi 
Messianic movement of the 17th century, and the Frankist Messianic movement of the 18th 
century. These two movements caused great upheaval within European Jewry, espousing 
a doctrine that upon the arrival of the Messiah, many, if not most, commandments will no 
longer apply. This produced much destructive and immoral behaviour within previously 
devout Jewish communities. 27 This is yet another reason to tread carefully on the topic of 
the abrogation of mitzvot in the Messianic Age.

One way of interpreting the evil of the Rasha son at the Seder is to look at his rhetorical 
question in this light. The Rasha son asks: “Mah ha-avodah ha-zot lakhem?” – “What is the 
purpose of this service for you?” The Rasha son does not entirely discount the rationale 
for a nation to have commandments that they fulfill in order to bridle and confine them-
selves to a more refined and moral mode of behaviour. However, the Rasha son looks at his 
more contemporary and advanced era, and feels that as a society, we have “outgrown” the 
commandments. Due to our greater sophistication and advancement, we no longer need to 
perform these rites that were deemed important for our more primate ancestors. R. Kook 
seems to have anticipated this kind of distortion that might ensue as a result of his thesis 
about mitzvot changing once the Messiah came, which is why he was careful to detail that 
this new world order will not come about “for a very long time.”

R. Kook also hedged his bets, in that he conceded that there still might be animal sacri-
fices in the Messianic Age. He even suggested a mystical benefit to animal sacrifices, even 
after the world is perfected. He stated that perhaps animal sacrifices will continue even 
after all living creatures have been perfected, as a means of rectifying those human souls 
that were reincarnated into animals.

While R. Kook was somewhat equivocal, the general gist from his writing is that it is 
altogether possible that certain mitzvot – including the mitzvah of animal sacrifices – will 
be altered and/or nullified in the future.

How to Reconcile Our Liturgy
What remains difficult, however, is some thorny traditional liturgy that persists in empha-
sizing how animal sacrifices, replete with the sprinkling of blood and the burning of entrails, 
will resume once the Temple is rebuilt in the Messianic Age. For example, how would R. 
Kook read the following concluding paragraph of the Maggid section of the Haggadah, which 
talks about our desire to offer the animal sacrifices called “pesahim” and “zevahim?”:

27. For more on the Sabbatean and Frankist movements, see Binyamin S. Hamburger’s Meshihei Hasheker U-Mit-
nagdeihem (Bnei Brak, 2009), beginning on p. 280.
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Blessed are you, G-d, L-rd of the universe, who has redeemed us and redeemed our ancestors from 
Egypt, and has brought us to this night so that we might eat matzah and maror. So may it be, our 
L-rd, and L-rd of our ancestors, that you bring us to other festivals and pilgrimage holidays, may 
they greet us in peace. May we be happy in the building of Your city [Jerusalem], and rejoice in 
Your service. There may we eat of the zevahim and the pesahim, whose blood will touch the wall 
of Your altar and be accepted by You…

This may have been anticipated by R. Kook himself in another essay entitled “Afikim 
BaNegev.” 28 R. Kook obscurely refers to a commentary of Rashi on the verse (Lev. 1:3) that 
states that when an “Adam,” a human being, wishes to offer a burnt-offering, it must be 
 according to his desire” before G-d. What does this word mean? R. Kook infers from“ - ”לִרְצֹנוֹ“
Rashi’s verbiage – although this is not necessarily implicit in the language – that human 
beings go through different stages of development. When humans are on the level of fallen 
“Adam,” that is, in an unperfected state, human beings “desire” to offer animal sacrifices, in 
that it is only through the offering of an animal that such flawed human beings can achieve 
the desired benefit of atonement.

However, when man transcends the level of “Adam,” and is instead on the level of “nefesh,” 
that is, divested of the dross of the unperfected physical body, then flour offerings will be 
more appropriate. This is why the word “Adam” is utilized in Scripture for a person who 
wishes to bring an animal burnt-offering, whereas the word “nefesh” is utilized to describe 
someone who wishes to bring a Minhah (flour) offering (in Lev. 2:1).

Accordingly, whenever we pray for a restoration of the animal sacrifices, it is because 
we acknowledge that in our current, pre-Messianic state, we will only be able to rectify our 
imperfections through the animal sacrifice process. However, once the Messiah comes and 
the Temple is actually rebuilt, we may undergo only a very short period of time – if at all 
– when animal sacrifices will be necessary, since mankind will have reached a very high 
level of perfection during the advent of the Messiah. This may also explain why Maimoni-
des, cited above, wrote in his Mishneh Torah that animal sacrifices will be restored in the 
Third Temple. He meant to say that this will be the very beginning stage of the Messianic 
process, but would not last for any significant duration.

Hi-Tech Temple
I believe that we can strengthen our faith if we try to imagine in our mind’s eye how the 
Temple will look in the future. We began this essay with expressing how many new tech-
nologies may be implemented in the Temple of the future. A responsum written in the 
1970s envisioned the technology of light bulbs being utilized in the Temple. So much has 
advanced since then. We are living in pre-Messianic days, when we seem so close to realizing 
a complete ingathering of the Exiles and worldwide peace. It behooves us to try and envision 
how these new technologies can be put to good use for when the Messiah finally does arrive.

28. From Otzarot HaRe-Iyah, vol. 2, p. 113.
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Let us imagine the Messiah has come. It is difficult to envision how every single tribe 
and camp within Judaism will accept this one individual as their Messiah, and that may 
be the greatest challenge of all, far greater than the challenge of building a Temple and the 
kind of sacrifices we will or won’t offer. Even if we cannot envision how it will happen, let 
us at least try to imagine it.

Jews from all over the world have now come back to Israel, and the economy and high-
tech are thriving. It is now the shalosh regalim, one of the three pilgrimage holidays. All of 
Bnei Israel will be making a pilgrimage to Jerusalem. Where will everyone lodge over Yom 
Tov? There will be an Airbnb app that will help us find lodging. Then, when it comes time 
for everyone to bring a korban, Jews will ascend the Temple Mount, where they will see the 
glorious Third Temple, which has been built over the Dome of the Rock. When you first 
enter, there will be electronic scrolling screens on the periphery reminding you to verify 
that you are ritually pure before accessing the Temple Mount. Perhaps in the future, there 
will be special sensors that will be able to detect a person’s purification status. There may 
even be a section off the Temple Mount where drones are sprinkling the ashes of the parah 
adumah (the red heifer) on people who require such purification.

Once you reach the entrance to the Temple, you will encounter thousands of kiosks 
with touchscreens, where you will enter what kind of korban you would like to bring. If 
you are not sure, you will have an option to input what particular transgression you’ve 
committed, or, you will be able to input your desire to bring a voluntary sacrifice that is 
not for sin-atonement. The database will come back and tell you what you have to bring. 
Based on the readout, you’ll order the materials for the korban. If it’s a korban minhah, as 
R. Kook says, you’ll be asked to pay with PayPal, Apple Pay, or Venmo for your flour order. 
Your order, which has been prepared by robots, will then be transported by drone into the 
Temple courtyard, with a scan code that has all your information.

Animal Sacrifices Without Animals?
There may be another alternative to R. Kook’s views. In the event that Hashem still wants 
animal sacrifice, perhaps we will be able to produce that meat in a lab, a new technology 
whereby meat is produced from an algae base combined with animal stem cells in the 
laboratory. Israel has become a world leader in producing lab-grown meat, with companies 
like Aleph Farms and SuperMeat. 29 You won’t be able to slaughter it, but you might be able 
to take a mass of meat protein that looks like the dismembered portions of a sheep or bull, 
and have the Kohen place those portions on the Altar as a way of inspiring you to repent 
and strengthen your connection with G-d.

29. Aryn Baker, “How Israel Became the Global Center For Alternative Meat Tech,” TIME (https://time.com/6237414/
israel-lab-grown-meat/).
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Having AI Solve the Problem
In trying to envision how new technologies could impact the experience of the Third 
Temple, I went to the new open artificial intelligence engine, ChatGPT, 30 and asked it the 
following question:

“Imagine that the Temple will be rebuilt in Jerusalem in the 21st century. It will contain all the new 
technologies of AI and robots. How would you envision the Temple functioning?”

This is the answer that ChatGPT came back with:

If a third temple were to be built in Jerusalem in the 21st century and incorporate AI and robots, 
it’s likely that it would function in a highly advanced and efficient manner. Some possibilities for 
how the temple might function with AI and robots include:

• Automated systems for performing traditional religious rituals, such as sacrifices or prayer 
recitations, which could be performed by robots or controlled by AI.

• Use of AI-powered chatbots or virtual assistants to answer questions and provide guidance 
to visitors.

• Use of facial recognition or other biometric technologies to identify and authenticate 
worshippers.

• Use of VR/AR technology to allow remote visitors to experience the temple and its rituals in 
a more immersive way.

• Use of AI-powered systems for managing and tracking donations, offerings, and other 
financial transactions.

• Use of AI-powered systems for security and surveillance, such as monitoring for potential 
threats or suspicious behavior.

• Use of AI-powered systems for translation and language interpretation, allowing visitors 
from different countries and cultures to understand and participate in the temple’s rituals 
and ceremonies.

It is important to note that the use of technology in religious practices is a controversial topic and 
opinions will vary among different religious groups and individuals.

I then asked the AI engine to imagine how lab-grown meat could be used in the context 
of the Third Temple. This was the response:

Utilizing lab-grown meat as a replacement for traditional animal sacrifices in the Third Temple 
would be one way to address the ethical concerns surrounding the slaughter of animals. Lab-grown 
meat, also known as cell-based meat or cultured meat, is meat that is produced by growing animal 
cells in a laboratory rather than raising and slaughtering animals.

30. https://chat.openai.com/chat. 
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Here are a few possible ways in which lab-grown meat could be used in the context of the Third 
Temple:

1. Using lab-grown meat as an alternative to traditional animal sacrifices. This would eliminate 
the need for the slaughter of animals and still fulfill the religious requirement of offering a 
sacrifice.

2. Using lab-grown meat as a way to provide kosher or halal meat to those who observe those 
dietary laws, which can be challenging when using traditional meat.

3. Incorporating lab-grown meat as a way to address concerns of sustainability and animal 
welfare, which align with some religious teachings.

4. Using lab-grown meat to commemorate the past tradition of sacrifices while also honoring 
the advancements of science and technology.

It is important to note that lab-grown meat is a new and developing technology, and its use in 
religious contexts would likely be subject to debate and discussion among religious leaders and 
scholars.

If even AI is capable of envisioning a Third Temple, then it is the very least that we can do. 
May we truly feel the words at the Seder of “L’Shanah Ha-ba’ah B’Yerushalayim Ha-benuyah!” –  
“Next year, may we be in the rebuilt Jerusalem!” I hope to see you there, either as a Kohen 
or a worshipper, assuming that my biometric reader authenticates me.
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OpenAI: An Aid to Learning

chaim oliveR anD chaT.openai.com

1. AI technology is a form of computer science that enables machines to think and react like humans. It is based 
on the concept of making computers smarter over time by using algorithms, machine learning, and deep 
learning processes. AI utilizes data-driven models to learn from past experiences and make decisions with-
out human intervention. This type of artificial intelligence is used in various industries such as healthcare, 
finance, manufacturing, transportation, etc., where it can offer enhanced features such as natural language 
processing (NLP), image recognition, predictive analytics, and more. AI also offers improved customer service 
through automated chatbots and virtual assistant technologies. Ultimately, AI helps businesses become more 
efficient and effective by automating mundane tasks so that employees can focus their efforts on higher value 
activities.

2. ChatGPT is a natural language generation model. The model is trained on data from multiple sources, including 
social media sites, customer service conversations and other conversation-based datasets. With this technology, 
users are able to generate conversations based on their own datasets. This makes it possible for businesses 
to provide more personalized experiences with customer service agents and automated responses, as well 
as providing meaningful interactions with chatbots. The model also supports transfer learning, which can 
be used to customize responses to customer requests according to their individual needs. ChatGPT provides 
state-of-the-art performance in conversational AI by combining deep learning models such as BERT (Bidirec-
tional Encoder Representations from Transformers) and GPT-2 (Generative Pre-trained Transformer 2).

3. Machine learning is an application of artificial intelligence (AI) that provides systems the ability to auto-
matically learn and improve from experience without being explicitly programmed.

Introduction
this article will address the opportunities for the use of Artificial Intelligence (AI) 1 as 
an aid to Torah learning. First, a brief overview of the much-discussed ChatGPT (Generative 
Pre-Trained Transformer)  2 and machine learning 3 will be given. Then, practical use cases 
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and actual examples will be presented. Finally, some of the ethical issues concerning the 
use of AI will be discussed.

New tools for Torah learning are sometimes controversial. The ArtScroll Talmud raised 
eyebrows in its time. Those volumes, which made Daf Yomi accessible to many, resulted from 
advancing technology. In the late 1980s desktop publishing became available, replacing conven-
tional typesetting, which was much more expensive. The study aid format of the ArtScroll 
Talmud would not have been possible before that advance. Ein hadash tahat hashemesh –  
there is nothing new under the sun. As desktop publishing and other technological innova-
tions had a huge positive impact on Torah learning, so too will AI and related technologies.

This piece will not attempt to answer halakhic issues concerning AI. Instead, the intent 
is to provide a context for discussion and perhaps some experimentation with the tool. 
We maintain that AI is just another study guide, similar to what students of Torah have 
always used.

Openai.com
This article was partially created using the tools developed by OpenAI, 4 a company partly 
funded by Elon Musk and the creator of ChatGPT. ChatGPT 5 is a natural language process-
ing (NLP) 6 tool that allows people to have human-like conversations with an AI chatbot. 
ChatGPT was created to hold a conversation with the user. For more information, visit 
beta.openai.com. 7

Increased Efficiency and Accessibility of Learning Materials
Artificial intelligence can serve as a user-friendly aid to Torah study and as a complement 
to dictionaries, guides, databases, lecture notes, and other reference materials. Overall, 
the use of AI as an aid to Torah learning has the potential to make the process of studying 
texts more efficient, accessible, and illuminating, thereby significantly enhancing our 
understanding and appreciation of the texts.

The process of learning begins with observations or data, such as examples, online content, collections of 
material such as Sefaria, direct experience, or instruction, to look for patterns in data and make better deci-
sions in the future based on the examples that we provide.

Machine learning is becoming increasingly popular in content creation, as its applications can help optimize 
online content strategies and produce more relevant content that appeals to users. As technology continues 
to evolve, we can expect even further advances in this field that will further revolutionize how we consume, 
write, draw and more.

4. https://openai.com.
5. For further explanation, see https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ChatGPT.
6. Natural language processing (NLP) is an area of computer science and artificial intelligence concerned with 

the interactions between computers and human languages. It enables machines to understand and interpret 
human language, allowing them to interact with user input in a meaningful way. NLP uses algorithms, arti-
ficial intelligence (AI), and deep learning technologies to process and interpret natural language input. The 
goal of NLP is to help computers understand, interpret and generate human language to automate tasks that 
previously required manual input.

7. https://beta.openai.com/docs/quickstart.
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AI can help translate the Torah into different languages, making it more accessible to 
those who do not speak Hebrew. This tool could provide explanations and clarifications for 
complex concepts, offer suggestions for further reading and research, and track the learner’s 
progress to give feedback and encouragement. Additionally, AI can create interactive learning 
tools and resources, such as virtual tutors or personalized study plans, which could make 
the learning process more efficient and effective. Machine learning algorithms can also be 
used to analyze the Torah texts and potentially uncover new insights and interpretations 
that may not have been discovered through traditional study methods.

AI can be used to create virtual tutors or study assistants that can provide personalized 
guidance and support for learners. AI could also create interactive learning materials, such 
as quizzes, games, and simulations, which could make the learning process more engaging 
and fun. By using AI to develop interactive learning tools and resources, it is possible to make 
Torah study more efficient, effective, and enjoyable for students of all levels and backgrounds.

One of the main benefits of using AI in Torah study is the increased efficiency and access-
ibility of learning materials. AI can be used to create learning tools and resources tailored 
to an individual learner’s needs and abilities, providing a more personalized and practical 
learning experience. For example, AI-powered virtual tutors could provide explanations and 
guidance when a learner needs it, helping to clarify complex concepts and ideas. AI could 
also be used to create summaries and overviews of the texts, making it easier for learners to 
understand the main points and themes. Overall, the use of AI in Torah study has the poten-
tial to make the learning process more efficient and effective for a wide variety of students.

Potential to Uncover New Layers of Meaning in Traditional Texts
One of the most exciting potential benefits of using AI in Torah study is the possibility of 
uncovering new layers of meaning in traditional texts. AI can analyze and understand 
texts in ways that are not possible for humans, and it could be used to identify patterns 
and connections within the Torah that have not been previously recognized. For example, 
AI could be used to identify connections between passages or themes that span across 
multiple books of the Torah, helping to reveal new insights and interpretations. Addition-
ally, AI could be used to analyze the language and style of the texts, helping to identify the 
unique characteristics and contributions of different commentators and periods. Using 
AI to uncover new layers of meaning in traditional texts makes it possible to deepen our 
understanding and appreciation of the Torah.

What did Poskim say about previous technological advances, and how can we apply that 
to AI? For example, we found an article 8 about rabbinic reactions to the printing press. A 
more recent discussion 9 cites a psak of R. Moshe:

8. https://etzion.org.il/en/halakha/invention-printing-press-i-1440.
9. https://blogs.yu.edu/news/when-technology-meets-theology/.

https://etzion.org.il/en/halakha/invention-printing-press-i-1440


Mah. shavah

98

R. Moshe Feinstein (Introduction, Dibrot Moshe, Bava Kamma) writes that the mitzvah of teaching 
Torah obligates Torah scholars to publish their research and insights for two reasons: to spread 
their knowledge to the widest possible audience and to prevent their research from becoming lost 
or forgotten. It follows that a Torah scholar who does not make his work available via electronic 
media diminishes his fulfillment of the commandment to teach Torah.

It follows that an AI assimilating Torah content is acceptable and is common practice now.

Applications for Different Types of Learners

For University, Post–High School, Yeshivah, and Seminary Students

As a language model, OpenAI cannot engage in activities such as Torah learning. However, 
AI and machine learning techniques have the potential to assist with various tasks related 
to Torah study and scholarship. For example, AI tools could be used to analyze and inter-
pret large amounts of text, facilitate translation, or assist with organizing and categorizing 
Torah commentaries and sources.

However, it is essential to note that the use of AI in Torah study would need to be approached 
with caution, as humans are ultimately responsible for interpreting and understanding the 
Torah. AI tools can assist with specific tasks, but cannot replace the insight and understand-
ing that comes from careful study and contemplation.

Advanced study partners can use OpenAI Chat to access text to facilitate discussion and 
debate about complex texts and concepts, helping to deepen understanding and provide new 
perspectives. Collaborating with a study partner using AI can help break up the monotony 
of solitary study and make learning more enjoyable.

Visit Overview – OpenAI API 10 and Examples – OpenAI API to explore creating language 
models that understand and generate text for content generation, summarization, clas-
sification, categorization, sentiment analysis, data extraction, and translation. AI can be 
directed to undertake a particular analysis that an individual could conceive of but would 
be too onerous to undertake.

Teaching Aids for Adult Educators

There are a variety of teaching aids that OpenAI can generate to help adult educators facili-
tate learning and engagement in their congregations and schools. Some examples include:

 • Visual aids: These can include elements for slideshows – including lists, statistical 
mappings, translations, images, text comparisons, diagrams, and maps – to help illus-
trate or explain concepts.

 • Handouts: Providing written materials – such as articles, transcriptions, summaries, 
notes, or quizzes – can help reinforce learning and provide a resource for later reference.

10. https://openai.com/api.

https://beta.openai.com/
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Ultimately, the most effective teaching aids will depend on the specific needs and prefer-
ences of the congregation or schools and the educator’s teaching style. Experimenting with 
different approaches and gathering feedback to determine what works best can be helpful.

Example: Ask OpenAI ChatGPT to create content on topics of interest. Consider accessing 
Dicta.Org. 11 Dicta applies cutting edge machine learning and natural language processing 
tools to the analysis of Hebrew texts, allowing focus on the deeper questions. For resources 
to discuss AI and Torah, Sefaria has articles specific to AI and Torah. 12 The Lehrhaus 13 site 
has a comprehensive article worth reading. Other references can be searched online.

Bringing More In-Depth Parashah Study to the Shabbat Table

Ultimately, the key to bringing more in-depth parashah study to the Shabbat table is to create 
a welcoming and engaging environment that encourages learning and discussion. There are 
a few ways in which OpenAI can facilitate in-depth parashah study for the Shabbat table:

 • Use the system to create talking points on a concept from the parashah, Jewish law, or 
philosophy.

 • Create a list of questions family members or guests can respond to and interact with.
 • Use visual aids: Diagrams, maps, or other visual materials can help to illustrate or explain 

complex concepts.
 • Using OpenAI is fun. Pursue questioning lines and discover new ideas, approaches, and 

ways of engaging family and friends. Involve your kids, who undoubtedly will want to 
participate in this new way of learning. Example: Ask OpenAI Chat to list ten things that 
make Shabbat special.

Samples of AI Projects

An AI-Created Summary of the First Ten Verses of the Torah

The first ten verses of the Torah, also known as the Five Books of Moses or the Pentateuch, describe 
G-d’s creation of the world. The first verse states, “In the beginning, G-d created the heavens 
and the earth.” The following verses describe the design of light, the separation of the waters, 
the creation of land and vegetation, the creation of the sun, moon, and stars, and the creation 
of fish and birds. The ninth and tenth verses describe the design of land animals and humans, 
respectively. These verses establish the belief in a single, all-powerful G-d who created the world 
and everything in it. They also establish the concept of the separation of light and darkness, day 
and night, and the cycles of the natural world.

11. https://dicta.org.il.
12. https://www.sefaria.org/topics/artificial-intelligence?tab=sources.
13. https://thelehrhaus.com/commentary/torah-study-and-the-digital-revolution-a-glimpse-of-the-future.
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Chatbots to Answer Common Halakhic Questions

We have all done it. Asked “Rabbi Google” an everyday halakhic question. AI technology 
will replace Google search with an interactive Chatbot. A Chatbot is a computer program 
that simulates human conversations, enabling humans to interact with computer systems 
naturally. We will increasingly interact with AI-driven Chatbots for customer service, online 
shopping assistance and more. Can a Rabbi Chatbot, created by YU or the OU be far off?

An AI-Created Summary of the First Chapter of Mishnah Sukkot

The first chapter of Mishnah Sukkot, also known as the “Mishnah of Sukkot,” deals with the laws 
and practices related to the Jewish festival of Sukkot, or the “Feast of Tabernacles.” This chapter 
begins by discussing the various types of sukkah, or temporary dwellings, used during the festival 
and the requirements for their construction. It also discusses the laws of lulav (palm branch) and 
etrog (citron), two of the Four Species used in the observance of Sukkot. The chapter also covers 
the rules of hoshanot (processions) during the festival and the associated customs and prayers. 
Finally, the chapter discusses the laws of the intermediate days of Sukkot, known as Chol Hamo’ed, 
and the restrictions on work and commerce during this time.

An AI-Created Summary of Five Things that Make Shabbat a Mystical Experience

1. The lighting of candles: The lighting of candles on Friday evening is a symbol of the separation 
of the sacred and the secular, and marks the beginning of the Sabbath.

2. The Kiddush: A blessing over wine or grape juice, recited before the evening meal, which 
sanctifies the day and marks it as a special and holy time.

3. The Shabbat meals: The meals on the Sabbath are an important part of the day, and are 
often shared with friends and family. They are also a time to reflect on the spiritual aspects 
of the day.

4. The reading of the Torah: The weekly portion of the Torah is read in synagogues on the 
Sabbath, providing an opportunity to study and reflect on the teachings of the Torah.

5. The sense of peace and rest: The Sabbath is a day of rest, both physically and spiritually. It 
is a time to disconnect from the hustle and bustle of daily life, and to focus on the spiritual 
aspects of the day. The sense of peace and rest that comes from observing the Sabbath can 
be a truly mystical experience.

A Prayer, Created in the Style of the Book of Psalms, on the Plight of Agunot in 
the Voice of a Suffering Agunah

Oh L-rd, hear my cry

For I am an agunah, trapped and denied
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My husband has left me, forsaken me to die

But I trust in your mercy, oh L-rd, and lift my eyes to the sky

I am a bird without a nest, a ship without a sail,

A voice without a song, a heart without a trail

But I will not despair, for I know you are always near

You are my rock, my fortress, my shield, and my fear

Deliver me from this bondage, oh G-d of Abraham

Show me your loving kindness, and take me by the hand

Lead me to the chuppah, and let my joy be complete

Let me sing and dance with my beloved, and be a worthy mate

I pray for all the agunot who suffer in silence and shame

May your light shine upon them, and bring them to your flame

Grant them strength and courage to face their trials with grace

And let them find their peace in your holy embrace

Hear my prayer, oh L-rd, and answer my plea

Restore my dignity, and set me free

I trust in your promise to never forsake me

And with your help, I know I will be an agunah no more, but a bride and a partner, forever to be.

Amen.

Concerns and Ethical Considerations

The Role of Human Interpretation and Understanding in the Study of Torah

Human interpretation and understanding is an essential aspect of Torah study, and it is 
important to recognize the limitations of AI in this regard. While AI can analyze and under-
stand texts in ways that are not possible for humans, it does not have the same capacity for 
insight, intuition, and empathy inherent to human understanding. Therefore, it is important 
to use AI in Torah study in a way that complements and enhances, rather than replaces, 
human understanding. This may involve using AI to identify patterns and connections 
within the texts, and then relying on human interpretation and understanding to provide 
context and meaning to those discoveries. Additionally, it is important to ensure that the 
use of AI in Torah study is guided by ethical considerations, such as respecting the traditions 
and teachings of Judaism and avoiding the use of AI in a way that could diminish the role 
of human understanding and interpretation.
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Ensuring the Accuracy and Authenticity of AI-Assisted Torah Study

It is essential to ensure the accuracy and authenticity of AI-assisted Torah study to maintain 
the integrity of the texts and the teachings of Judaism. One way to do this is by carefully 
designing and training the machine learning algorithms used to analyze the texts. This 
may involve using a large and diverse dataset of Torah texts to ensure that the algorithms 
can accurately recognize patterns and connections within the texts. It may also be helpful 
to have human experts review and verify the results of the AI analysis to ensure that the 
insights and interpretations are accurate and authentic. Additionally, it is important to be 
transparent about the methods and limitations of AI-assisted Torah study

The Potential Impact on Traditional Methods 
of Torah Study and Jewish Education

The use of AI in Torah study has the potential to impact traditional methods of Torah study 
and Jewish education. On the one hand, AI can provide new insights and interpretations and 
by making learning materials more efficient and accessible. On the other hand, there is a 
risk that the use of AI could diminish the role of human interpretation and understanding, 
potentially disrupting traditional study and education methods. Therefore, it is important 
to consider these potential impacts carefully and to use AI in a way that complements and 
enhances, rather than replaces, traditional methods of study and education. It may also be 
helpful to engage in dialogue and debate about the appropriate role of AI in Torah study and 
Jewish education, and to ensure that ethical considerations and the teachings of Judaism 
guide the use of AI.

Conclusion
The use of AI in Torah study has the potential to be an exciting and transformative develop-
ment for the field of Jewish education. By leveraging the powerful capabilities of artificial 
intelligence, it is possible to enhance and enrich the way we study and understand the 
Torah. OpenAI has the potential to make learning materials more efficient and accessible, 
uncover new insights and interpretations of texts, and deepen our understanding and 
appreciation of the Torah. While there are also ethical considerations and challenges to be 
addressed in the use of OpenAI in Torah study, the potential benefits are significant and 
worth exploring. Overall, the use of OpenAI in Torah study has the potential to be a powerful 
and transformative development that can enhance and enrich our understanding of the 
texts and the teachings of Judaism.

What is coming in the future? There are two opinions. One seeing AI “taking over the 
world,” and the other recognizes the unique creative and spiritual nature of man. Leading 
AI scientists understand that the human brain is not just a number of algorithms that can 
be examined and used to program other subjects. Moreover, they state that even if AI could 
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be adjusted to the abilities of the human brain, it still would not provide consciousness. 14 
AI consciousness and self-awareness is science fiction.

AI will remain as one more useful tool for Torah study for the foreseeable future.

14. https://www.aitimejournal.com/will-ai-become-sentient.
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1. First Mint: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mint_(facility).

Introduction
when we read Tanakh we come across transactions that are carried out using silver 
shekels. For example, Jeremiah buys a field from Hanamel for 17 silver shekels (Jer. 32:9). King 
Solomon imports chariots and horses from Egypt for 600 and 150 silver shekels (2 Chr. 1:17). 
Generally speaking, when silver shekels are mentioned, we naturally think of coins. This 
idea is further cemented into our minds since we can actually make transactions using 
modern Israeli shekel coins. However, from historical evidence, the first coins were minted 
in about the 6th or 5th centuries BCE, 1 after the destruction of the First Temple. If coins were 
not invented until the very end of Tanakh’s historic period, what does the word shekel mean 
when used as a form of currency? This article will discuss the currency used in Tanakh 
before and after the minting of coins.

Trade in the Times of Tanakh
It is difficult for us to imagine a time when there was no such thing as coins or other 
currency. In ancient times, the transfer of goods from one person to another was done by 
the barter of commodities, and property was defined by one’s livestock and grain reserves. 
A labourer would be paid in wheat or barley to be used to feed himself and his family or 
to trade for other commodities. We also have the concept that livestock is synonymous 
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with property. The word mikneh (מקנה) which is usually translated as livestock 2 can also be 
translated as property 3 or possessions. For example, when Jacob instructs his sons to bury 
him, he requests that he should be buried in “the property 4 (mikneh) of the field and cave 
that is in it, [acquired] from the Hittites” (Gen. 49:32). When Joseph tells his family what 
he will say to Pharaoh the verse states, “And the men are shepherds, for they are men of 
property (mikneh), and they brought their flocks and their herds and all that they have” 
(Gen. 46:32). The Ramban, in his commentary 5 on this verse states that Joseph is trying to 
describe the family’s wealth, and by translating mikneh as property, gives an interpretation 
that is in line with his commentary.

Wealth could also be amassed by holding silver and gold; we have several examples of 
this in Tanakh. “Now Abram was very wealthy in livestock, silver, and gold” (Gen. 13:2), and 
again when Eliezer describes Avraham’s wealth: “The L-rd has given him flocks and herds, 
silver and gold, male and female servants, and camels and donkeys” (Gen. 24:35). Trade was 
also carried out by the bartering of gold and silver.

Weighing of Silver Used for Trade
Since coins were not invented yet, trade was conducted by weighing pieces or lumps of silver. 
This is documented in many places in Tanakh. When Jeremiah buys a field from Hanamel 
(Jer. 32:9-10) the transaction is detailed for us. “I weighed out the silver for him, seventeen 
shekels of silver ... I called witnesses, and weighed the silver on the balance scales.” Thus, 
we see that the silver is weighed out twice on a balance scale in front of witnesses so that 
everything was above board. When a balance scale is used, a total of 17 shekel weighing 
stones are placed on one side of the scale and the silver pieces are placed on the other side. 
When the scale is in balance, 17 shekels of silver has been weighed out. If coins were used, 
there would be no need for weighing.

Weighing Stones in Tanakh
Seven types of weighing stones are mentioned in Tanakh. They are: talent, mina, shekel, kesitah, 
pim, beka, and gerah. Except for the shekel, which will be discussed in the body of the text, 
the others are detailed in the Appendix. Hundreds of weighing stones 6 have been found in 

2. Some translations of Tanakh translate mikneh as cattle, not realizing that the modern definition only applies 
to bovine animals, not all livestock as in the older definition. The word cattle has its source in the Middle 
English word catel meaning property or livestock. https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/cattle.

3. Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament (HALOT), L. Koehler and W. Baumgartner.
4. The word mikneh “property” should not be confused with the word miknah “to purchase” when translating 

this verse.
5. https://www.sefaria.org/Ramban_on_Genesis.46.32?ven=Commentary_on_the_Torah_by_Ramban_

(Nachmanides)._Translated_and_annotated_by_Charles_B._Chavel._New_York,_Shilo_Pub._House,_1971-
1976&vhe=On_Your_Way&lang=bi.

6. Weights and measures: https://www.academia.edu/19048148/2009d_Weights_and_Measures.
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archaeological digs dating from around the time of the First Temple. 7 They were found in 
multiples and fractions of the weighing stones so that they could be used for conducting 
trade. They are usually round and made of limestone with flattened bases, so they would 
not roll off the scale pan. Their surface is sometimes inscribed with their weight. The 
inscriptions are in Paleo-Hebrew with the numbers in Egyptian hieratic script since there 
are no numbers in written Hebrew. Paleo-Hebrew is the old form of Hebrew writing, and 
Egyptian hieratic script 8 is a simpler cursive form of Egyptian hieroglyphs. Some examples 
are illustrated in Figure 1. There are examples of weighing stones being used in Tanakh as 
we are told that Absalom’s hair is weighed with the “weighing stones of the King” (2 Sam. 
14:36), and that we may not have “a bag of deceptive weighing stones” (Mic. 6:11).

Archaeological Finds of Silver
In Israel, archaeologists have found more than thirty hoards of silver that contained broken 
pieces of jewellery along with hacked up pieces of silver. 9 These broken pieces of silver are 
known as hacksilver (from the German) since they were hacked from larger pieces of silver. 
Some of these hoards were originally stored in linen bundles, and due to metal corrosion, 
the cloth has fused with the corrosion and is still visible today. In the Song of Deborah (Jdg. 
5:19), it states that the Kings of Canaan fought against Israel without any betza kesef (בצע 
 The usual translation for betza kesef is, “they took no plunder of silver”. However, the .(כסף
word betza can also be translated as to break or sever. 10 The verse can thus be more correctly 
translated as “they took no hacksilver” or they fought without payment. In addition, when 
Joseph’s brothers return home with their grain from Egypt, they find “every man’s bundle of 
silver was in his sack” (Gen. 41:35). Thus, we can see that archaeological evidence agrees with 
the information given in Tanakh in that hacksilver was used, and it was stored in bundles.

Purity of Silver Used for Trade
Another issue with pieces of silver is that there is no control on the purity. Less expensive 
copper could be added during the melting process. The addition of copper does not affect 
the colour of the silver, but it affects its value and strength. An experienced merchant could 
differentiate between silver-copper mixtures and pure silver by the resistance against a 
chisel, by lightly hitting it with a chisel or actually chopping it to test its strength. There 
was clearly an awareness in Tanakh of the existence of inferior quality metals, as we see 
from the instructions King David gives the future King Solomon and B’nai Yisrael for build-
ing the Temple. He instructs Solomon to use “refined silver and refined gold” (1 Chr. 29:4; 
1 Chr. 28:18). King Solomon follows these instructions when he builds the First Temple, as 

7. Bible Money: https://www.bible.ca/coins/bible-coins-history-money-weight-system.htm.
8. Encyclopedia of the History of Science, Technology, and Medicine in Non-Western Cultures,2008. Edition, 

Weights and Measures of the Hebrews, Lionel Holland, pg 4474.
9. Hacksilver: https://www.thetorah.com/article/how-silver-was-used-for-payment.
10. Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament (HALOT), L. Koehler and W. Baumgartner.
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it states, he uses zahav sagor (זהב סגור) “closed gold” (1 Kgs. 6:20) to build the First Temple. 
Closed gold refers to an ancient purification process of removing silver from gold by using 
salt and burnt clay in a “closed” and sealed container. Today, this process is called salt 
cementation. 11 With these words, King Solomon is attesting to the purity of the gold that 
he used to build his Temple.

Purchases on Credit
When Avraham asks about purchasing the Makhpelah cave, he offers to purchase it with 
kesef ma’le (כסף מלא) (Gen. 23:9). Most translations interpret this expression as paying the full 
asking price for the field. However, there is evidence from Assyrian texts 12 that this idiomatic 
expression means he offered to pay the full amount up front without any payment plan or 
mortgage. When David offers to buy the threshing floor from Ornan (1 Chr. 21:22, 24) for 
the Temple Mount, he twice offers to pay kesef ma’le. They both paid cash up front, without 
any form of payment plan or mortgage that could cloud the validity of their purchases.

Different Shekel Weights Mentioned in Tanakh
There appear to be four different types of shekels mentioned in Tanakh.

1. The first is the “weight of the merchant”, which is used when Avraham purchases the 
Makhpelah cave and its field near Hebron for 400 shekels from Ephron the Hittite. He 
weighs out the silver in front of Ephron and the people of the land “according to the 
weight of the merchant” (Gen. 23:16).

2. The second type is the “shekel of the sanctuary”, which is mentioned about twenty-five 
times throughout Tanakh. The half shekel for the census had to be contributed “according 
to the shekel of the sanctuary” (Ex. 30:13).

3. The third type of shekel is the “king’s shekel”. Absalom cut his hair every year, and it weighed 
“two hundred shekels by the king’s stone weight” (2 Sam.14:26).

4. The fourth is the regular shekel. This shekel applies when no specific type of shekel is 
mentioned. This shekel occurs most of the time in Tanakh.

Assyrian texts of that period use a similar idiomatic phrase to what was used to purchase 
the Makhpelah cave. They state “measured with the weight of the merchant” which is 
generally taken to mean weighed out on the spot by the merchant at hand. 13 This is most 
likely what occurs with Avraham when he buys the cave of Makhpelah. Typically, during a 
transaction, both parties to the transaction would not trust each other to have true weights 
or pure silver. The purchaser wants to pay as little as possible, and the seller wants to receive 
as much as possible. To resolve these problems for the purchase of the Makhpelah cave, 
an independent merchant who is at hand weighs and checks the quality of the silver. The 

11. Gold Parting: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gold_parting.
12. Biblical Currencies: https://www.academia.edu/44171851/Biblical_Currencies_in_Context.
13. Biblical Currencies: https://www.academia.edu/44171851/Biblical_Currencies_in_Context.
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transaction is also done in the “presence of the Hittites, before all who went in at the gate 
of his city” (Gen. 23:18). There could be no dispute about the transaction, as everything is 
monitored.

The same applies to the shekel of the sanctuary. All contributions to the Temple must be 
weighed and the quality of the silver verified at the Temple so that each person’s contribution 
is above-board and beyond reproach. This also applies to the king’s shekel. Samuel is telling 
us that the weight of Absalom’s hair was not an exaggeration, but weighed and verified by 
the king’s shekel. The regular shekel does not specify who weighed and checked the quality 
of the silver. It is most likely whoever was available and acceptable to both parties.

The Torah also tells us that there could not be different shekel weights, since “You shall 
not have in your bag two kinds of weights, a large and a small.” (Deut. 25:13) and “You shall 
have just balances, just weights” (Lev. 19:36). In addition, there is archaeological evidence 14 
of both unmarked shekel weighing stones and the kings’ weighing stones inscribed “to the 
king” weighing exactly the same. Thus, these four types of shekels are not different weights, 
but are indicative of who verified the transaction.

The Shekel Weight
The shekel 15 (שקל) is the most commonly used weight in Tanakh. It is mentioned about 40 
times and implied many times as the default weight when no weight is given. 16 The very 
first time a payment is recorded in Tanakh, the word shekel is omitted. When Avimelech 
gives Avraham a “thousand silver” (Gen. 20:16), there is no mention of a shekel weight, so it 
must be implied. Also, when Joseph is sold to the Ishmaelite traders for “twenty of silver” 
(Gen. 37:28) the shekel weight is missing and must also be implied. 17

In biblical Hebrew, the shekel weight is derived from the verb root sh·k·l (ש·ק·ל), to weigh. 
The shekel is also used to weigh commodities like gold (Jos. 7:21), jewellery (Gen 24:22) 
copper/bronze armour (1 Sam. 15:5), iron spearhead (1 Sam. 15:7), hair (2 Sam. 14:26) and food 
(Ezek. 4:10). There is First Temple archaeological evidence that the average shekel weight is 
approximately 11.33 grams. 18 The shekel weights are identified by a symbol that looks like 
a Hebrew cursive ayin to symbolize a shekel (Fig. 1). There is debate as to how this symbol 
represents a shekel. It may be a symbol for a tied money purse, 19 or it may be a hieroglyph 
character for the symbol of a rope loop which has a “sh” sound representing a shekel. 20

In the book of Ruth, Boaz “measures out six [measures] of barley and places them in her 
shawl” (Ruth 3:15). There is no weight given in the verse. Rashi comments that it was six 

14. Weights and measures: https://www.academia.edu/19048148/2009d_Weights_and_Measures
15. Shekel: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shekel.
16. Biblical Currencies: https://www.academia.edu/44171851/Biblical_Currencies_in_Context.
17. This article assumes that the weight of the shekel has been normalized in Tanakh and does not vary with 

time or place.
18. Weights and measures: https://www.academia.edu/19048148/2009d_Weights_and_Measures.
19. R. Yoel Elitzur, Places in the Parasha, (Maggid Press), p. 615 n9.
20. List of Hieroglyphs (Symbol V6): https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_Egyptian_hieroglyphs.
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barley grains and the Malbim comments it was a sixth of a se’ah 21 which is about 1.5 litres 
of barley. But from our discussion above, we know that the shekel was the default weight 
when no weight is given and that the shekel was used to measure all types of commodities, 
including food. Maybe Boaz gave Ruth six shekel weights of barley that he put into her shawl. 
This would weigh about 68 grams and be equal to slightly less than half a cup of barley. 
Today, a package of instant oatmeal weighs 28 grams: so we could conclude that Boaz gave 
Ruth enough for one meal each for Naomi and herself. The Malbim’s interpretation of this 
gesture is that by the time the meal was finished, Ruth would be redeemed and would not 
have to worry about her next meal.

Coins in Tanakh
With the invention of coins, the weighing of pieces of silver or gold, and determining the 
purity of the metal was no longer needed. Coins issued by governments of the time were 
produced to a uniform standard weight and of high purity.

The only coins mentioned in Tanakh are during the rebuilding of the Second Temple. 
The gold darkimon (דרכמון) is mentioned four times (Ezr. 2:69; Neh. 7:69, 70, 71) and the gold 
adarkon (אדרכון) is mentioned twice (1 Chr. 29:7; Ezr. 8:27). If one looks in various Tanakh 
translations, there is no consistency as to the translations used. Many translators use 
drachma for darkimon and darics for adarkon. Others translate both words as a daric. Some 
just transliterate the Hebrew into English without translating it.

Both adarkon and darkimon are very similar sounding words, but there is an extra M in 
darkimon. Translators not being experts in ancient coins, and not knowing if these coins 
are different coins or the same coin, just picked names of coins that sounded similar to 
the Hebrew. The only problem is that drachma 22 is a Greek silver coin, not a gold coin as 
mentioned in Tanakh. The daric 23 is a better match for both coins, since it is a Persian gold 
coin that was minted slightly before the exiles returned to Judea to rebuild the Temple.

Although these coins appear to they have different names in Tanakh, they can still be 
the same coin. There are many examples in Tanakh where names are spelled differently. 
A classic example is the name Nebukhadnezzar which is spelled three different ways in 
Tanakh. It is spelled Nebukhadnezzar seven times (2 Kgs. 25:22), Nebukhadrezzar with 
extra “R” thirty times (Jer. 21:2) and as Nebukhadnezzor with a change to the last vowel 
fourteen times (Ezr. 2:1). The exiles most probably brought darics with them from Persia to 
Judea, since King Cyrus donated items for the rebuilding of the Temple (Ezr. 1:9-10). Thus, 
the translators who use daric for both adarkon and darkimon are correct in their translation 
since they are really the same coin.

21. Se’ah: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Seah_(unit).
22. Drachma: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greek_drachma.
23. Darics: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Persian_daric.



Hakhmei Lev

113

Conclusions
This article should give you a bit of understanding about how goods and property were 
transacted and how currency changed hands between buyers and sellers. When you read 
Tanakh, you now realize when it says kesav in Hebrew or money in English, it is referring 
to pieces of hacksilver that are being verified for purity and weighed. When you hear of a 
shekel in Tanakh you now know that it is a weight, not a coin, and if no weight is given, the 
shekel is the default weight.

Figure 1. Scale Weights Found at Archaeological Sites 24

Appendix of Additional Biblical Weights
In addition to the shekel, the talent, mina, kesitah, pim, beka and gerah are mentioned in Tanakh, 
along with netzef which is not mentioned but was discovered at archaeological sites. These 
weights were also used for trade and were weighed, and their purity was verified, during 
transactions. These weights are listed in size order.

The Talent Weight
The talent or kikkar 25 (ככר) is the heaviest weight used in Tanakh, and it is used about forty 
times as a weight for silver and gold. The same word is also used in relation to other round 
and oval items, such as a kikkar of bread or a loaf of bread (Jer. 37:21), kikkar of the Jordan or 
the Jordan rift valley (Gen. 13:10) and kikkar of lead or a lead-covered disc (Zec. 5:7). Talent 
weights were found at archaeological sites and are large hollow stone cylinders, which 
explains why kikkar describes round items. The value of the talent is given in Exodus 38:25-
26, when each member of B’nai Yisrael was counted using a half shekel head tax. There 
were 603,550 people, and if each person gave half a shekel, they would have collected 301,775 

24. Illustration modified from https://www.bible.ca/coins/bible-coins-history-money-weight-system.htm.
25. Talent: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Talent_(measurement).
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shekels. The verse states that the silver collected was 100 talents and 1,775 shekels. Thus, each 
talent was composed of 3,000 shekels which weighed 33.9 kg.

The Mina Weight
Another heavy weight mentioned in Tanakh is the mina 26 or maneh (םנה) in Hebrew. The 
mina is the second-largest weight in the Tanakh. It is used five times in Tanakh mostly in 
the latter books of Tanakh (1 Kgs. 10:17; Ezk. 45:12; Ezr. 2:69; Neh. 7:70, 71). The value of the 
mina is given in Ezekiel 45:12 as 60 shekels, which is 678 grams. The word mina may be derived 
from the word manah meaning portion, thus a portion of silver.

The Kesitah Weight
A weight that is mentioned in Tanakh, but its weight is not known, is the kesitah 27 (קשיטה). 
It is mentioned three times in Tanakh (Gen. 33:19; Jos. 24:32; Job 42:11). Jacob bought a piece 
of land in Shekhem from the sons of Hamor for 100 kesitahs, and later Joseph was buried 
there. There are no kesitah weights found at any archaeological site. Early Greek translations 
translated kesitah as “lamb”. Thus, it may be equal to the value of a lamb or a gold piece 
shaped like a lamb. 28 In any case, its weight or value is not known.

The Netzef Weight
The netzef (נצף) weight is not mentioned in Tanakh, but it has been found at archaeological 
sites with its name n·tz·f inscribed on it in Paleo-Hebrew (Fig. 1). Its weight is five sixths 
of a shekel or 9.06 grams. It may be a conversion weight equivalent to an Egyptian 9 gram, 29 
qedet, which may have been used for trade with Egypt.

The Pim Weight
Two thirds of a shekel weight is called a pim 30 (פים). The word pim is only used a single time 
in Tanakh (1 Sam. 13:21). The verses state “There was no blacksmith in all of Israel … and 
all of Israel went down to the Philistines to sharpen their tools ... pitzerah pim (פצירה פים) for 
their plowshares.” These two words are only used once in Tanakh and their translation was 
obscure. They were translated as “a file” or “multi-grooved file” which was used to sharpen 
their tools. In the early 1900s, an actual pim weight stone was found at an archaeological 
site with the word p·i·m inscribed on it in Paleo-Hebrew (Fig. 1). The weight of a pim is 7.6 
grams, or about two thirds of a shekel. This weight may be a conversion weight that was 

26. Mina: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mina_(unit).
27. Kesitah: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kesitah.
28. Sheep weight: https://factsanddetails.com/world/cat56/sub404/entry-6155.html.
29. Weights and measures: https://www.academia.edu/19048148/2009d_Weights_and_Measures.
30. Pim: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pim_weight.
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equivalent to the standard 7.5 gram weight used by the Philistines. The word pim may also 
be a short form of the Hebrew word Pilishtim.

This archaeological find clarified the meaning of the biblical verse and resulted in Tanakh 
translators revising their translation of this verse as “they charged a pim (or two thirds of 
a shekel) for sharpening their plowshares.”

The Beka Weight
The half shekel weight is called either a mahatzis hashekel (מחצית השקל) or a beka (בקע) in 
Tanakh. It is referred to as the mahatzis hashekel three times in Tanakh (Ex. 30:13, Ex. 30:15, 
Ex. 38:26) and as a beka two times (Gen. 24:22; Ex. 38:26). The name beka is derived from 
the root b·q·‘ (ב·ק·ע) to cleave, to break, i.e., to break a shekel. This weight is used to count 
B’nai Yisrael during the census and is the source of the custom of giving half a shekel at 
Purim time. Archaeologists have found this weight with its name b·q·‘ inscribed on it in 
Paleo-Hebrew (Fig. 1).

Fractional Shekel Weights
There are also fractional shekel weights mentioned in Tanakh without a specific name asso-
ciated with them. There is a third of a shekel or shiloshet (שלשית) and a quarter of a shekel or 
reva (רבע) mentioned in Tanakh (Neh. 10:33, 1 Sam. 9:8). These fractional shekel weights have 
also been found at archaeological sites.

The Gerah Weight
The smallest weight in Tanakh is the gerah 31 (גרה). Twenty gerah equals one shekel. This is 
mentioned five times in Tanakh (Ex. 30:13; Lev. 27:25; Num. 3:47; Num. 18:16; Ezek. 45:12). 
A gerah is based on the Akkadian word gir 32 which means carob seed. From archaeological 
evidence, the gerah weighs about 0.568 grams, which is estimated to be the weight of  
3 carob seeds. 33 Gerah weights found at archaeological sites are small and only have hieratic 
numerals on them. They are found in multiples up to 20 gerah. 34

31. Gerah: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gerah.
32. Weights in the bible: https://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/weights-measures-and-coins-of-the-biblical-and-

talmudic-periods.
33. Gerah Weight: https://judaism.stackexchange.com/questions/68503/what-is-gerah-and-how-much-is-it.
34. Weights and measures: https://www.academia.edu/19048148/2009d_Weights_and_Measures.
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1. Massekhet Pesahim (56a).
2. Devarim 6:6.

Introduction

The people of Jericho did six things: they were rebuked for three of them, and for three of them 
they were not rebuked. “And these are three for which they were not rebuked ... and they were 
korkhin al shema.”

The above is an excerpt from the Mishnah in Masekhet Pesahim (55a)1 which states that there 
were three practices that the Anshei Yeriho had for which they weren’t rebuked; that is, 
although the practices were problematic, they didn’t warrant rebuke. One of the practices 
was that they were “korkhin al shema”. One possible interpretation of this unusual expression 
offered by the Gemara 1 is that they didn’t pause between “hayom” and “al-levavekha” at the 
end of the third pasuk of Shema. 2

ךָ י מְצַוְְּךָ֛ הַיּ֖וֹם עַל־לְבָבֶֽ ר אָנֹכִ֧ לֶֶּה אֲשֶֶׁ֨ ים הָאֵ֗ וְהָי֞וְּ הַדְְּבָרִ֣

The implication of their rushed reading is that “these words” shall be on your heart today, 
but not tomorrow. The natural question that follows is what do the te’amim have to say 
about the correct reading of the verse: i.e., when we have a Tevir, Tipha, Sof Pasuk sequence, 
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as is the case with this pasuk, which one of the Tevir and Tipha dominates as the pause. 3 The 
natural tendency seems to be to ascribe dominance to the Tevir, (i.e., it is quite common to 
put a longer pause on the Tevir in these cases) but this results in a reading that, although 
isn’t deserving of rebuke, is not praiseworthy either.

This article will provide a brief overview of the laws governing the Ta’amei Hamikrah based 
on Rav Mordechai Breuer’s book on the subject. 4 From these rules, it will be clear how the 
te’amim punctuate the verse in question. 5 Moreover, we will bring some empirical evidence 
that supports the model espoused by Rav Breuer, 6 and we will show how the model can be 
used to predict the possible existence of a very rare trop combination.

Overview of the Te’amim
We start with a somewhat abstract description of the te’amim. It may be helpful to the 
reader to consult Appendix A for a more concrete example of how the te’amim are used to 
divide (or punctuate) a verse.

1. The te’amim can be divided into two groups: disjunctives and conjunctives. The disjunctives 
represent a pause. The conjunctives have no punctuational value and connect words to 
each other.

2. The disjunctives can be further divided into four groups based on their punctuational 
value. 7 These are, in descending order of “rank”, as follows: Keisarim, Melakhim, Mishnim 
and Shalishim.

3. The disjunctives divide pesukim into units using the principle of “continuous dichotomy” 
as follows: Each pasuk is divided into two parts (units) by a disjunctive. Each of the two 
resulting parts is then further subdivided into two parts (units). This continues until we 
are left with units that have only one or two words.

4. A unit that ends with a disjunctive of a given rank is subdivided into two parts by a 
disjunctive whose rank is one lower. That is, a unit that ends with a Melekh is divided into 
two parts by a Mishneh. A unit that ends with a Mishneh is divided into two parts by a Shalish.

These are the disjunctives by rank:

3. In this pasuk, metzavekha has a Tevir, hayom has a Tipha and al-levavekha has a Sof pasuk.
4. This paper doesn’t discuss Ta’amei Emet (the te’amim of Iyov, Mishlei and Tehilim). These books have a different 

system of te’amim which in some ways is similar to the te’amim of the 21 books, but in some ways the system 
of Ta’amei Emet is quite different. See Appendix B for a description of some of the differences between the 
two systems.

5. All references to the book Ta’amei Hamikra are with respect to Rav Breuer’s work on the subject. There are other 
books with similar names, as can be seen in the bibliography at the end of this paper.

6. As Rav Breuer points out, many of the laws governing the Te’amim are contained in the works of William Wickes 
(see bibliography at the end of this paper).

7. “Punctuational Value” is what Rav Breuer refers to as “koah pisuk.” Sof pasuk has the highest punctuational 
value, followed by Etnahta (both of which are Keisarim) as they represent the largest stops. The other categor-
ies are also stops, but they diminish in their stop value as they descend in rank. As shown in the paper, there 
are other factors that determine the punctuational value of a given ta’am.
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Table 1 8

K E I S A R I M M E L A K H I M M I S H N I M S H A L I S H I M

Siluk (Sof Pasuk) Segol Pashta Pazer

Etnahta Shalshelet Yetiv Karnei Pharah

Zakeph Gadol Tevir Telisha Gedola

Zakeph Katon Zarka Garshayim

Tipha Revi’a 9 Geresh (Azlah) 10

Munah l’garmeih

The chart below, followed by a detailed description, illustrates how the te’amim are used 
to divide a verse:

We start at the bottom and work our way up. In the above, x represents a segment that 
ends with a Keisar. That is, it represents either the first part of a pasuk that ends in an Etnahta 
or the second half of the pasuk from immediately after the Etnahta until the Sof Pasuk (or, it 
could represent a whole pasuk that has no Etnahta).

Assuming x has at least 3 words, it is divided into two parts, A and B, by a Melekh (i.e., a 
ta’am of 1 rank lower than a Keisar). We further assume in this example that A and B both 
have at least 3 words and are therefore subject to division. “A” ends with a Melekh and is 
divided by a ta’am of 1 rank lower, i.e., a Mishneh, into D and C. “B” ends with a Keisar and is 
divided by another Melekh into E and F.

8. Those unfamiliar with the trop symbols should refer to Appendix C (only disjunctives are included, since they 
are the focus of this paper).

9. This note is commonly called Revi’i, but the more correct name is Revi’a.
10. When a Geresh follows a Kadma, it is generally referred to as an Azlah (as in Kadma Ve’Azlah). In this paper, the 

terms Geresh and Azlah are therefore used somewhat interchangeably. Hopefully, this won’t cause any confusion.
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Assuming E and C both have at least 3 words, C, which ends with a Mishneh is divided by 
a Shalish into H and G. E, which ends with a Melekh, is divided by a Mishneh into J and I. We 
now assume that all the units such created have no more than two words each.

The following is an example of a pasuk with the above structure: 11

Note that the slash symbol “/” is used in this paper to denote the major division of a unit. 
It is not to be confused with the Pasek, “|” which is part of the overall system of Ta’amei 
Hamikra. 12 Also, hyphenated words count as one word unit for the purpose of assigning te’amim. 13

This is the general approach to dividing a pasuk: each pasuk is divided into two parts, each 
of which is potentially divided into two parts, with the process continuing until all the units 
have only one or two words (such units are called “simple units”).

In the case where a unit ending with a Shalish requires division, it is subdivided by another 
Shalish (tafel), or, in some instances, the would-be Shalish (tafel) is replaced with a conjunctive. 
In these cases, where a Shalish (tafel) is replaced with a conjunctive, we could end up with 
a series of conjunctives, notwithstanding the general approach of dividing units until only 
simple units remain.

Also useful is the concept of “domain.” Each disjunctive governs a unit that is under 
its domain (to be sure, the unit may contain only one word). The domain of a given ta’am 
extends to the right of the given ta’am (necessarily a disjunctive) 14 until we encounter a ta’am 
of equal or higher rank. In the above example, all of x is under the domain of the Keisar. “A” 
is under the direct domain of the first Melekh (and the indirect domain of the Keisar) and 
“C” is under the domain of the first Mishneh, etc.

Note that Sof Pasuk and Etnahta have the same rank. This may be surprising, given that 
the Etnahta divides the entire pasuk into two parts (in the same way that a Melekh divides 
the domain of a Keisar). The main reason for grouping them in the same category is that 
the te’amim in their respective domains behave almost identically. The half of the pasuk that 
ends with a Sof Pasuk is divided by Melakhim/Mishnim/Shalishim in basically the same way 
that the half of the pasuk that ends with an Etnahta is divided by Melakhim/Mishnim/Shalishim. 15 

11. Shemot 24:3. The reader may wish to refer to Appendix A which explains the parsing of this verse in more detail.
12. See chapter 6 of Ta’amei Hamikra for a discussion of the Pasek.
13. See chapter 7 of Ta’amei Hamikra for the rules governing the Makeif (hyphen).
14. Or in some cases, the disjunctive may have transformed into a conjunctive. This is discussed later in this paper.
15. Two small differences between their respective domains are: (1) the disjunctive before Sof Pasuk is Merkha 

whereas the disjunctive before Etnahta is Munach and (2) A Segol will not appear in the Sof Pasuk’s domain (if 
the pasuk doesn’t contain an Etnahta, then this could happen, but it is very rare).
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So once we’ve determined where the Etnahta goes, the two units thus created are under 
the domain of their respective Keisarim and are then divided independently of each other.

How do we determine where to place the divisions? This really depends on the type of 
pasuk in question. Rav Breuer uses the concept of complements (or Mashlimim). 16 Unit x is 
divided into A and B such that unit B complements, or, in a sense, completes, the idea that 
is expressed in A. Similarly D complements C, F complements E, H complements G and J 
complements I. The above chart uses arrows to depict these relationships. This approach 
is applicable to many pesukim, but may not fit all types of pesukim that appear in Tanakh.

Note that x has two Melakhim in its domain. The first Melekh divides x in its entirety 
whereas the second Melekh divides the unit to the left of the first Melekh. We can therefore 
say that the punctuational value, that is, the impact it has, of the first Melekh is greater than 
that of the one to its left. In general, the above model implies that where there are multiple 
Melakhim under the domain of a given Keisar, their punctuational value declines as we move 
from right to left. The same can be said where there are multiple Mishnim in the domain of a 
given Melekh. Multiple Shalishim that occur in the domain of a given Mishneh are ambiguous 
in terms of punctuational value. 17

Example of 3 Melakhim (two Zakeph notes and one Tipha), with the first one dominating 
(as indicated by the slash): 18

נוְּ ל בָָּ֑ ינוְּ אִם־מָשֶׁ֥וֹל תִִּמְשֶֹׁ֖ יו/ הֲמָלֹ֤ךְ תִִּמְלֹךְ֙ עָלֵ֔ אמְרוְּ לוֹ֙ אֶחָ֔ ֹ֤ וַיּ

Example of 3 Mishnim (one Revi’a followed by two Pashtas), with the first one dominating 
(as indicated by the slash): 19

ן חַת הַקָָּטֹ֔ סֶף/ תִָּשִִׂים֙ בְָּפִי֙ אַמְתִַּ֣ יעַ הַכֶֶּ֗ י גְְּבִ֣ וְאֶת גְְּבִיעִ֞

Empirical Evidence
One immediate result of the continuous dichotomy is that where multiple Melakhim are 
found in the domain of a given Keisar, their punctuational value decreases as we move from 
right to left. There are scholars that disagree, contending that the punctuational value of 

16. For a more complete discussion, see chapter 15 of Rav Breuer’s Ta’amei Hamikra. There he distinguishes, among 
other things, between the following cases: (1) The predicate precedes its complements, (2) The predicate fol-
lows its complements, and (3) where the predicate is in the middle of its complements. He discusses com-
pound sentences, complex sentences, subordinate clauses and how the te’amim deal with them. He also talks 
about cases where the division doesn’t follow the syntactical structure, but rather reflects what he refers to 
as “Derekh HaKeriah”. This is discussed briefly towards the end of this paper. Note: this paper is by no means 
an exhaustive treatment of the subject.

17. When there are two Shalishim in the domain of a Mishneh, it is unclear if the first Shalish is the main stop of 
the unit ending with the Mishneh and the second Shalish divides the unit to the left of the first Shalish, or, per-
haps the second Shalish is the main stop of the unit and the first Shalish divides the domain to the right of the 
second Shalish (in which case the first Shalish is subordinate, or “tafel” to the second Shalish).

18. Bereishit 37:8.
19. Bereishit 44:2.
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multiple Melakhim is independent of their position relative to each other. Indeed, it is not 
obvious, absent the proposed model, that it should be the case that a first Melekh represents 
a larger pause than a second Melekh. 20

Pausal Forms
In biblical Hebrew, quite often a special form is used for words that are in a pause position. 
The pausal form of interest to us is “lakh”, i.e., lekha 21 is the regular masculine form and lakh 
is the pausal masculine form. As expected, the pausal form is used whenever the word 
appears with a Keisar as its ta’am. On the other hand, the pausal form is rarely used for te’amim 
which have a rank that is of Mishneh or lower. Now the word in question appears 100 times 
in Tanakh with Zakeph as its ta’am. 22 It occurs with Zakeph in the pausal form 56 times, and 
44 times it takes on the non-pausal form (“context”). So we see that the pausal form of lekha 
is used just over half of the time when Zakeph is the ta’am. Now if the continuous dichotomy 
is a reasonable model and the punctuational value of each successive Melekh decreases, we 
would expect, all else being equal, that it would be more likely to see the pausal forms used 
in conjunction with a first Zakeph. This is in fact the case.

Table 2 below shows that of the 56 times the pausal form is used with Zakeph, 55 occur-
rences are on a first Melekh and only in one instance is the pausal form with Zakeph when 
it is not the first Melekh. 23 Having said that, we also see the non-pausal form is used when 
Zakeph is the first Melekh 20 times. These 20 occurrences imply that we cannot infer a causal 
relationship.

Table 2
Z A K E P H  K ATO N 
OCCURRENCES FIRST M E L E K H LATER M E L E K H TOTAL

PAUSAL 55 1 56

NON-PAUSAL 20 24 44

TOTAL 75 25 100

However, it appears from the above table, that being a first Melekh is practically a neces-
sary, but not sufficient, condition for lekhah to be in pausal form when it appears with a 
Zakeph. Therefore, it is somewhat obvious that the form (pausal vs non-pausal) and position 

20. See for example: James D. Price, Temple Baptist Seminary, The Syntax of Masoretic Accents in the Hebrew, 
page 35, the paragraph “Unnatural Binary Restraint” (available online).

21. I.e., “to you”, but the Lamed preposition can also mean “for” or “about”.
22. Excluded from the 100 are cases where the word appears as the feminine.
23. I used the www.BaseHaSefer.com search engine to obtain these results. Even with the search engine, there was 

some mechanical effort on my end. Although I did my best to ensure the results are accurate, they could be, 
in theory, off a bit. However, even if that were to be the case, it’s extremely unlikely to change the conclusion.
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(first Melekh vs later Melekh) are not independent, as would be predicted by the continuous 
dichotomy model. However, we will nonetheless perform a statistical test in order to drive 
the point home, and, to this end, we will use the 2x2 Chi Squared test. 24 For the purpose of 
this test, we start with the assumption that form and position are independent (the null 
hypothesis). If that were the case, we would expect the distribution of occurrences to be in 
line with the “expected” results below (Table 3). Under the assumption of independence, 
how likely is it for us to observe at least the amount of deviation from the expected results 
that we actually observed? If the likelihood is sufficiently small, we reject the assumption 
of independence.

Now, if the form and position were independent, we would expect our results to look 
something like this:

Table 3
EXPECTED IF 
INDEPENDENT FIRST M E L E K H LATER M E L E K H TOTAL

PAUSAL 42 14 56

NON-PAUSAL 33 11 44

TOTAL 75 25 100

The probability of seeing at least the amount of deviation that we actually observed is 
approximately one in 680 million (the Chi squared statistic is 36.58). The implication is that 
models which suggest the punctuational value of successive Zakephs are equal, and that 
accordingly there should be no relation between pausal forms and the position of Zakephs 
(i.e., first Melekh vs. later Melekh), are probably not capturing something that ought to be 
captured.

The above results beg the question as to why we see 20 occurrences of a Zakeph as a first 
Melekh in non-pausal form. Recall our description of the continuous dichotomy: every unit 
that has three or more words is divided into two parts. This creates a level of granularity 
that’s very atypical of most punctuational systems. It results in many cases where there is 
a disjunctive accent even though the text is continuous and doesn’t really necessitate any 
type of pause. The 20 occurrences generally occur in those types of situations, where there 
is relatively little or no pause. Furthermore, the punctuational value of the Zakeph (or any 
disjunctive) is relative and depends on the context (the length of the unit that it divides, 

24. Most of us are familiar with the well-known Normal Distribution (aka the bell curve). If x is a random variable 
with a normal distribution, then x squared will have what’s known as a Chi Squared Distribution (this isn’t 
a precise definition, but conveys the basic idea). The 2x2 test uses the Chi squared distribution to determine 
the probability of seeing at least the amount of deviation from the mean (i.e., expected results) that we have 
observed. If the probability is sufficiently small, we reject the hypothesis that the two factors are independent. 
In other words, if our observed results are very unlikely to occur under the assumption that the two factors 
are independent, then we reject the hypothesis that they are in fact independent.
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how many words are to its left, how many to its right, etc.), 25 and is not absolute. The use 
of the pausal form is ultimately driven by the underlying meaning and whether or not 
there should be a significant pause. However, if the continuous dichotomy model is valid, 
we would expect a first Zakeph to be more likely, statistically, to have words in pausal form, 
which, according to our Chi squared test, is indeed the case.

Cases Where Tipha is Dominant
Sometime, a relatively large unit that ends with a Keisar is divided into two parts by a Tipha. 
This implies the major division of the unit’s domain is relatively close to the end of the unit. 
Often these are examples of a pasuk shelo kesidro (i.e., out of order pesukim) where the final 
Mashlim (Complement) relates back to an earlier part of the pasuk.

An example of a pasuk shelo kesidro is as follows: 26

רְתִִּי לַה֖׳/ בְָּחֶבְרֽוֹן י אֲשֶֶׁר־נָדַ֥ א וַאֲשֶַׁלֵֶּ֛ם אֶת־נִדְרִ֛ לְכָה נָָּ֗ אֵ֣

In the above example, the Tipha is the only Melekh in the unit shown and establishes the 
unit’s major division. 27 Does “BeHevron” relate back to “asher nadarti” and describe where 
the neder was made, or, does it relate back to the first part of the segment in its entirety and 
describe where Avshalom is going to supposedly fulfill his vow. The above division implies 
that Avshalom is claiming to go to Hevron to fulfill his neder (i.e., “I shall go to Hevron to 
fulfill the vow I made (somewhere else). If “va’ashaleim” and/or “et-nidri” had a Melekh, then 
the implication would be that he made his vow in Hevron, and he is going somewhere else 
to fulfill it.

Here is an example of a similar division where the final Mashlim relates back to the rest 
of the unit in its entirety: 28

ר י/ יִטְהָ֑ י וְּבַיּ֥וֹם הַשְְּׁבִיעִ֖ ה֣וְּא יִתְחַטָָּא־ב֞וֹ בַָּיּ֧וֹם הַשְְּׁלִישִֶׁ֛

The meaning of the above pasuk is that sprinkling (i.e., purification) is required on both 
the third and seventh day. If the word “shelishi” had a Melekh, that would imply that the 
sprinkling of ashes occurs on the third day and the person becomes purified, without further 
sprinkling, on the seventh day. The early editions of the Stone Humash had a translation 
that was consistent with the latter (i.e., the person becomes tahor on the seventh day without 

25. See Rachel Mashiah, Parallel Realizations of Dichotomy Patterns in Biblical Accentuation, Proceedings of the 
Twelfth International Congress of the international Organization for Masoretic Studies, 1995.

26. Shmuel II 15:7.
27. The domain of the Keisar in this example actually has two Melakhim (shown here is the unit to the left of the 

first Melekh). The point of the example is to illustrate a pasuk shelo kesidro and to show how these cases are 
handled by the te’amim. This pasuk is discussed in Massekhet Temurah (14b, see Tosafot there as well) and in 
Massekhet Nazir (4b).

28. Bamidbar 19:12.
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further action). The current editions correctly translate that purification/sprinkling is 
required on the two days, i.e., on both days, the third and the seventh. 29

The Yeriho Problem
Now that we are somewhat comfortable with the model, we see that the People of Yeriho 
were not reading in accordance with the te’amim.

ךָ י מְצַוְְּךָ֛ הַיּ֖וֹם /עַל־לְבָבֶֽ ר אָנֹכִ֧ לֶֶּה אֲשֶֶׁ֨ ים הָאֵ֗ וְהָי֞וְּ הַדְְּבָרִ֣

This pasuk 30 is divided into two parts by a Melekh which in this case is a Tipha. This means 
that “al-levavekha” is indeed separate from “hayom” and relates back to the first part of the 
pasuk in its entirety: “These words that I command you today, should be on your heart.”

In these situations, it’s quite common for the Ba’al Keriah to not really stop after the Tipha. 
The reason for this tendency has to do with the musical nature of the te’amim. We see in 
Table 1 above that there are five Melkhim. Each of the Melakhim has a different function: The 
Tipha is the final Melekh that appears in the domains of a Keisar, the Zakeph is the default 
non-final Melekh (which can also appear as Zakeph gadol or Zakeph with metigah (not shown 
in the table) 31 depending on the syllable structure of the word and the number of words in 
its domain). In some cases, Segol serves as the first Melekh (depending on the distance from 
the first Melekh to the Keisar) and in cases where a Segol would be appropriate, but the word 
in question is the first word of the pasuk, Shalshelet is used. Tipha is used as the final Melekh 
since, musically, it leads into the Sof Pasuk. Hence, even though it is a disjunctive, and a 
Melekh at that, to a certain extent its tune naturally flows and connects to the Keisar. This 
is so much so that if there is only one other note in the domain of a Keisar, by necessity, it 
will be a Tipha. 32

Transformations
Since the te’amim are essentially musical notes, there are many cases where disjunctives 
transform into conjunctives and vice versa, as a result of musical considerations. We see 
from these transformations that when there is tension between musical and syntactical 
considerations, musical considerations often prevail. Below we discuss several, but not all, 
types of transformations, as an exhaustive treatment is beyond the scope of this paper.

29. I’m not sure in which edition/printing this was first corrected, but it was corrected quite a while ago.
30. Devarim 6:6.
31. This refers to those situations where there appears to be a Kadma and Zakeph katon on a given word.
32. There is a fairly rare conjunctive (Me-‘aylah), that looks like a Tipha, that could also appear in some of these 

situations.
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Conjunctives Instead of Disjunctives
Geresh 33 (aka Azlah) is the typical final Shalish and is used in the domain of Pashta, Zarka, Tevir 
and Revi’a. 34 The problem, though, is that it doesn’t flow nicely when used with the first 
three of these mishnim unless there is an intervening word with a conjunctive ta’am. For 
example, there is no problem with having a Geresh followed by a Mahpakh-Pashta combina-
tion. However, it is less likely to have a Geresh followed immediately by Pashta without an 
intervening Mahpakh. In these cases, the Geresh transforms into the appropriate conjunctive. 
So, in the case where we would have a Kadma ve’Azlah (aka Geresh) Pashta sequence, the Azlah 
(aka Geresh) transforms into Mahpakh (or Merkha) and results in Kadma-Mahpakh-Pashta. 35

ים/ תְִּנוְּפָה֙ חֶם הַבִָּכֶֻּרִ֤ ם עַל֩ לֶ֨ ן | אֹתָ֡ וְהֵנִ֣יף הַכֶּהֵֹ֣

Somewhat surprisingly, the main stop in the above unit is on the word bikkurim which has 
a conjunctive. As mentioned above, the Geresh (aka Azlah) transforms into Mahpakh, since 
musically Geresh and Pashta do not flow nicely. Note that the ta’am on Lehem is a Kadma and 
not a Pashta and there should be essentially no stop between Lehem and bikkurim (except 
to distinguish the words). Note that the Geresh would have been the dominant stop in this 
unit and would have dominated the Pazer. In its place, however, we have a conjunctive (the 
Mahpakh). Also note that the Pazer is what Rav Breuer refers to as a Shalish Tafel, in that it 
divides the domain of a Shalish (which in this case transformed into Mahpakh). Should the 
Ba’al Keriah pause slightly between bikkurim and tenufah to recognize the fact that the Mahpakh 
has replaced a disjunctive? I don’t know.

Disjunctives Instead of Conjunctives
On occasion, a conjunctive will transform into a disjunctive. One example of this phenom-
enon is when a conjunctive, immediately preceding a Keisar, transforms into a Tipha. In these 
cases, the Tipha, a Melekh, has no punctuational value. This tends to happen when one of the 
words in question is relatively “long” (e.g., contains 3 or more syllables or meets the other 
criteria for a “long word” as per the definition on page 16 of Ta’amei Hamikra).

ים יִם אַדְִּירִֽ רֶת/ בְָּמַ֖ עוֹפֶ֔ לְלוְּ֙ כֶַּֽ צָֽ

33. Or its temurah, Garshayim. Certain notes (Segol/Shalshelet, Zakeph Katon (with or without Metiga)/Zakeph Gadol, 
Pashta/Yetiv, Geresh/Garsahyim, Pazer/Karnei Pharah) are temorot (they interchange). These pairs contain notes 
that basically have equivalent functions, and their appearance depends on the size of the domain in question 
and/or the syllable structure of the word in question (Ta’amei Hammikra, chapter 5).

34. The rules relating Shalishim are somewhat involved (See chapter 2 of Ta’amei Hammikra for a comprehensive 
discussion). I will add two comments: (1) sometimes the final Shalish in the domain of a Pashta, Zarka or Tevir is 
a Telisha Gedolah (Ta’amei Hamikra, page 63) and (2) the Munach LeGarmeih is often the final Shalish in the domain 
of the Revi’a, if the unit being divided is comprised of three (and sometimes four) words.

35. In some situations the transformation doesn’t occur (e.g., if there are sufficient syllables on the word with the 
Pashta, Tevir or Zarka).
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In the above example, the te’amim could have been Merkha Tipha Merkha Sof Pasuk. However, 
the would-be Merkha on be’mayim transformed to a Tipha. This in turn resulted in Ka’offeret 
taking a Zakeph (i.e., a non-final Melekh). Finally, because of the length of Ka’offeret, the 
would-be conjunctive (a munah) transformed to a Pashta. In the above example, the Pashta 
and Tipha have no punctuational value, as they have replaced conjunctives. The translation 
of the pasuk, according to the te’amim, is that “they sank like lead in mighty waters.” There 
are commentators who hold that the translation is “the mighty sank like lead in water.” This 
is a valid interpretation (as there are seventy panim laTorah), but it is not the one suggested 
by the te’amim since Ka’offeret has a Melekh and not a Mishneh. It is interesting to note that 
the ArtScroll siddur, presumably based on the Mishnah Berurah (51:17), puts the comma after 
“be’mayim” even though the Zakeph dominates. 36

Other Transformations
The Revi’a is the standard non-final Mishneh. Recall, Mishnim are used to divide the domain 
of a Melekh. The final Mishnim in the domains of Tipha, Zakeph and Segol are Tevir, Pashta and 
Zarka, respectively. The non-final Mishneh is Revi’a. However, in those cases where we would 
have two Revi’a notes in close proximity (three or fewer words) without an intervening note 
of equal rank, the Revi’a transforms into Pashta. If this would result in a Pashta that is close 
to a Tevir, then the would-be Pashta (which replaced the Revi’a) is transformed into Tevir. The 
same applies to the Zarka (i.e., if we would have, post-transformation, a Pashta followed by 
Zarka, the Pashta transforms into Zarka.)

Unusual Combinations
The Yetiv and Mahpakh share the same symbol. This usually doesn’t cause any confusion 
as it is usually safe to assume that when the Yetiv/Mahpakh symbol is followed by a Pashta, 
that we are dealing with a Mahpakh, and otherwise it’s a Yetiv. However, there are two cases 
in the Chumash where we have a Yetiv-Pashta combination that the Ba’al Keriah should be 
aware of (See Vayikra 5:2 and Devarim 1:4). The Yetiv can be identified because it is placed 
at the very beginning of the word (even a bit in front of it).

Two other notes that share the same symbol are Pashta and Kadma. Above we saw an 
example of where we have a Kadma-Mahpakh-Pashta combination. We also sometimes have 
a Pashta-Mahpakh-Pashta combination. Therefore, one should take care to make sure the 
correct note is being reflected in the reading of these combinations. The Pashta is identifi-
able because it always appears at the end of the word. In those cases where the stress is not 

36. See the article by Rabbi Immanuel Bernstein, https://outorah.org/p/122445, which quotes the Mishnah Berurah 
in the name of the Pri Megadim. In particular, note (22), “…it is noteworthy that the Pri Megadim is recom-
mending to read these words in accordance with the drash’s relationship to the ta’amim, not that of pshat”. 
The author also brings Rashi on Menahot 53a as a source for the derash interpretation. See also, Rav Heschel 
Shachter, Lesser Know Laws of Torah Reading, point 68, where he also states that one should pause after 
“bemayim” (also available online).
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on the last syllable, the Pashta is doubled up. As a general rule, the sequence in question is 
indeed a Kadma-Mahpakh-Pashta. However, those cases where the word immediately preced-
ing the Kadma/Pashta has a Revi’a could go either way; in many instances it is a Kadma, but 
sometimes it is actually a Pashta that was transformed from a Revi’a. That is, the word calls 
for a non-final Mishneh (usually played by a Revi’a) but since we do not want two consecutive 
Revi’a notes, the would-be second Revi’a transforms into Pashta.

Here is an example where we have Kadma-Mahpakh-Pashta following a Revi’a (see the word 
olah): 37

חַ֙ ֹ֙ יחַ־נִיח ה ה֤וְּא לְרֵֽ חָה עלָֹ֨ יִל הַמִִּזְבֵָּ֗ ה אֶת־כֶׇּל־הָאַ֜ וַיַּקְטֵר֩ מֹשֶֶׁ֨

And here we have Pashta-Mahpakh-Pashta, also following a Revi’a (see the word vayomer)

עְתִִּי י בְנִי֙ יָדַ֔ עְתִִּֽ יָדַ֤ אמֶר֙ / ֹ֙ וַיּ יו // ן אָבִ֗ וַיְמָאֵ֣

In the above verse, the word vayomer takes a Mishneh. The default non-final Mishneh is 
Revi’a. However, since the preceding word has a Revi’a, and two consecutive Revi’a notes are 
not permitted, the would-be Revi’a on vayomer transforms into Pashta. Hence, even though 
Pashta is generally a final Mishneh in the domain of a given Zakeph, in this example, it also 
serves as a non-final Mishneh to avoid two consecutive Revi’as.

Thus, the note in question (Kadma or Pashta), when following a Revi’a could indeed go 
either way (i.e., it could potentially be either a Kadma or Pashta).

Given that Pashta and Kadma look alike, are there any Pashta ve’Azlah (aka Geresh) combin-
ations that we need to be aware of? Can we always assume that the notes in question are 
indeed Kadma ve’Azlah or could the “Kadma” actually be a Pashta?

Our model doesn’t predict the occurrence of such a combination necessarily happens, 
but it does predict that its occurrence is possible, and the model can be used to derive the 
necessary conditions under which such a combination could occur.

The following analysis shows the circumstances where such a combination could occur:
Assume we have Pashta followed by Geresh (Azlah).

 • Then the Geresh, a Shalish, is dividing a unit that’s governed by some other Mishneh to its 
left (i.e., to the left of the Geresh).
◼ This would imply that the assumed Pashta is followed by some other Mishneh.
◼ This means that the Pashta in question is a non-final Mishneh.
 • But Pashta acts as non-final Mishneh when it replaces a Revi’a that has transformed to 

Pashta because it is in close proximity to a Revi’a to its right. This implies there is a third 
Mishneh, namely a Revi’a to the right of the Pashta in question.

 • Hence, the unit under consideration (that is governed by a Melekh) has at least 3 Mishnim.
 • Furthermore, the domain of the Geresh contains only one word in this case, since it is 

immediately preceded by a Pashta (a note of higher rank).

37. Vayikrah 8:21.
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◼ In these cases, Geresh appears only when the word in question is Mil’el 38 (if the word is 
not Mil’el, a Garshayim would appear).

So it follows, the unusual combination of Pashta followed by Geresh could occur when we 
have (at least) three mishnim in the domain of a Melekh and the word with the Geresh is mil’el.

Having hypothesized the existence of such a combination (some 15 years ago), I consulted 
the section of Rav Breuer’s Ta’amei Hamikra where he gives examples of pesukim with multiple 
mishnim in the domain of a Melekh hoping to find such a combination. Unfortunately, there 
were some close calls, but there were no cases where all the criteria were met. 39

However, there appear to be 3 cases in where we have Pashta followed by Geresh:

לֶךְ  ן הַמִֶּ֔ יִם אֲשֶֶׁר֙ עַל־גְַּ֣ ין הַחֹמֹתַ֗ עַר | בֵָּ֣ רֶךְ שֶַׁ֣ יְלָה֙ דְֶּ֜ רֶךְהַלֶַּ֙ יְלָה֙ דְֶּ֜ ה הַלֶַּ֙ י הַמִִּלְחָמָ֤ יר וְכׇל־אַנְשֵֶׁ֨ ע הָעִ֗ וַתִִּבָָָּקַ֣

תִי עָלָיו֙ אֶת־תְִּה֔וֹם… לְתִִּי כִֶּסֵֵּ֤ לְתִִּישְֶׁא֙וֹלָה֙ הֶאֱבַ֜ בְָּי֨וֹם רִדְתִּ֤וֹ שְֶׁא֙וֹלָה֙ הֶאֱבַ֜

In these two examples, 40, 41 it is clear that we have a Pashta since it is doubled up. However, 
in the Koren edition, it is interesting that we don’t find that the Pashtas are doubled up 
(they show what should be the first of the two Pashtas) and they actually look like Kadma 
ve’Azlah combinations. 42

ה ם לֵנִים֙ נֶ֣ גֶד הַחוֹמָ֔ ה אֲלֵיהֶם֙ מַדְּ֜וְּעַאֲלֵיהֶם֙ מַדְּ֜וְּעַ אַתִֶּ֤ ם וָאֹמְרָ֤ ידָה בָהֶ֗ וָאָעִ֣

In this example, 43 the word with the Pashta has the stress on the last syllable so the Pashta 
is not doubled up and could possibly be confused with a Kadma (although a Kadma would 
appear on top of the “heh” and would not be preceded by a Mahpakh). In this example, Koren 
correctly places the ta’am at the end of the word.

Derekh Hakeriah
One issue that this paper has only slightly alluded to is how to divide a pasuk. Once we’ve 
determined how the pasuk is to be divided, the placing of the te’amim becomes a fairly 
mechanical exercise. The big question is where to divide the pasuk to begin with. It would 
be nice if the te’amim always followed the syntax of the pasuk, but this is not always the 
case. Rather, there is a certain tension between assigning divisions based on syntax vs. 
considerations based on the flow of the reading. The latter would result in divisions that 
are generally more balanced (i.e., of equal length) whereas the former leads to divisions 
that could be very uneven.

38. If a multi-syllable word is not accented on the last syllable, then it is generally referred to as Mil’el.
39. Which is understandable given how rare this combination actually is.
40. Melakhim II 25:4.
41. Yehezkel 31:15.
42. These first two examples, and the mistake in the Koren edition, were brought to my attention by Ari Brodsky. 

I did a search in the www.BaseHaSefer.com database and confirmed these are the only examples. When I first 
investigated this, I didn’t have access to a search engine that could search te’amim.

43. Nehemiah 13:21.
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Rav Breuer refers to divisions that aren’t based on syntax as “derekh hakeriah” and modern 
academics refer to such an approach as a prosodic basis. 44

One very common use of derekh hakeriah relates to introductory phrases. If divisions were 
based on syntactical considerations alone, the main pause would typically be found after 
the introductory phrase (and would be akin to a colon). However, in order to deemphasize 
the introduction, it (the introduction) is ignored, to a certain degree when determining 
the principal division and is subordinated to one of the units, almost like an afterthought. 45

For example, in the verse below, 46 syntactical considerations would put the main stop 
after the third word “eilai.”

Instead, the te’amim divide the quote without regard to the introductory words and then 
essentially append the introduction to the first part of the quote. Wickes and Rav Breuer 
talk about this at length.

ר הַזֶֶּֽה י ע֖וֹד בַָּדְָּבָ֥ ר אֵלַ֛ ךְ/ אַל־תִּ֗וֹסֶף דְַּבֵָּ֥ אמֶר ה֤’ אֵלַי֙ רַב־לָ֔ ֹ֨ וַיּ

There are many other cases where the te’amim seem to be governed by prosodic consider-
ations and not semantic/syntactic considerations. In an interesting paper by Matthew 
Phillip Monger, 47 which was submitted as his Master’s thesis, he proposes that in cases 
where the meaning of a verse is otherwise clear, it may be subject to division based on 
prosodic considerations. But in those cases where the meaning is ambiguous (as in the 
case concerning Anshei Yeriho and the other examples given earlier with similar structures), 
the te’amim are placed in a way to ensure proper understanding of the verse in question. I 
think his proposal has merit.

Recursion
I would be remiss if I didn’t mention how the concept of recursion manifests itself on two 
different levels with respect to the Te’amim. First, we saw the process for assigning the 
Maphsikim is recursive: a unit that ends with a disjunctive is divided by a disjunctive of one 
rank lower. This creates two units, which are then subject to the same process. This is the 
essence of recursion, whereby a problem is continually simplified into essentially a simpler 
version of the same problem 48 until we arrive at a base case which is so simple, essentially 
nothing further needs to be done. The other way recursion is manifested is in how a given 
pasuk is divided to begin with into units (this precedes the assigning of actual te’amim). For 
example, a very common structure involves a pasuk that begins with its predicate and is 
followed by a series of, say n, Mashlimim (complements). Where do we put the main division? 

44. See B. Elan Dresher, The Prosodic Basis of Tiberian Hebrew System of Accents, Language 70, I-52, 1994.
45. The same idea occurs on a regular basis with the word “leimor”.
46. Devarim 3:26.
47. Matthew Phillip Monger, Accents, Punctuation or Cantillation Marks? A Study of the Linguistic Basis of the 

Te’amim, June 2012, Master’s Thesis, University of Oslo.
48. See Godel Escher and Bach (chapter V).
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Typically, it would be before the final Mashlim. This leaves us with a unit that now begins 
with a predicate and is followed by n-1 Mashlimim. Where do we put the main division of 
this unit? This is the same problem but instead of n Mashlimim we now have n-1 Mashlimim 
and this unit is again divided before its final Mashlim. This again is a recursive process.

Conclusion
We see that the continuous dichotomy model, espoused by William Wickes and later by 
Rav Mordechai Breuer, has predictive value. Furthermore, the te’amim are a useful tool in 
understanding the simple meaning of many verses.
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Appendix A
This appendix illustrates the continuous dichotomy process with a specific example.

The quote below 50 ends with a Keisar. Note this is the second half of a pasuk that was 
divided by an Etnahta. For the purpose of this example, we are only concerned with this 
half of the pasuk. We need to determine two things: (i) where is the main stop within this 
unit, and (ii) which ta’am to use to divide it into two parts. Intuitively, it makes sense to put 
the major stop on the word vayomeru, in order to separate the introductory phrase (The 
whole nation answered in one voice and said) from the quote (all the words that Hashem 
spoke, we shall do). 51 Now since this unit ends with a Keisar, it appoints a disjunctive of one 
rank lower, (i.e. a Melekh) to divide it into two parts. The Melekh in this case is a Zakeph katon 
which appears on the word vayomeru.

ה ר ה֖׳ נַעֲשִֶֽׂ ים אֲשֶֶׁר־דְִּבֶָּ֥ אמְר֔וְּ/ כֶׇּל־הַדְְּבָרִ֛ ֹ֣ ם ק֤וֹל אֶחָד֙ וַיּ עַן כֶׇּל־הָעָ֜ וַיַּ֨

49. See also: Chanting the Hebrew Bible: The Complete Guide to the Art of Cantillation by the same author.
50. Shemot 24:3.
51. As discussed in the section on Derekh Hakeriah in this paper, it is not always the case that the main stop is 

placed after the introductory phrase.
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This creates two sub-units:
Unit A:

אמְר֔וְּ ֹ֣ ם ק֤וֹל אֶחָד֙ וַיּ עַן כֶׇּל־הָעָ֜ וַיַּ֨

and Unit B:

ה ר ה֖׳ נַעֲשִֶֽׂ ים אֲשֶֶׁר־דְִּבֶָּ֥ כֶׇּל־הַדְְּבָרִ֛

In general, Rav Breuer explains that units are divided such that one unit answers a ques-
tion raised by the other unit. In this case, unit A on its own, raises the question as to what 
did the people answer in one voice? Unit B provides the answer, namely, that they would 
do all the Hashem says. In this sense, B is the complement of A.
Each of the subunits shown above can be further subdivided into two parts. We’ll start 
with unit A:

אמְר֔וְּ ֹ֣ ם ק֤וֹל אֶחָד֙ וַיּ עַן כֶׇּל־הָעָ֜ וַיַּ֨

Since the unit above ends with a Melekh, it is subdivided with a ta’am of one rank lower, 
i.e., a Mishneh.

The two possible places to divide the above unit are either: The people answered – in one 
voice and said, or, The people answered in one voice – and said.

It is quite clear that the second option reads better. That being the case, the Zakeph katon 
(a Melekh) appoints a Mishneh (in this case a Pashta) and it is placed on the word ehad:

אמְר֔וְּ ֹ֣ ם ק֤וֹל אֶחָד֙ / וַיּ עַן כֶׇּל־הָעָ֜ וַיַּ֨

This again creates two units:
Unit C:

ם ק֤וֹל אֶחָד֙ עַן כֶׇּל־הָעָ֜ וַיַּ֨

and Unit D:

אמְר֔וְּ ֹ֣ וַיּ

Unit D has only one word and cannot be further divided.
Unit C ends with a Mishneh, and appoints a Shalish to divide the unit as shown below:

ם / ק֤וֹל אֶחָד֙ עַן כֶׇּל־הָעָ֜ וַיַּ֨

We are now done with the unit that we labelled as A.



Tanakh

132

Now we’ll go back to the part of the pasuk that we labelled unit B:

ה ר ה֖׳/ נַעֲשִֶֽׂ ים אֲשֶֶׁר־דְִּבֶָּ֥ כֶׇּל־הַדְְּבָרִ֛

Since the above unit ends with a Keisar, it is divided into two parts with a Melekh (the Tipha).
Now we are left with the right part of the above unit. The unit ends with a Melekh and 

therefore appoints a Mishneh, in this case Tevir, as its divider.

ר ה֖׳ ים/ אֲשֶֶׁר־דְִּבֶָּ֥ כֶׇּל־הַדְְּבָרִ֛

Note that hyphenated words count as one word unit for the purpose of this exercise. That 
being the case, the verse has now been divided into “simple” units, which contain either 
one or two words (albeit some words are hyphenated).

The chart in the paper is reproduced below to illustrate the above process:

Appendix B: Ta’amei Emet (Iyov, Mishlei and Tehilim)
The following are some of the differences between Ta’amei Emet and Ta’amei Kaf Aleph Sefarim.

 • The Ta’amei Emet system has only one Keisar, namely the Siluk.
 • The Etnahta is an ordinary Melekh, and the Oleh Veyored is a Melekh that has greater punc-

tuational value than the Etnahta.
 • In addition to the Keisarim, Melakhim, Mishnim and Shalishim categories, there is another 

category of te’amim that have no rank and are known as “te’amim that appear in the domain 
to the left of the Etnahta”.

 • Some notes in Ta’amei Emet have multiple roles. For example, Pazer functions at times as a 
Shalish and at other times as a Melekh. The same Revi’a symbol represents the Revi’a Gadol, 
Revi’a Katan (both are Mishnim), and Revi’a (a Melekh). There are other examples of this type 
of behaviour, which makes the Ta’amei Emet somewhat more challenging to interpret.
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Appendix C: The Disjunctives, by Rank

S H A L I S H I M M I S H N I M M E L A K H I M K E I S A R I M

לִישָא גְדוֹלָה תְִּ֠ יע רְבִ֗ ֒ סֶגְּוֹל סוֹף פָָּסֽוְּק

רֵשֶׁ גְֵּ֜ פַָּשְֶׁטָא֙ לֶת שֶַׁלְשֶֶׁ֓ א אֶתְנַחְתִָּ֑

יִם גְֵּרְשֶַׁ֞ יְתִ֚יב זָקֵף־גְָּד֕וֹל

ר פָָּזֵ֡ זַרְקָא֮ זָקֵף־קָט֔ן

ה קַרְנֵי פָרָ֟ יר תְִּבִ֛ א טִפְָּחָ֖

מֻנַָּ֣ח ׀52 

52. This is actually a Munah Legarmeih.
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the BOOks Of Torah and Nevi’im tell the story of the Jewish people, our relationship 
with G-d and with the world. Much of Ketuvim does the same, but the book of Iyov deviates 
dramatically. This book is about one person only, but delves into the universal search for 
understanding the dynamics of suffering and justice. Through a dialogue between Iyov, 
his friends, and G-d, Iyov struggles to reconcile what he thinks to be true with what he’s 
experiencing. His ability to finally make peace with his limited understanding and deepen 
his relationship with G-d, is a lesson for all time, for all of humanity. 1

Who is Iyov?
The book of Iyov is distinct from all other books in Tanakh. The entire book is a three-way 
dialogue: between Iyov and his friends, Iyov and G-d, and G-d and Iyov’s friends. But what 
differentiates it most from other books, is what we do not know about the book or its 
protagonist.

We don’t know if the book is a narrative of events or a mashal. Malbim suggests, in his 
commentary on Bava Bathra 14b, that the book was written by Moshe Rabbeinu as a consol-
ation to the slaves under the suppression of the Mitzrim. In that case, it acts as a parable 
to provide some context to the suffering of good people.

We also don’t know if, in fact, Iyov was a real person, who exactly he was. When did he live? 
Was he Jewish or Egyptian? Rambam posits that ultimately those details are unimportant: 
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the point of the book of Iyov is to provide a metaphor for some fundamental aspects of 
our faith, most specifically our understanding of good and evil and how they are or aren’t 
respectively rewarded or punished.

Ultimately, our understanding of Iyov has significant gaps. And perhaps that, too, is the 
point of the book, as we learn of Iyov’s struggle to synthesize faith with knowledge.

For my exposition on Iyov’s search for understanding, I have relied heavily on the ArtScroll 
translation of the text, and the commentary of Rabbi Shimon Schwab, 2 as adapted by his 
son, Rabbi Moshe Schwab.

Iyov vs. Dovid haMelekh
In the first of Iyov’s debates with his friends, Eliphaz puts forward the argument that all 
humans have some level of sin attributed to them and deserve whatever punishment is 
meted out. It’s not evident that Iyov is on board with this idea of him being guilty of some 
sin, but even if he is, he supposes it must be a sin of very little significance since he himself 
is not even aware of it. As is often the case with the internalization of tragedy or loss, Iyov’s 
response to his friend in this episode is to shift from a state of despair to the exclusion of 
all else, to despair mixed with anger.

In Iyov 7:11, Iyov makes it clear that he’s not going down without a fight. “On my part, I 
will not speak with restraint; I will give voice to the anguish of my spirit; I will complain 
in the bitterness of my soul”, he says. Iyov then goes on to question the proportionality of 
his suffering to some negligible sin: “What is man that You exalt him, that You turn your 
thoughts toward him?” Iyov is expressing his opinion that since there is no parity between 
humans and G-d, it is inexplicable that G-d is overly concerned about the matters of humans.

The language used by Iyov in these passages is similar to the language used by Dovid 
haMelech: “What is the [frail] man that You should remember him, and the mortal man that 
You should be mindful of him (Tehillim 8:5)?” Dovid answers his own question by expressing 
his awe at the fact that G-d made man just “a little less than divine and adorned him with 
glory” and acknowledged man’s role in the world as “master over Your handiwork.” For 
Dovid, there is something close to parity that makes man innately worthy of G-d’s constant 
attention. But while Dovid, who in his own right has endured tremendous suffering, sees 
G-d’s continued involvement as a blessing, Iyov sees it as a curse.

R. Schwab comments on the uniqueness of man’s relationship with G-d saying “Man is 
unique; he has been given greatness by G-d, the likes of which He did not give to any other 
creature. He has the freedom of will to oppose G-d (Schwab, p. 87).” The irony in Iyov’s chal-
lenge to G-d is that his expressions of anger and confusion actually serve to demonstrate 
the G-d-given “close to divine” trait that separates humanity from all other creations - the 
ability to leverage free will to question and argue with G-d.

2. Schwab, Shimon, and Moshe Schwab. Rav Schwab on Iyov: The Teachings of Rabbi Shimon Schwab, Zatsal, on The Book 
of Job. Mesorah, 2005. (Author’s note: subsequent citations from this book appear in text, including relevant 
page numbers.)
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The Metaphor of Reeds
In Chapter 8, Bildad, Iyov’s friend who has come to comfort Iyov after he loses his family, 
health and wealth, begins to discuss the issues of sin and judgment with Iyov by chastising 
him for his “avalanche of words” against G-d (8:2). He then gets to the heart of the matter. 
While previously, Iyov’s friend Eliphaz spoke of the general sinfulness of man collectively, 
Bildad points to Iyov’s personal sin: failing to educate his children properly.

At Iyov’s zenith of wealth and good fortune, his children lived a life of material excess and 
entitlement. So concerned was Iyov about his children’s life of decadence and the risk that 
it would lead them to sin, that every day he would give a sin-offering on behalf of each of 
them (1:5). Iyov was worried about divine judgment for his children, but rather than correct 
their ways, he continuously excused them and, instead, acted on some misguided belief 
that he could buy their clemency with offerings. In the end, however, G-d euphemistically 
“sent them (Iyov’s children) away” (8:4).

Bildad explains Iyov’s sin with an analogy about the application of natural law to reeds 
growing in a marsh (8:11-12). As long as the plant remains in water, it appears that it will 
thrive indefinitely. But remove a reed from water, and it will shrivel and die very quickly. 
According to Malbim on this verse, the water is a metaphor for the hedonistic ways of Iyov’s 
children. That was their only source of life, to the exclusion of any spirituality or connection 
to G-d. Once Iyov’s wealth was gone, there was nothing left to sustain his children, and so 
they were euphemistically “sent away”. Their demise, according to this explanation, was 
not so much a punishment of the children as the acting out of G-d’s natural law – there 
was simply not enough in their lifestyle to sustain them, but Iyov excusing their lifestyle 
warranted direct punishment.

To help Iyov find answers to his burning questions about divine judgment, Bildad implores 
him to look at earlier generations (8:8). In fact, Bildad draws from Iyov’s own rebuttal to Elip-
haz concerning the fleeting and insignificant life of man. “We are but yesterday’s creatures, 
unable to comprehend; our lives are a shadow upon the earth,” says Bildad (8:9). Our lives are 
so fleeting that all we see is the flourishing reed and never see the withered, dried-up plant.

Ramban comments on Bildad’s idea and explains that, although in our own short lives 
we may see evildoers flourishing, we don’t see the long-term consequences of their actions. 
But if we internalize the experiences of our ancestors collectively, we can begin to see the 
evidence of judgment and understand that the apparent well-being of the wicked will even-
tually come to an end, much as a reed dies with nothing substantive to sustain it.

Head and Heart
When Iyov declares his intention to make himself heard before G-d and pleads for the 
opportunity to make his case, he does so with the full disclaimer that his challenge is not 
made with the intention of denigrating G-d but rather within the context of his trust in 
G-d and need to understand.
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“Were He to kill me, I would still yearn for him, but I will justify my ways to His face...for 
no hypocrite will come before him”, declares Iyov (13:15-16). Rashi comments that Iyov is 
counting on G-d viewing his apparent belligerence in arguing his case within that context of 
unconditional devotion. And if that is the case, then to not press for a deeper understanding 
of G-d’s ways would be tantamount to hypocrisy for Iyov.

R. Schwab comments on Iyov’s need for understanding, suggesting that in Iyov’s mind, G-d 
gave man a brain in order to understand Him to the extent humanly possible. At the same 
time that G-d has sent such severe suffering Iyov’s way, so too did He give Iyov the brains to 
understand why he is suffering. It is now incumbent on Iyov to do everything in his power 
to reach that understanding. For Iyov, argues R. Schwab, “the service of G-d, and contact 
with Him, could be practised on the highest level only with the mind” (Schwab, p. 170).

R. Schwab continues his commentary on Chapter 13 by contrasting Iyov’s methodology 
of service with that of Avraham, who was confronted with a commandment from G-d to 
sacrifice his son Yitzhak: a commandment that was diametrically opposed to what Avraham 
already knew to be true (Schwab, p. 170). G-d had promised Avraham that the future Jewish 
nation would come from Yitzhak (Genesis 21:12), so to now wholeheartedly follow the word 
of G-d in the sacrifice of his son could only be accomplished by employing a faith so strong 
that it would temporarily subjugate Avraham’s knowledge.

Iyov’s service of G-d, according to R. Schwab, was knowledge-based, and therefore limited. 
That is not to say that knowledge isn’t vital in how we conduct ourselves. We value knowledge 
and learning so much that we learn the same texts, over and over again, in our endeavour 
to continually deepen our understanding of G-d. But what Avraham had, that Iyov did not, 
was the ability to allow his faith to take over when his knowledge-based understanding 
was exhausted. Avraham understood that G-d’s granting of a mind to understand Him as 
much as humanly possible has a human limit, but when that limit is reached, we can pivot 
to our limitless capacity for trusting G-d.

Stop the Rush to Judgement
By Chapter 21, Iyov’s friends have each spoken twice, and it’s evident that Iyov is frustrated 
with his friends’ expositions on evil. Each, in their own way, has spoken about the inevit-
able punishment and suffering of the wicked, and their belief that Iyov is likewise being 
punished for some unknown evil.

We have already learned that Iyov is a knowledge-seeker, wanting to understand the world 
and G-d’s ways, with his mind, not his heart. Perhaps the arguments made by Iyov’s friends 
bear out their attempt to speak to his mind, but Iyov is not comforted by their approach. 
Despite their best efforts, Iyov has become frustrated by the hollowness of their arguments. 
If you really want to comfort me, says Iyov, stop talking altogether and start listening (21:2), 
for I have every right to be losing my patience.

The first thing that Iyov has lost patience with is his friends’ rush to judgement and their 
apparent assumption that all Iyov wants is an answer to his own suffering. So, Iyov implores 
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them to step back from their simplistic answers about the wicked always getting their just 
punishment, including Iyov himself, and really listen to what he has to say.

This is not about himself, argues Iyov. There is a much bigger philosophical question.
Iyov finds no comfort in the idea that ultimately the wicked are always punished. It is 

objectively evident to him that most often the wicked live very comfortable lives, growing 
old, powerful, wealthy, and seeing their children and grandchildren flourish. How, wonders 
Iyov, can justice be served if there are no witnesses to the punishment of evil? Where is the 
justice for those who have been wronged? And the fact that he can find little evidence of 
evil being punished and righteousness rewarded, leaves Iyov far more than merely frus-
trated. It moves him to “fearful trembling” (21:6). For what is particularly frightening to 
Iyov, suggests Rabbi Moshe Eisemann, 3 is the notion that without evidence of justice in this 
world, “everyone’s fortune is in the grip of blind happenstance, which robs him (Iyov) of 
his equanimity.” And that possibility, far more than the question of his personal suffering, 
is what Iyov needs G-d’s answer to.

What has been absent in the friends’ speeches, so far, is any trace of empathy for Iyov. 
The generally accepted approach to comforting a friend in emotional and/or physical pain 
with acknowledgement of the pain and empathy for the sufferer has been lost on these 
friends. In their rush to judgment and collective need to proselytize Iyov, they have failed to 
provide comfort; so Iyov quite pointedly reminds them to listen first and judge later (if at all).

Bildad’s Reconsidered Position
In chapter 25, Iyov’s friend, Bildad, returns for his third and final speech. In only six verses, 
we understand that Bildad is retreating from his previous intransigent and perhaps some-
what self-righteous position about the predictability of the world. Where previously Bildad 
was entrenched in the position that the wicked are punished and the righteous rewarded, 
and suffering is indicative of the presence of sin, he now seems willing to concede that G-d’s 
hand of justice is not so black-and-white. “Dominion and terror are with Him,” acknowledges 
Bildad (25:2), with dominion being evident in the orderliness of G-d’s rule but impacted by 
the terror generated by seemingly (at least to man) random occurrences of suffering.

Bildad then speaks words that have been forever imprinted in the hearts of Jews, and are 
recited throughout our liturgy, embedded in the Amidah prayer. “Oseh shalom bimromav – He 
makes peace in His heights” (25:2). R. Schwab understands the “oseh shalom” statement to 
reflect Bildad’s reconciling of dominion and terror (Schwab, p. 279). We may not understand 
how two conflicting forces of wickedness and righteousness coexist, nor do we comprehend 
the sometimes seemingly disorderly application of justice; but G-d rules over all, and only 
He knows how it all fits together.

3. R. Moshe Eisemann, Iyov: The Book of Job: A New Translation with a Commentary Anthologized from Talmudic, Midrashic 
and Rabbinic Sources. Mesorah Publications, 1994, p. 203.
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The prophet Isaiah made a similar statement: “I (G-d) form light and create darkness, 
make peace and create evil – Oseh shalom u’voreh ra (Isaiah 45:7).” Isaiah was a contemporary 
of Zoroaster, a 6th-century Persian religious leader (and founder of Zoroastrianism) who 
posited that the world is comprised of two forces, a good god – a god of light; and a bad 
god – a god of darkness. R. Schwab comments that Isaiah’s pronouncement was effectively 
a rebuke of Zoroaster, affirming that, although two gods were better than the hundreds 
of gods that many worshipped at the time, he still hadn’t got it quite right. In fact, says 
Isaiah, there is only one G-d, who created and rules over light and darkness, good and bad, 
pleasure and suffering. Our one G-d has made all of these conflicting forces co-exist in the 
world (R. Schwab, p. 280).

When we recite “Oseh shalom bimromov,” we acknowledge that G-d has made peace inte-
gral in the natural world and ask, “Hu ya’aseh shalom – may He also make peace, aleinu v’al 
kol Yisrael – among His people.” Concludes R. Schwab, “When logical and intelligent people 
among us, who sincerely seek the truth, argue with each other and come to completely 
different conclusions – and sometimes both are right – we pray that G-d makes peace among 
us so that we may live in peace and harmony, despite our differences” (Schwab, p. 280).

Bildad, in his final speech, has made peace with a disorderly world, which has enabled 
him to make peace with Iyov’s viewpoint.

Looking through Rose-Tinted Glasses
Memory is a tricky thing. Our minds hold a combination of strong, concrete memories, 
fleeting memories, and sometimes false memories. Often our current circumstances colour 
our memories of the past. As the story of Iyov enters its conclusion in Chapter 29, Iyov 
recounts his previous life with five distinct claims.

Iyov remembers a life characterized by ease and success. First, he speaks of his spiritual 
success, remembering a time when G-d watched over him and shone His light upon him; 
when G-d’s mysteries permeated his bones. Then, Iyov reflects on his past physical comfort, 
when he metaphorically “bathed in cream and the rocks gushed oil” (29:6) for his benefit. 
Third, Iyov recounts the extreme honour bestowed on him, remembering how everyone 
showered him with respect and was silenced by the power of his words. From there, Iyov 
moves on to recollect his position as an icon of social justice, tending to all the needy and 
clothing himself in righteousness. And finally, Iyov describes how he believed himself 
infallible and that his success would go on forever.

Was Iyov being pompous in his self-assessment, or was he merely romanticizing his own 
past, which was decidedly rosier than his present reality? We know, from the beginning of 
this story, that not everything was perfect in Iyov’s life, and he worried deeply about his 
own children’s activities, bringing daily sacrifices to atone for their behaviour. So, he must 
have felt some vulnerability even while in his zenith.

Whether or not Iyov was exaggerating his own greatness, psychology teaches that there 
is a reason and purpose for romanticized memories. Referred to as “rosy retrospection” and 
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“mood repair”. 4 In a 2021 New York Times article,3 Dr. Felipe Brigard, a professor of psych-
ology and neuroscience at Duke University, is quoted as saying, “Memory isn’t just there to 
help us remember where the car is parked. It also plays other roles, and one of them is to 
help us feel better.” According to Dr. Daniel Schacter of Harvard University (as quoted in 
the same article), “Subconsciously embellishing our memories or leaving out the bits we’d 
rather not dwell on is an adaptive way to regulate emotion in the present and enhance 
optimism about the future.”

During Iyov’s soliloquy, he is in great pain. He follows these recollections with another 
speech comparing his current situation to how he saw himself previously. The mysteries 
of memory may well serve as the mood-repair tool Iyov needs to move forward with hope 
for a rosy resolution of his story.

Elihu’s Remonstration
With the first three of Iyov’s friends having exited the debate about G-d’s justice, Elihu, who 
seems to have been waiting patiently in the wings, now comes forward with his arguments. 
Elihu has grown impatient with Iyov’s line of reasoning and effectively tells him to get off 
his high horse.

“Were you to have transgressed, how would you have affected G-d? Were you to have been 
righteous, how would you have benefited Him?” (35:6-7), asks Elihu. And then he gets to his 
main point: “Your wickedness can only affect another human being, your righteousness 
another man” (35:8). Elihu’s point is not that G-d isn’t paying attention or listening to the 
prayers from this world. In fact, as Elihu continues laying out his thesis, he says exactly the 
opposite: “Surely it is false that G-d does not listen” (35:13). But there’s one qualification – G-d 
only answers those deserving of His ear (which is not to say that our unanswered prayers 
necessarily point to flaws in our own character – there may well have been an answer that 
we ourselves didn’t hear).

R. Schwab and other commentators point out that throughout Iyov’s arguments, he focuses 
solely on his complaint about his personal situation and the apparent absence of justice. 
He talks only of himself and his right to justice. What’s been lacking in Iyov’s approach is 
an actual plea to G-d to help him be deserving of an answered prayer. So convinced was 
Iyov that he had done nothing wrong, says R. Schwab, that for Iyov, asking for help was 
tantamount to an admission of guilt (Schwab, p. 368). Prayer presumes a necessary level 
of humility on the part of the petitioner, and that is a trait that has been patently missing 
from any of Iyov’s speeches.

Regarding the issue of man’s behaviour impacting G-d, the Ramban offered some commen-
tary on Deuteronomy 22:6, in which he specifically referred to this chapter of Iyov. G-d gave 
us commandments to follow, not because He benefits from our actions, but solely because 

4. Charlotte Lieberman, “Why We Romanticize the Past.” The New York Times, 2 Apr. 2021, https://www.nytimes.
com/2021/04/02/smarter-living/why-we-romanticize-the-past.html.
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the performance of commandments serves to elevate mankind. And if humankind work 
against that purpose without redressing their wrongs, then no amount of prayer will help. 
Not because we’ve offended G-d in some way, but because we have frustrated our very 
purpose for being.

R. Schwab, in his commentary on Chapter 35, brings an idea reminiscent of the butterfly 
effect. G-d created the world to be self-sustaining, not only in nature but also in morality 
and holiness. When one behaves badly, it adds to the sum total of wickedness in the world 
and, conversely, when one performs an act of righteousness, it increases the balance of 
holiness in the world (Schwab, p. 364).

Iyov Finds Peace
After Iyov’s friends have concluded their arguments about Iyov’s suffering being a response 
to his wrongdoing, G-d finally reveals Himself to Iyov, answering the request for a dialogue 
that Iyov has been pleading for throughout this book. In the final chapter of this story, 
Iyov voices his new revelations about G-d’s justice and is rewarded with the return of his 
material wealth and comfort. What changed in the interval between G-d taking everything 
away from Iyov and now reinstating it?

Iyov begins his response to G-d by stating that he never doubted G-d’s providence – that 
his challenging of G-d was for the purpose of gaining an intellectual understanding of what 
his heart already knew. Now Iyov declares, “I can understand nothing. It is beyond me. I 
shall never know.” (42:3) Iyov is not wrong to seek out a knowledge-based relationship with 
G-d. There is no hypocrisy in Iyov wanting more than an emotional attachment. In fact, 
given his nature, it might well have been hypocritical for him to deny himself the search 
for answers. What has changed for Iyov is that he can now acknowledge and accept that an 
absence of answers does not invalidate what he knows emotionally. He has come to a level 
of spirituality in which, as Rabbi Moshe Eisemann puts it, he could “enter into a relationship 
with G-d in which loving, unquestioning acceptance is a viable option.” 5

The final verses of this book also reveal one more significant change in Iyov and illus-
trate a crucial aspect of how we understand G-d’s management of our world. G-d addresses 
Iyov’s friend Eliphaz, as a representative of the delegation of friends who engaged in this 
debate, and rebukes him. G-d’s criticism is that these friends took it upon themselves to try 
to explain G-d’s orders of justice, and, in doing so, maligned Iyov’s character. G-d’s remedy 
for this is not to deal directly with the friends, but instead to direct them to ask Iyov to 
petition on their behalf. There is a double purpose to this approach. The friends need to 
repair their relationship with Iyov, and in order for Iyov to pray for their forgiveness he, in 
turn, needs to forgive his friends.

5. R. Eisemann, Iyov: The Book of Job: A New Translation with a Commentary Anthologized from Talmudic, Midrashic and 
Rabbinic Sources. Mesorah Publications, 1994, p. 364.
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Once these three critical things have occurred – Iyov making peace with less than total 
understanding, human-to-human forgiveness, and Iyov moving from egocentricity to altru-
ism – Iyov’s test is evidently completed and Iyov can go on to live out his life comfortably, 
and with the knowledge that his relationship with G-d is based on understanding some 
things, not understanding everything, and always trusting his heart.
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Three, You and Because:  
A Threefold Cord Is Not 

Readily Broken! 1

Rabbi maRTin beRman

1. Ecclesiastes 4:12.

Introduction
the ramBam writes in the beginning of the Laws of Prayer that while it is a positive 
commandment to pray daily:

The number of prayers is not prescribed in the Torah, nor does it prescribe a specific formula for 
prayer. However, as a result of the Babylonian exile, children were born to them in these foreign 
countries and those children’s language was confused. The speech of each and every one was a 
concoction of many tongues. No one was able to express himself coherently in any one language, 
but rather in a mixture [of languages], as [Nehemiah 13:24] states: “And their children spoke 
half in Ashdodit and did not know how to speak the Jewish language. Rather, [they would speak] 
according to the language of various other peoples.”

Consequently, when someone would pray, he would be limited in his ability to request his needs 
or to praise the Holy One, blessed be He, in Hebrew, unless other languages were mixed in with it. 
When Ezra and his court saw this, they established eighteen blessings in sequence. The first three 
[blessings] are praises of G-d and the last three are thanksgiving. The intermediate [blessings] 

https://d.docs.live.net/Nehemiah.13.24
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contain requests for all those things that serve as general categories for the desires of each and 
every person and the needs of the whole community.

Thus, the prayers could be set in the mouths of everyone. They could learn them quickly and the 
prayers of those unable to express themselves would be as complete as the prayers of the most 
eloquent. It was because of this matter that they established all the blessings and prayers so that 
they would be ordered in the mouths of all Israel, so that each blessing would be set in the mouth 
of each person unable to express himself. 2

We see from the words of the Rambam that while the Torah prescribes daily prayer, the 
language of that prayer was originally up to every individual. But, as a result of the loss 
of Hebrew (the preferred language of prayer), it became necessary to create a structured 
liturgy – words of prayer. This task was fulfilled by Ezra and his court. Since prayer was 
not written down but remained in an oral, memorized form, it was incumbent to compose 
the liturgy in a manner that would make that memorization easier. In this article I propose 
to demonstrate how Ezra and his court used several devices in composing the tefillot to 
organize them and make them easier to memorize – use of the number three, key words 
and structural formatting.

The number three serves an important function in Rabbinic literature as a mnemonic 
device. It is easier to remember a series of items when introduced by a number, especially 
three. Thus, in Pirkei Avot, the members of the Great Assembly “said three things...” Shimon 
HaTzaddik “said the world stands upon three things.” Even if the number isn’t noted, the 
sayings are often in a series of three: “Jose ben Yoezer says, (1) ‘Let your house be a house 
of assembly for the wise’; (2) ‘and sit in the dust of their feet’; and (3) ‘and drink with thirst 
their words.’” (Avot 1:1, 2 and 4). In the Talmud as well, there are often statements made 
in the name of a sage that come in a series of three. 3 For example, “Rabbi Hiya bar Yosef 
said…; and Rabbi Hiya bar Yosef said…; Rabbi Hiya bar Yosef said…” (Ketubot 110a) and “Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi said…; and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said…; and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 
said…” (Sota 38b).

This use of the number three also serves as the basic structure of the Amidah. Every 
recitation of the Amidah begins with the same three blessings and concludes with the 
same three blessings. Between these two sets of three blessings in the weekday Amidah 
we find there were originally twelve blessings or 4 × 3 blessings. (An extra blessing against 
sectarians was later added to give us our current thirteen.) 4

2. Hilkhot Tefillah 1:4. Translation of the Rambam is from Sefaria.
3. For example, “Rabbi Hiya bar Yosef said…; and Rabbi Hiya bar Yosef said…; Rabbi Hiya bar Yosef said…” (Ketubot 

110a) and “Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said…; and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said…; and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 
said…” (Sota 38b).

4. Some modern scholars suggest that the prayer against sectarians was originally part of the 18 and in Babylonia 
the prayer for restoration of Jerusalem and the Davidic King was originally one that they made into two. 
See also: Mareh Hapanim Berakhot Chapter 2 halakhah 4: D’lefi minhag hakadmonim K’amar sh’hayu nohagim al pi 
hatosefta l’kallu l’david im boneh yerushalyim b’hada b’rakhah.
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The first blessing of the Amidah begins with the opening formula of a blessing Barukh 
ata Hashem Elokeinu Melech ha-olam, and then ends with the concluding formula of Barukh 
ata Hashem Magen Avraham. When there is a series of blessings that are joined together in 
one unit, only the opening blessing begins with the formula of Barukh ata Hashem Elokeinu 
Melekh ha-olam. Since the Amidah is a series of blessings, none of the following blessings 
begin with the opening formula. Blessings 2 and 3 open with Ata – You.

Let’s look at the first of the middle blessings:

The First Blessing

You grace humanity with knowledge, Description 
(Atah)

Atah honein l’adam da-at 1

and teach humanity understanding. Description um’lameid le-enosh binah 2

Grant us from You knowledge, 
understanding and discernment.

Request Honeinu meiit’kha 
dei-ah, binah v’haskeil 3

Source of blessing 5 are You, L-rd, who 
graciously grants knowledge.

Conclusion/ 
description

Barukh4 atah Hashem, 
honein hada-at 4

The first of the middle blessings begins with the word atah – You. It is the only weekday 
blessing that opens with atah – You. Not only do we find that weekday Amidah begins the 
first of the middle blessings with atah – You, but that this is the general pattern for the 
Amidot. Friday night – atah kidashtah, Shabbat minhah – atah ehad, Yom tov, Rosh Hashanah, 
Yom Kippur – atah v’hartanu, Shabbat musaf/Rosh Hodesh – atah yatzartah. The exceptions 
being the Amidah of the Shabbat morning service, the Shabbat musaf, and Rosh Hodesh 
musaf for the weekday, which do not open with atah – You. I do not know why that difference 
exists, but the opening with atah – You, serves as a means of connecting the middle blessings 
with the previous two blessings of the Amidah which open with atah – You.

The opening of the middle section begins with two descriptions of G-d, it then turns to 
a request and ends with a concluding description of G-d. Note the penultimate line of a 
blessing (in the Amidah line 3) is a summation of the entire blessing.

5. One of the most difficult words to translate is Barukh. We can’t bless G-d as He is the source of blessing. “Praised 
are You…” loses the idea of blessing. If the source of Barukh is the same as that of a b’reikhah pool of water, then 
perhaps a wellspring or source of blessing fits the bill. Abudraham wrote: Barukh is not a passive verb but 
rather it is like rahum – merciful, and hanun, gracious, for He, Himself is the source of the blessings, and He 
does not receive blessings from others.



Torah Li-Shmah

150

The Second Blessing

Return us, our Father, to Your Torah. Request Hashiveinu avinu 
l’toratekha 1

Bring us near, our King, to Your service. Request v’kar’veinu malkeinu 
la-avodatekha 2

Lead us back to You in complete repentance. Request v’hahazireinu bitshuvah 
sh’leimah l’fanekha 3

Source of blessing are You, L-rd, 
who desires repentance.

Conclusion/
description

Barukh atah Hashem, 
harotzeh bitshuvah 4

The second blessing follows a pattern of three requests and then again concludes with 
a description of G-d.

The Third Blessing

Forgive us, our Father, ki – 
because we have sinned.

Request S’lakh lanu, avinu,  
ki hatanu 1

Pardon us, our Sovereign, ki – because 
we have acted negligently –

Request m’khal lanu, malkeinu,  
ki fasha’nu 2

ki – because You are forgiving 
and pardoning.

Why? 
Because

ki mokheil v’solei-akh atah 3

Source of blessing are You, L-rd, who 
is gracious and repeats to forgive.

Conclusion/
description

Barukh atah Hashem, 
hanun hamarbeh lisloakh. 4

The third blessing uses the word ki – because, three times. The first two times to explain 
why we need to ask for forgiveness – ki – because we have sinned and why we need to ask 
for pardon ki – because we have acted negligently. The third use of ki – because, explains 
why we can ask for forgiveness because He is forgiving and pardoning. The third blessing –  
three times use of – ki – because, once again demonstrates the use of the number three.
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The Fourth Blessing

Behold our afflictions and 
argue for our quarrel.

Request R’eih v’on’yeinu, 
v’rivah riveinu 1

Redeem us quickly for Your Name’s sake. Request ug’aleinu m’heirah 
l’ma-an sh’mekha 2

Ki – because You are a strong Redeemer. Why? 
Because

ki goeil hazak atah 3

Source of blessing are You, 
L-rd, Redeemer of Israel.

Conclusion/
description

Barukh atah Hashem, 
goeil yisra-eil 4

The fourth blessing continues with the pattern of using – ki – because, but only as why 
G-d should heed our request.

The Fifth Blessing

Heal us O L-rd and we shall be healed. Request R’fa-einu, Hashem, v’neirafei 1

Save us and we shall be saved. Request hoshi-einu v’nivashei-ah, 2

Ki – because You are our praise. Why? 
Because

ki t’hilateinu atah 3

And raise up a complete recovery 
for all our ailments.

Request (1) v’ha-aleih r’fuah 
sh’leimah l’chol makoteinu 4

(The following prayer for a sick 
person may be said here) 6

Request (2) (Yehi ratzon…) 5

Ki – because You O G-d, King are a 
faithful and merciful Physician.

Why? 
Because

(3) Ki eil melekh rofei 
ne-eman v’rahaman atah. 6

Source of blessing are You, L-rd, 
Healer of the sick of His people.

Conclusion/ 
description

(4) Barukh atah Hashem, 
rofei holei amo yisra-eil. 7

The fifth blessing seems to follow a different pattern of organization, with a total of seven 
lines. The word ki – because as a statement why G-d should answer our request is found 

6. Wording of the Koren Siddur page 130 – May it be Your will, O L-rd my G-d and G-d of my ancestors, that You 
speedily send a complete recovery from heaven…to the patient (name) son/daughter of (mother’s name) among 
the other afflicted of Israel.
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twice – lines 3 and 6. It almost feels like a combination. Were two prayers brought together? 
I don’t think this is the explanation. The difference here is that there is a practice to add 
optional wording to the prayer, to ask not for all Israel, but to make a request for a specific 
individual. Line 4 refers to all of Israel, but then in line 5 the davener can ask for healing of 
one of the members of Israel specifically. When the davener uses this option we have again 
the pattern of request, request and ki – because. 7

The Sixth Blessing

Bless for us, O L-rd our G-d this year 
and all of its produce for good,

Request Bareikh aleinu, Hashem 
elokeinu, et hashanah 
hazot v’et kol minei 
t’vuatah l’tovah

1

And grant blessing ([or] and place dew 
and rain for a blessing) over the face of the 
earth and satisfy us with Your goodness.

Request V’tein b’rakhah (during the 
winter, say: V’tein tal umatar 
livrakhah) al p’nei ha-adamah 
v’sab’einu mituvekha

2

And bless our year like the 
good years (of the past).

Request uvareikh sh’nateinu 
kashanim hatovot. 3

Source of blessing are You, L-rd, 
Who blesses the years.

Conclusion/ 
description

Barukh atah Hashem, 
m’vareikh hashanim. 4

The Seventh Blessing

Sound the great shofar for our freedom, Request T’ka b’shofar gadol 
l’heiruteinu 1

And raise a banner to gather our exiles, Request v’sa neis l’kabeitz galuyoteinu 2

And bring us together from the 
four quarters of the earth.

Request v’kab’tzeinu yahad mei-
arba kanfot ha-aretz 3

Source of blessing are You, L-rd, Who 
gathers the dispersed of His people Israel.

Conclusion/ 
description

Barukh atah Hashem, 
m’kabeitz nidhei 
amo yisra-eil.

4

7. While it is permissible to add our own prayers for personal requests in the appropriate themed blessing, 
because of the emotions that exist when someone is deathly ill it is most likely to create a need for a person-
alized request.
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The Eighth Blessing

Return our Judges as they were at first 
and our advisors as at the beginning,

Request Hashivah shof ’teinu 
k’varishonah v’yoatzeinu 
k’vat’hilah

1

And remove from us sorrow and sighing, Request v’haseir mimenu 
yagon va-anakhah 2

And reign over us, You, O’ L-rd alone,  
in grace, and mercy and find 
us righteous in justice.

Request um’lokh aleinu atah, 
Hashem, l’vad’kha 
b’hesed uv’rahamim, 
v’tzad’keinu bamishpat.

3

Source of blessing are You, L-rd, Who 
loves righteousness and justice.

Conclusion/ 
description

Barukh atah, Hashem melekh 
oheiv tz’dakah umishpat 4

The sixth through the eighth blessings return to the pattern established in the second 
blessing: three requests, and then again concludes with a description of G-d.

The ninth blessing was censored by the Church authorities. While the Koren Siddur calls 
it, in English, “Against Informers” it calls it, in Hebrew, Birkat haMinim, or blessing against 
heretics. ArtScroll identifies it in both Hebrew and English as the blessing against heretics.

The Ninth Blessing (Version 1)

And for slanderers there 
should be no hope and may all 
wickedness swiftly vanish.

Request/
object

V’lamalshinim al t’hi 
tikvah, v’khol harishah 
k’rega toveid

1

And may all Your enemies 
be speedily cut off,

Request/
object

v’khol oy’vecha 
m’heirah yikareitu 2

And may the arrogant swiftly be 
uprooted, crushed, cast down and 
humbled soon in our time.

Request/
object

v’hazeidim m’heirah 
t’akeir ut’shabeir 
ut’mageir v’tahni-a 
bimheirah v’yameinu

3

Source of blessing are You, L-rd, 
Who crushes enemies and 
humbles the arrogant.

Conclusion/ 
description

Barukh atah Hashem, 
shoveir oy’vim 
umahni-a zeidim

4

There is a different, pre-censored version found in the Cairo Genizah which reads:
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The Ninth Blessing (Version 2)

For the heretics there should be 
no hope and may the arrogant 
kingdom 8 swiftly be uprooted.

Request/
object

Lameshuma al tehi 
tikvah umalkhut zadon 
m’hera t’aker b’yamenu

1

And may the Christians and 
sectarians swiftly vanish

Request/
object

v’hanotzrim v’haminim 
k’rega yovaidu 2

Erase them from the Book of Life and do 
not inscribe them with the righteous.

Request/
object

Yimkhu mi-sefer hahayim 
v’im tzadikkim al yikhtavu 3

Source of blessing are You, L-rd, 
Who humbles the arrogant.

Conclusion/ 
description

Barukh atah Hashem, 
makhni-a zeidim 4

In both of these versions there is a slight change in the request. It is not for the Jewish 
people in general but has a specific object – heretics, …arrogant kingdom, …Christians and 
sectarians, …Erase them. This is paralleled in the next blessing as well where the objects of 
the request are also identified – righteous, pious, leaders et al.

We should also note the contrasting requests. As to the wicked, the request is to erase them 
from the Book of Life and do not inscribe them with the righteous. In the prayer for the righteous et 
al., the davener is asking to be in the same place as the righteous (in contrast to the wicked).

The Tenth Blessing

For the righteous, the pious, the leaders 
of Your people the House of Israel, 
the remnant of their scholars, the 
righteous proselytes, and us - may Your 
compassion be aroused, L-rd our G-d.

Request/
object

Al hatzadikim v’al 
hahasidim v’al ziknei 
am’kha beit yisra-eil, v’al 
p’leitat sof ’reihem, v’al 
geirei hatzedek v’aleinu 
yehemu na rahamekha 
Hashem elokeinu

1

And grant a good reward to all those 
who faithfully trust in Your name.

Request/
object

v’tein sahar tov 
l’khol habot’khim 
b’shimha be-emet

2

And grant that our place be with them 
for eternity and that we should never 
be ashamed that we trusted in You.

Request/
object

v’sim helkeinu imahem 
l’olam, v’lo neivosh ki 
v’kha batakh’nu

3

8. One can clearly see what the medieval church found problematic in these words. The arrogant kingdom was 
Rome and the later Christian Rome.
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Source of blessing are You, L-rd, 
support and trust of the righteous.

Conclusion/ 
description

Barukh atah Hashem, 
mishan umivtakh latzadikim. 4

The next blessing again has a direct object of request, the city of Jerusalem and the Davidic 
kingship. The following blessing 12 is then directed toward the Davidic line.

The Eleventh Blessing

And return in mercy to Jerusalem, Your 
city, and dwell therein as You have spoken,

Request/
object

V’lirushalayim ir’kha 
b’rahamim tashuv, v’tishkon 
b’tokhah ka-asher dibarta

1

And rebuild it soon, in our days, 
as an everlasting structure.

Request/
object

uv’neih otah b’karov 
b’yameinu binyan olam 2

And may You speedily establish 
the throne of David therein.

Request/
object

v’khisei david m’heirah 
l’tokhah takhin 3

Source of blessing are You, 
L-rd, Builder of Jerusalem.

Conclusion/ 
description

Barukh atah Hashem, 
boneih y’rushalayim 4

The Twelfth Blessing

Speedily cause the sprout of 
David, Your servant, to flourish.

Request/
object

Et tzemakh david avd’kha 
m’heirah tatzmi-akh 1

And exalt his power with Your deliverance. Request/
object

v’karno tarum bishuatekha 2

We hope all day for Your deliverance. Request/
object

ki lishuat’kha kivinu 
kol hayom 3

Source of blessing are You, L-rd, Who 
causes the power of salvation to sprout.

Conclusion/ 
description

Barukh atah Hashem, 
matzmi-akh keren y’shuah 4

The Thirteenth Blessing

Hear our voice, L-rd, our G-d, Request Sh’ma koleinu, 
Hashem elokeinu, 1
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Spare us and have compassion 
on us, and accept our prayers 
compassionately and willingly,

Request hus v’raheim aleinu, 
v’kabeil b’rahamim 
uv’ratzon et t’filateinu

2

Ki – Because You are Almighty Who 
hears prayers and supplications,

Why? Ki – 
Because

ki eil shomei-a t’filot 
v’tahanunim atah 3

And do not turn us away empty-handed 
from Your Presence, our King.

Request (1) umil’fanekha, malkeinu, 
reikam al t’shiveinu 4

(Here a private/special prayer 
may be inserted.)

Request (2) (Yehi ratzon…) 5

Ki – Because You hear the prayers of 
Your people, Israel, with compassion

Why? Ki – 
Because

(3) Ki atah shomei-a t’filat 
am’kha yisra-eil b’rahamim 6

Source of blessing are You, 
L-rd, Who hears prayers.

Conclusion/ 
description

(4) Barukh atah Hashem, 
shomei-a t’filah 7

The last of the middle blessings, number 13 begins with a more generalized request “Hear 
our voice.” It uses the line beginning with Ki – Because twice, as did the prayer for healing. 
Just as in the earlier prayer, this pattern is applied in order to allow for an additional 
request. On a fast day at minhah the individual recites here Anainu, the fast day prayer. In 
Israel, when there is a drought, a special prayer for rain is added here.

In the Talmud Yerushalmi (Berakhot 5:2) we read “Rebbi Zeira in the name of Rebbi Huna: 
If he did not ask in the benediction “for years” he says it in “He Who hears prayer.” The 
Shulkhan Arukh writes: “If one did not ask for rain and remembered prior to (the blessing 
of) “Shomeya Tefilla” (“Who hears prayers,” the last of the middle, petitionary, blessings) we 
do not make (that person) go back, and one may (instead) ask in “Shomeya Tefilla.” 9 So the 
structure of the last of the middle blessings creates a site for these possibilities.

To summarize, we find that the formation of the Amidah has a clear and understandable 
structure. It is built upon three lines, followed with a blessing that describes G-d in such a 
way that it serves as both a conclusion and acknowledgement that all blessings flow from 
HaKadosh Barukh Hu. Even the two exceptions to this pattern can be analyzed to follow that 
basic structure.

I hope that this analysis can help us better understand our prayers so that we can have 
greater kavannah as we seek blessings from the true Source of Blessing.

9. Orah Hayim 117. Translation is from Sefaria.
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Entering the Land of Israel:  
A Promise Versus the Reality

Rabbi Shlomo gemaRa

the entry Of Bnei Israel into the Land of Israel was accompanied by bloody wars. Accord-
ing to the Talmud “The days of the Tent of Meeting that were in Gilgal were fourteen years: 
Seven years during which the Jews conquered the land and seven years during which they 
divided the land among the tribes” (Zevahim 118b).

The conquest of the land raises two questions. The first one is the morality of these wars. 
Many people wonder how the Torah, whose ways are pleasant and all its paths are peaceful, 
could tell Bnei Israel to kill the people who lived there without mercy, which seems like 
genocide.

In this article, I will not touch on this question. I hope that, with Hashem’s help, I will be 
able to discuss it in one of the following issues of Hakhmei Lev. This is a profound question 
that requires a resounding answer. Instead, I want to address a second question; an interpret-
ive problem with what seems to be a contradiction within the Torah itself. If you carefully 
examine the Torah, you will discover that it contains numerous instructions which seem 
to contradict each other as to how the land is going to be conquered. This article attempts 
to identify these apparent contradictions in the text of the Torah, and then to explain why 
the Torah’s different instructions contradict one another.
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Part 1: Arba Lishonot Shel Hashmadah: Four Languages of Annihilation

You Shall Not Allow Any Soul To Live 
Deuteronomy 20:16

מָֽה: ל־נְשָׁ ה כָּ ר ה׳ אֱלקֹיךָ נֹתֵן לְךָ נַֽחֲלָה לאֹ תְחַיֶּ ה אֲשֶׁ ים הָאֵלֶּ רַק מֵֽעָרֵי הָֽעַמִּ

However, of these peoples’ cities, which the L-rd, your G-d, gives you as an inheritance, you shall 
not allow any soul to live.

As far as we can tell from reading the book of Joshua, the Torah’s command was carried 
out precisely as the Torah had instructed. The following verses are from Joshua 10, but 
numerous other passages in Joshua speak of cities being destroyed and their inhabitants 
being killed.

Joshua 10:32-33

כֹל  הּ כְּ ר־בָּ פֶשׁ אֲשֶׁ ל־הַנֶּ הָ לְפִי־חֶרֶב וְאֶת־כָּ כֶּ נִי וַיַּ ֵ יּוֹם הַשּׁ דָהּ בַּ לְכְּ רָאֵל וַֽיִּ יַד יִשְׂ ן ה׳ אֶת־לָכִישׁ בְּ תֵּ וַיִּ
ר־עָשָהֹ לְלִבְנָֽה: אֲשֶׁ

And the L-rd delivered Lakhish into the hand of Israel; and he took it on the second day and smote 
it with the edge of the sword, and all the souls in it, according to all that he had done to Libnah.

רִֽיד: אִֽיר־לוֹ שָׂ י הִשְׁ לְתִּ עַ וְאֶת־עַמּוֹ עַד־בִּ הוּ יְהוֹשֻׁ כֵּ זֶר לַֽעְזרֹ אֶת־לָכִישׁ וַיַּ אָז עָלָה הֹרָם מֶלֶךְ גֶּ

Then Horam king of Gezer came up to help Lakhish; and Joshua smote him and his people until 
he left him none remaining.

I Am Sending a Messenger Before You

Although it appears from the above that Hashem’s intentions were for the Jewish people 
to carry out genocide upon the inhabitants of the land of Israel, when we follow the actual 
commandments and promises regarding the Israelites’ entry into the Land of Israel, begin-
ning with the verses in Exodus and concluding with the verses in Deuteronomy, this does 
not appear to be the case at all.

While the preceding verses imply that the Israelites are commanded to fight with the 
inhabitants of the land and leave no one alive, Exodus reveals that the plan is for the Israel-
ites not to fight with the inhabitants of the land at all:

Exodus 23

ר הֲכִנֹתִי: קוֹם אֲשֶׁ רֶךְ וְלַהֲבִיאֲךָ אֶל הַמָּ דָּ מָרְךָ בַּ לֵחַ מַלְאָךְ לְפָנֶיךָ לִשְׁ ה אָנֹכִי שֹׁ (כ) הִנֵּ

(20) I am sending a messenger before you to guard you on the way and to bring you to the place 
that I have made ready.
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יו: י וְהַיְבוּסִי וְהִכְחַדְתִּ נַעֲנִי הַחִוִּ רִזִּי וְהַכְּ י וְהַפְּ י יֵלֵךְ מַלְאָכִי לְפָנֶיךָ וֶהֱבִיאֲךָ אֶל הָאֱמרִֹי וְהַחִתִּ (כג) כִּ
(23) When My messenger goes before you and brings you to the Amorites, the Hittites, the Perizzites, 
the Canaanites, the Hivites, and the Jebusites, and I annihilate them,

פָנֶיךָ: י מִלְּ נַעֲנִי וְאֶת הַחִתִּ י אֶת הַכְּ ה אֶת הַחִוִּ רְעָה לְפָנֶיךָ וְגֵרְשָׁ י אֶת הַצִּ לַחְתִּ (כח) וְשָׁ

(28) I will send a plague ahead of you, and it shall drive out before you the Hivites, the Canaanites, 
and the Hittites.

בֵי הָאָרֶץ  יֶדְכֶם אֵת ישְֹׁ ן בְּ י אֶתֵּ הָר כִּ ר עַד הַנָּ דְבָּ ים וּמִמִּ תִּ לִשְׁ בֻלְךָ מִיַּם סוּף וְעַד יָם פְּ י אֶת גְּ תִּ (לא) וְשַׁ
נֶיךָ: מוֹ מִפָּ תָּ וְגֵרַשְׁ

(31) I will set your borders from the Sea of Reeds to the Sea of Philistia, and from the wilderness 
to the Euphrates; for I will deliver the inhabitants of the land into your hands, and you will drive 
them out before you.

From these verses, it is clear that Hashem will fight the inhabitants of the land, and he 
will send his angel and the hornet ahead of them to deliver the inhabitants into their hands, 
after which they will expel them from the land.

Beware of Making a Covenant with the Inhabitants of the Land

The third source is very similar to the preceding verses in Exodus 20; however, it adds a 
prohibition against entering into a covenant with the natives of the land:.

Exodus 34:11-12

י  רִזִּי וְהַחִוִּ י וְהַפְּ נַעֲנִי וְהַחִתִּ נֶיךָ אֶת הָאֱמרִֹי וְהַכְּ ךָ הַיּוֹם הִנְנִי גֹרֵשׁ מִפָּ ר אָנֹכִי מְצַוְּ מָר לְךָ אֵת אֲשֶׁ שְׁ
וְהַיְבוּסִי:

Mark well what I command you this day. I will drive out before you the Amorites, the Canaanites, 
the Hittites, the Perizzites, the Hivites, and the Jebusites.

ךָ: קִרְבֶּ ן יִהְיֶה לְמוֹקֵשׁ בְּ א עָלֶיהָ פֶּ ה בָּ ר אַתָּ ב הָאָרֶץ אֲשֶׁ רִית לְיוֹשֵׁ כְרֹת בְּ ן תִּ מֶר לְךָ פֶּ הִשָּׁ

Beware of making a covenant with the inhabitants of the land against which you are advancing, 
lest they be a snare in your midst.

Again, G-d is the one who expels the inhabitants of the land: “I will expel the Amorites, 
the Canaanites, etc.” Not a single word in this commandment refers to the Bnei Israel 
executing each and every person.

You shall dispossess all the inhabitants of the land The abrupt shift in responsibility for 
“taking care” of the inhabitants of the land from G-d to the people of Israel is recorded in 
Numbers 33:
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Numbers 33:52

דוּ  אַבֵּ כֹתָם תְּ ל צַלְמֵי מַסֵּ יֹּתָם וְאֵת כָּ ל מַשְכִּׂ ם אֵת כָּ דְתֶּ נֵיכֶם וְאִבַּ בֵי הָאָרֶץ מִפְּ ל ישְֹׁ ם אֶת כָּ תֶּ וְהוֹרַשְׁ
מִידוּ: שְׁ מתָֹם תַּ ל בָּ וְאֵת כָּ

You shall dispossess all the inhabitants of the land; you shall destroy all their figures; you shall 
destroy all their molten images, and you shall demolish all their cult places.

Numbers 33:55-56

עֵינֵיכֶם וְלִצְנִינִם  ים בְּ ר תּוֹתִירוּ מֵהֶם לְשִכִּׂ נֵיכֶם וְהָיָה אֲשֶׁ בֵי הָאָרֶץ מִפְּ וְאִם לאֹ תוֹרִישׁוּ אֶת ישְֹׁ
הּ: בִים בָּ ם ישְֹׁ ר אַתֶּ יכֶם וְצָרֲרוּ אֶתְכֶם עַל הָאָרֶץ אֲשֶׁ צִדֵּ בְּ

But if you do not dispossess the inhabitants of the land, those whom you allow to remain shall be 
stings in your eyes and thorns in your sides, and they shall harass you in the land in which you live;

יתִי לַעֲשוֹׂת לָהֶם אֶעֱשֶהׂ לָכֶם: מִּ ר דִּ אֲשֶׁ וְהָיָה כַּ

So that I will do to you what I planned to do to them.

The imperative is utterly clear here. The Israelites are instructed to destroy the inhabit-
ants of the land, with no mention of G-d doing so on their behalf. According to these verses, 
Hashem will only punish Bnei Israel and expel them from the land if they fail to expel the 
land’s current inhabitants.

As we saw at the outset of this article, the harshest commandment regarding Israel’s 
entry into the Land of Israel is found in Deuteronomy 20. Not only a general commandment 
to “get rid” of the inhabitants of the land, but an explicit commandment to kill each and 
every one of them, “You shall not allow any soul to live” (Deuteronomy 20:16).

Why does the Torah promise in the book of Exodus that G-d’s angel will fight and expel the 
inhabitants of the land, yet prior to entering the land of Israel, the Israelites are commanded 
to kill the inhabitants?

Part 2: The L-rd is Righteous, for I have Rebelled Against His Word
Rabbi Avraham Yitzhak Kook provides us with an approach. He argues the change lies not 
in G-d changing His mind has vi-Shalom, but in Bnei Israel’s failings between the time of the 
first promise and prior to their entry into the land forty years later.

During his time in Europe during the First World War, R. Kook penned a pamphlet titled 
“Lights from Wars.” R. Kook wanted to infuse religious significance into the bloody and 
messy topic of the Jewish people’s wars, so he wrote the following in the third chapter of 
this tiny book:
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לולא חטא העגל היו האומות יושבות ארץ ישראל משלימות עם ישראל ומודות להם, כי שם ד׳ 
הנקרא עליהם היה מעורר בהן יראת הרוממות, ולא היתה שום שיטת מלחמה נוהגת, וההשפעה 

היתה הולכת בדרכי שלום כבימות המשיח. רק החטא גרם ונתאחר הדבר אלפי שנים.

If not for the sin of the golden calf, the inhabitants of Israel’s land would have made peace with 
the Israelites and acknowledged that the land belonged to them. Israel, called by the name of 
G-d, would inspire in them reverence for the exalted, there would be no place for war, and Israel’s 
influence on the world would be peaceful, just as it will be in the days of the Messiah. Only the 
sins of Israel delayed this by thousands of years. 1

R. Kook provides fresh insight and a profound understanding of how Hashem’s promises 
are actually fulfilled. Between the time of the promise’s making and the time it was fulfilled, 
Bnei Israel’s spiritual level fell, which is the cause of this gap. After the golden calf incident, 
Hashem’s initial promises that Bnei Israel would conquer the land of Israel with heavenly 
assistance, avoiding bloodshed and bitter war, had to be modified. Bnei Israel no longer 
deserved such divine assistance. The promises were not changed; rather, Am Israel’s state 
underwent a detrimental change.

It is reasonable to assume that R. Kook did not only speak about the golden calf. The sins 
that the Israelites later committed in the desert, especially the sin of the spies, disqualified 
Bnei Israel from receiving assistance from Hashem’s angel and from participating in a 
miraculous war in which neither Bnei Israel nor their enemies would be required to shed 
blood. This type of encounter is exemplified by Yaakov’s meeting with Esav, which, accord-
ing to our Sages, was not only peaceful but also in which Esav admitted that the blessing 
of Yitzhak belonged to Yaakov. Esav said, “Be thine that which is thine (Genesis 33:9). Rashi 
comments that “In these words, he admitted his right to the blessings.” 2

After Israel’s sins and the forty years in the desert, the instructions for entering the 
promised land had to be revised. The original entry was supposed to be in a way expressed 
in the following verse:

נֶיךָ: ה קוּמָה ה׳ וְיָפֻצוּ אֹיְבֶיךָ וְיָנֻסוּ מְשַנְׂאֶיךָ מִפָּ נְסעַֹ הָאָרןֹ וַיֹּאמֶר משֶֹׁ וַיְהִי בִּ
When the Ark was to set out, Moses would say: Advance, O Hashem! May Your enemies be scat-
tered, And may Your foes flee before You!

Or as Hashem promised us in Deuteronomy (28:10):

: ם ה׳ נִקְרָא עָלֶיךָ וְיָֽרְאוּ מִמֶּֽךָּ י שֵׁ י הָאָרֶץ כִּ ל־עַמֵּ וְרָאוּ כָּ
And all the peoples of the earth shall see that Hashem’s name is proclaimed over you, and they 
shall stand in fear of you.

1. Rabbi Avraham Yitzhak Kook, Orot Ha-Milhamah, ch. 3. Translation is my own. 
2. Rashi, Ibid. 
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The colossal spiritual decline of Bnei Israel as a result of the sin of the golden calf and 
the sin of the spies (and possibly also with the daughters of Moab, which occurred close to 
entering the land) meant that Israel was unworthy of entering the land peacefully and with 
reverence for the name of Hashem. The vision before Bnei Israel’s sins had to be changed 
from an angel of G-d entering the land and driving out Israel’s enemies to “you shall not 
allow any soul to live.”

We find a similar idea in Rabbi Meir Simhah of Dvinsk’s work the Meshekh Hokhmah on 
Parashat Ki Tisa. The Meshekh Hokhmah asks why in Parshat Mishpatim, regarding the mitzvah 
of aliya laregel (pilgrimage to the Temple during Pesah, Shavuot and Sukkot), the Torah does 
not promise none of their enemies will covet their land as they leave for Jerusalem. In 
contrast, the Torah promises in Parshat Ki Tisa that “no one will covet your land when you 
ascend to appear before the L-rd” (Exodus 34:24).

The Meshekh Hokhmah suggests, similar to R. Kook, that prior to the sin of the golden calf, 
the Bnei Israel were fearless and did not require a promise because the nations of the world 
naturally feared them. After the sin of the calf, however, the Israelites fell from their high 
level of spirituality, and the other nations of the world were unable to perceive their holiness; 
consequently, they needed an explicit promise that their enemies would not covet their land.

There appears to be an important principle here that is still relevant today. G-d grants 
us a single opportunity. If we take advantage of this opportunity, He will supernaturally 
assist us, and no one will stand in our way. However, if, for various reasons, we do not take 
advantage of Hashem’s gifts and promises to us, if we are hesitant and demonstrate a lack 
of faith, then Hashem does not provide us with a second supernatural opportunity. Instead 
of “When all the peoples of the earth will see that the name of the L-rd is called upon you, 
and they will fear you,” (Deuteronomy 28:11) we must rely on arduous military or political 
processes that sometimes result in the loss of human life and attrition.

I don’t want to turn a Torah article into a political statement. However, when we see 
what is being discussed and debated regarding Har HaBayit and Yehuda VeShomron, I 
am reminded that the international diplomatic regression since the “Six-Day War” is very 
similar to what occurred four millennia ago the first time Bnei Israel entered the promised 
land. This is not surprising because “אין חדש תחת השמש” – “There is nothing new under the 
sun” (Ecclesiastes 1:9).

May it be G-d’s will that we pray and act in accordance with what the Torah commands:

The L-rd will establish you as His holy people, as He swore to you, if you observe the command-
ments of the L-rd, your G-d, and walk in His ways. Then all the peoples of the earth will see that 
the name of the L-rd is called upon you, and they will fear you. (Deuteronomy 28 10-11).
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G-d’s Bread
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1. Mishneh Torah, Yesodei HaTorah 1:3.
2. In fact, the expression “Lehem Elokim” can only be found in chapters 21 and 22 of the book of Vayikra and 

nowhere else in the entire Bible.
3. Vayikra 21:6 (all translations from Alhatorah.org).

uPOn cOnsideratiOn Of the title, one might assume that the content of this essay would 
encompass various aspects of the sustaining “mann” that the Children of Israel consumed 
on their desert journeys. However, it is not the bread that G-d gives that will be considered 
here, but the bread which G-d takes.

At this juncture, you may be scratching your head quizzically and reflecting: Is it not 
axiomatic that G-d is incorporeal and has no need for any type of physical sustenance? For 
that matter, He has no needs whatsoever. 1 And if so, why would the Torah even allude to 
this concept? Yet, in a number of verses in Parshat Emor it does so unequivocally. 2 In one 
instance, referring to the Kohanim, it states:

לוּ  ים יִהְיוּ לֵא׳-הֶם וְלאֹ יְחַלְּ קְדשִֹׁ
י ה׳ לֶחֶם  ֵ י אֶת־אִשּׁ ם אֱ׳-הֶם כִּ שֵׁ
אֱ׳-הֶם הֵם מַקְרִיבִם וְהָיוּ קֹדֶשׁ.

They shall be holy to their G-d, and not profane the name 
of their G-d; for they offer the offerings of Hashem made by 
fire, the bread of their G-d. Therefore they shall be holy.  3

It is certainly true that the Kohanim bring G-d’s offerings – those directed towards G-d. 
However, it seems just a tad sacrilegious – even pagan almost – to refer to them as any type 
of “food” for G-d. Why might the Torah be opening up this potentially contentious issue? In 
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attempting to address this conundrum, it may assist us to view the issue through a wider 
lens and consider the parsha as a whole.

In Parshat Emor – encompassing four perakim – we find a number of interesting threads 
that wend their way through most of the parsha. To provide an overview, let us utilize the 
analogy of an actual thread. Imagine, if you will, three large tapestries – the kind you would 
find in some of the great castles of Europe. In the parsha, each major topic is represented 
by one of these tapestries. On the first “tapestry,” we have a discussion of purity laws for 
Kohanim – who can and cannot bring korbanot (sacrifices), who can and cannot eat of those 
korbanot, how a Kohen might purify himself, and a variety of other priestly details. Imagine 
this canvas is woven in rich blues and greens. 4 The next canvas portrays the Moadim – the 
holidays. It illuminates the details pertaining to each: how one must rest from creative work, 
melakhah, what offerings must be brought and the specifics of what constitutes celebrating 
each individual holiday. This canvas, by contrast, is woven in warm yellows and oranges. 
After reflecting on our first tapestry, that of Kohanim, and on our second one, Moadim, we find 
that our final tapestry relates to the Mishkan, and describes two of its vessels – the menorah 
and the showbread table. This canvas delights us with reds and purples. Each individually 
coloured canvas appears distinct in its topic. However, wending their way through these 
tapestries are a number of unique threads. Let us imagine them as metallic in nature. 
Golds and silvers. And just like in the words of the text, these threads are present in all of 
the sections of our tableau and weave their way through the components of each tapestry, 
unifying the seemingly disparate elements.

The first, the gold thread, is the idea of Kedusha, Holiness. In these three sections of Parshat 
Emor, we find a form of this root occurring no less than 53 times. And that would be fine. 
Except, it is simply odd, especially since our previous parsha, Parshat Kedoshim, which should 
ostensibly highlight this attribute of Kedusha, incorporates a form of this word only 8 times. 
Thus, the theme of holiness certainly continues to be emphasized in this parsha. We find 
that, of our three tapestries, the term “holy” is most prevalent in the context of the Kohanim, 
occurs regularly as we reference mikra’ei kodesh to describe each holiday in its turn and 
finally, regarding the showbread table, the text designates it as kodesh kadashim (most holy).

Our second thread, the silver one, although found in greater abundance than we would 
expect, stands out more for its unique usage within the text than for its sheer numerical 
heft. It is the term we have already highlighted – the term for bread: Lehem. Of course, we 
would expect this concept to apply to the showbread table in the Mishkan – in the third of 
our tapestries. And even in the second, with respect to many of the holidays, bread plays 
an important role. It is represented by its absence at Pesah and by its significant presence 
in the offerings of Shavuot. During Yom Kippur, we are forbidden from eating all food, which, 
of course, includes the paradigmatic food – bread. But most perplexing, as we have noted, 
are the references to bread in the first section – that of the Kohanim. This “bread of G-d” is 

4. All colours are arbitrary; there is no significance to them other than as an aide to visualization.
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curious wording on many levels. First, it is interesting to note that it serves as a further 
descriptor to the term “Ishei Hashem,” referring to the sacrifices. And if this is the case, it 
is therefore redundant. Unless, of course, it appears in order to suggest something else to 
us. And secondly, there is the previously noted philosophical question: surely G-d does not 
actually NEED the bread. It does not constitute His sustenance, for He certainly does not 
require any. So why then include this strange wording?

Moreover, quite frequently, the two threads of Holiness and bread intertwine, where 
both are mentioned in the same verse. Similar to the previous verse, we see here as well, 
when referring to a Cohen:

י-אֶת-לֶחֶם א-ךָ, הוּא מַקְרִיב; תּוֹ–כִּ שְׁ וְקִדַּ
כֶם. שְׁ י קָדוֹשׁ, אֲנִי ה׳ מְקַדִּ ךְ–כִּ קָדשֹׁ, יִהְיֶה-לָּ

You shall sanctify him therefore; for he offers 
the bread of your G-d. He shall be holy to you, 
for I Hashem, who sanctify you, am holy. 5

In order to find the key to unlock the complex intertwining of these ideas, we might wish 
to consider a location within the Torah where these concepts converge. At first glance, this 
may not be readily apparent. So, rather, let us first examine the notion of “bread” and then 
subsequently comport this concept with the idea of Kedusha.

We need to begin our journey where bread is mentioned for the very first time in the 
Torah – with Adam. After Adam sinned, G-d tells him:

יךָ תֹּאכַל לֶחֶם עַד שׁוּבְךָ  זֵעַת אַפֶּ  בְּ
י־עָפָר  חְתָּ כִּ ה לֻקָּ נָּ י מִמֶּ  אֶל־הָאֲדָמָה כִּ

שׁוּב. ה וְאֶל־עָפָר תָּ אַתָּ

By the sweat of your brow you will eat bread until 
you return to the ground, because from it you were 
taken. For you are dust and to dust you will return. 6

What does obtaining bread have to do with the sin Adam committed? Recall that when 
G-d gave him the command in the previous chapter, it was clear as to what the punishment 
would be:

וַיְצַו ה׳ אֱ׳ עַל־הָאָדָם לֵאמרֹ 
ן אָכֹל תֹּאכֵל מִכֹּל עֵץ־הַגָּ

נּוּ  עַת טוֹב וָרָע לאֹ תֹאכַל מִמֶּ וּמֵעֵץ הַדַּ
מוּת נּוּ מוֹת תָּ יוֹם אֲכׇלְךָ מִמֶּ י בְּ כִּ

Hashem, G-d, commanded the man, saying, “From 
all the trees of the garden you may freely eat
but, from the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil you may 
not eat, because on the day that you eat from it, you will 
surely die.” 7

G-d promised death in response to disobedience. But instead, He sentences Adam to… 
becoming a baker! Seemingly, this is a very lenient verdict. Yet, within it, we find that 

5. Vayikra 21:8.
6. Bereishit 3:19.
7. Bereishit 2:16-17.
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there is definitely a reference to death – in that human beings will be doing this “sweaty 
baking” until the day of their death. But it just doesn’t seem like punishment enough after 
repudiating G-d’s dictate. Or is it?

To find out how it might make sense, let us backtrack a little. Up until now, the text 
outlines a few different directives given to Adam. In addition to the one we just cited from 
Bereishit Chapter 2, we find the following in Chapter 1:

ב  י לָכֶם אֶת־כׇּל־עֵשֶׂ ה נָתַתִּ וַיּאֹמֶר א׳ הִנֵּ
נֵי כׇל־הָאָרֶץ  ר עַל־פְּ  זרֵֹעַ זֶרַע אֲשֶׁ

ר־בּוֹ פְרִי־עֵץ זרֵֹעַ  וְאֶת־כׇּל־הָעֵץ אֲשֶׁ
זָרַע לָכֶם יִהְיֶה לְאׇכְלָה.

G-d said, “Behold, I have given you every herb which yields 
seed that is on the face of the earth, and every tree which 
has fruit and yields seed; these will be yours for eating.” 8

From this verse we can understand that until the sin, G-d commanded Adam to sustain 
himself by walking around the garden, picking fruits from trees and grasses or seeds from 
the ground. This cannot be characterized as back-breaking work, but it is work nonetheless. 
As G-d himself outlines Adam’s tasks in the Garden:

חֵהוּ  נִּ ח ה׳ אֱ׳ אֶת־הָאָדָם וַיַּ קַּ וַיִּ
בְגַן־עֵדֶן לְעׇבְדָהּ וּלְשׇׁמְרָהּ.

Hashem, G-d, took the man and placed him in 
the Garden of Eden to work and watch it. 9

Note the word that is used here: avodah.
But then Adam sins. Although complex in nature, in its essence Adam’s sin was that he 

did not listen to G-d’s statute. And in doing so, Adam created a distancing of himself from 
G-d. We hear resonances of this remoteness in G-d’s words to Adam afterwards:

קְרָא ה׳ אֱ׳ אֶל־הָאָדָם וַיּאֹמֶר לוֹ   וַיִּ
ה. כָּ אַיֶּ

Hashem, G-d, called to the man and said to him,  
“Where are you?” 10

Rabbi Yaakov Tzvi Mecklenburg, 11 author of HaKtav VeHaKabalah, notes that G-d, in using 
the word “Ayekah” (Where are you?), as opposed to the more normative term “Eiphoh,” was 
not asking for Adam’s physical location, but instead was asking: “Why are you not in your 
regular place?” Ostensibly, in this context, this could mean: why are you hiding and not 
here with me, as you are supposed to be? Moreover, the Midrash compares this word “Ayekah” 
to a word of the same spelling in Lamentations: “Eikhah.” 12 The meaning attributed to this 
concurrence is that, with respect to each usage, there is an associated eviction of a group 

8. Bereishit 1:29.
9. Bereishit 2:15.
10. Bereishit 3:9.
11. 19th Century German Torah scholar.
12. Bereishit Rabbah 19:9.
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of G-d’s beloved people from a habitat that he had bestowed upon them as a gift: Adam and 
Eve from the Garden and the Jewish nation from the land of Israel. In both instances, the 
expulsion resulted from the lack of adherence to G-d’s law/s. And in both instances, the 
Midrash implies, G-d did so while lamenting this necessary consequence.

In the situation under discussion here, after Adam sins, instead of killing him instantly, 
which would have been counterproductive to G-d’s long-term goals, G-d instead finds a way 
to perpetually teach him the lesson he missed, UNTIL his death.

But the lesson must, of necessity, be a bigger picture than just “toiling the ground” for 
“bread” - the avodah kind of work. That is the ancient equivalent of having someone write 100 
times on the blackboard “I must not eat of the fruit from the forbidden tree.” Punishment 
for the sake of punishment and not for the sake of “lesson learning.”

Had that been the goal, G-d could have simply stated, “By the sweat of your brow you will 
eat.” Why does the verse specify, instead, the eating of “bread”? 13 I submit that the concept 
of bread indicates a qualitative difference in the work, not just a quantitative one. For, with 
the making of bread, and not simply the gathering of grasses and seeds, there is a concomi-
tant need for creativity. Essentially, with this decree, humankind’s task has moved from 
the realm of avodah to that of melakhah. From pure physical labour to the concept of “mind” 
applied to work. Tools will need to be created, not only for the working of the ground, but 
for the milling and processing of the raw materials into the final product of bread.

And bread will forever be the most ubiquitous and universal symbol of this melakhah. 14 
As, in the production of bread, we find G-d’s generosity in giving us rain for the wheat to 
grow, combining with our own use of technology (mind) in harvesting, processing and 
baking that wheat into the final product. Thus, in this most essential of activities, we are 
truly partners with our Creator. For, even if we do not actually perform the act of baking 
the bread, when we hold that loaf of bread in our hands, as we often do on a daily basis, we, 
who are sensitive to the message of the Torah, will understand its deep significance. We will 
see in the bread a symbol of the partnership between human beings and G-d. Moreover, in 
blessing that commodity before consuming it, or having it brought by the Kohen, or having 
it appear on the showbread table, as in Parshat Emor, we are re-establishing our desire for 
a relationship with the Divine. We are, essentially, repudiating, and therefore atoning for, 
the sin of Adam.

But let us set this idea aside for a moment and consider our gold thread…that of Kedusha. 
How is that woven into our tapestry with the silver thread of “Bread”? To answer this 
question, you would have to know one key fact: the sin of Adam and the expulsion from 

13. As an added support to the assertion expounded here, there is an opinion that the “fruit” of which Adam par-
took was wheat – the prime constituent of bread. How fitting then that the “punishment” was related to this 
substance. Middah k’neged middah. See: Bereishit Rabbah 15:7, Berakhot 40a, Sanhedrin 70b.

14. Eleven of the 39 Avot Melakhot of Shabbat concern the making of bread. Although garment/fabric making com-
prises a larger number of melakhot – it is not something that one must concern oneself with on a daily basis, 
and so, it would seem that the creation of bread is the more paradigmatic activity representing melakhah.
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the garden all occurred just prior to the onset of Shabbat. 15 Could there be a connection? 
As we begin to assess this possibility, let us take a look at the beginning of Chapter Two in 
Bereishit to see how the “creation” of Shabbat occurs:

ה ר עָשָׂ בִיעִי מְלַאכְתּוֹ אֲשֶׁ ְ יּוֹם הַשּׁ וַיְכַל אֱ׳ בַּ On the seventh day, G-d completed His work that He had done

בִיעִי מִכׇּל־מְלַאכְתּוֹ  ְ יּוֹם הַשּׁ בֹּת בַּ שְׁ וַיִּ
ה. ר עָשָׂ אֲשֶׁ

and on the seventh day, He ceased from 
all His work that He had done. 16

Notice that the verse is reiterating the concept of completion. G-d completed the work, 
and He rested (ceased) from the work. Are those ideas not essentially interchangeable? 
Why the repetition? So, to obtain further possible clues to the difference, let us engage the 
very next verse:

בִיעִי ְ וַיְבָרֶךְ אֱ׳ אֶת־יוֹם הַשּׁ G-d blessed the seventh day

בַת מִכׇּל־מְלַאכְתּוֹ י בוֹ שָׁ שׁ אֹתוֹ כִּ וַיְקַדֵּ
רָא אֱ׳ לַעֲשוֹׂת. ר־בָּ אֲשֶׁ

and made it holy, because on it He ceased from 
all His work that G-d had created and made. 17

If we now line up each of the first halves, and each of the second halves, we can extrapo-
late that “finishing” (vayechal) work merits a “blessing” and “resting” (vayishbot) from that 
work merits it becoming “holy,” as is illustrated in the following chart:

ה. ר עָשָׂ בִיעִי מִכׇּל־מְלַאכְתּוֹ אֲשֶׁ ְ יּוֹם הַשּׁ בֹּת בַּ שְׁ וַיִּ ה. ר עָשָׂ בִיעִי מְלַאכְתּוֹ אֲשֶׁ ְ יּוֹם הַשּׁ וַיְכַל אֱ׳ בַּ

שׁ אֹתוֹ וַיְקַדֵּ
רָא אֱ׳ לַעֲשוֹׂת. ר־בָּ בַת מִכׇּל־מְלַאכְתּוֹ אֲשֶׁ י בוֹ שָׁ כִּ

בִיעִי ְ וַיְבָרֶךְ אֱ׳ אֶת־יוֹם הַשּׁ

Further evidence could be brought forth to prove this case from the first chapter of 
Bereishit, where both the animals and the first couple were given blessings upon their 
technical completion. However, only resting from “ALL” the work, and not the avodah kind 
of work, but the melakhah kind of work, as we see from the wording of the text… only this 
kind of resting deserves to be made holy. Evidence for this can be found in the latter verse 
by seeing that a reason (ki) for designating holiness is given – cessation of melakhah; whereas 
no reason is given for the conferring of blessing.

But still, our original question remains: is it not all just semantics? Completing an activity 
and resting from it – is it not the same thing? The Torah tells us that it really is not. I can 
“finish” doing the “work” of the task, but when I “rest,” I have actively chosen to declare 

15. Sanhedrin 38b.
16. Bereishit 2:2.
17. Bereishit 2:3.
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the process of creating at an end, allowing for the conscious and deliberate cessation of all 
further production. 18 Just like melakhah is a conscious melding of mind and physical work, 
shvitah is a conscious use of the mind to cease creating. Hence, melakhah and shvitah can be 
considered to be on opposite ends of a “work” scale.

With these two ideas of bread as the embodiment of the quintessential melakhah – as 
expressed through conscious creativity (and symbolizing our partnership with G-d) and 
shvitah or conscious resting as an “activity” that brings about Kedusha, we need to consider 
what message is being conveyed to us through the intertwining of the themes of bread and 
Kedusha in our Parsha (Emor).

If Adam’s sin resulted in a diminution of the quality of the relationship between human-
kind and G-d, then the logical consequence was for G-d to create a system to show human 
beings how to enhance that relationship once again. The best way to do that was to intro-
duce this idea of melakhah, through the use of something which is required daily: bread. 
In the production of bread, a person uses his G-d-like faculty of mindful creativity, while 
simultaneously being aware that he has a partnership with G-d who creates and provides 
the raw materials for his sustenance.

G-d reminds us with prominent displays of bread throughout all aspects of our tradition 
(as he does in our Parsha): in holy places (the showbread in the Mishkan), throughout holy 
times (the Moadim) and when referencing holy people (the Kohanim). Thus, the connection 
is made numerous times between bread and holiness.

I might suggest yet another linkage between bread and holiness. If we look at our timeline: 
Adam was sentenced to hard (creative) labour just prior to Shabbat. G-d could have stopped 
there. He could have declared that every moment of our lives be spent in the labour that 
causes us to recognize and form a relationship with our Creator. But I would like to advance 
another theory: there were actually TWO consequences to the sin, and the two happened 
moments apart. As G-d is a kind and benevolent Creator, He wanted His relationship with His 
creations, human beings, not to be informed solely by this punishment of “bread-making.” 
Therefore, soon after this consequence was decreed to Adam, G-d added a second element – 
that of declaring the Sabbath day holy, a day of conscious resting and relationship building, 
where NONE of that melakhah – that first punishment – was to be done. So, in essence, we 
were given two ways to get closer to G-d and to atone for Adam’s sin: through the melakhah of 
making bread (during the six labour days) and through the holiness of rest (on the Shabbat).

Armed with this understanding, it behooves us to return to the final issue – that of the 
offering of “the bread of thy G-d,” for which He has no practical need. In this context, then, 
the term “the bread of their G-d” does not actually mean that He needs your offering for 
sustenance, as we ourselves would physically need the bread. But rather, if we symbolically 
think of the terms of the punishment of Adam as a brit – a covenant between two parties –  

18. An idea gleaned from the shiurim of Rabbi David Fohrman.
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then we can think of bread as the symbol or the ot of that brit. 19 Therefore, when we bring 
an offering to our Creator, as “the bread of your G-d,” it is as if we are mirroring His role 
in our daily receiving of bread from Him. He gives to us and we, in turn, give to Him. Not 
because He needs it, but because, by doing so, we are confirming our desire to have a rela-
tionship with Him – to be His partner in this world, and by doing so, in some small way, 
we are repudiating the sin of Adam.

Addendum
A further substantiation for the assertion that there is a linkage between the idea of the 
giving of bread to G-d with our desire to repudiate the sin of Adam could be brought from 
the wording of the showbread text. There, after the first few verses describe how the show-
bread is to be made and placed upon the table, the text then adds: 20

רִית עוֹלָם: בְּ רָאֵל נֵי־יִשְׂ מֵאֵת בְּ ת  בָּ ַ יוֹם הַשּׁ ת בְּ בָּ ַ יוֹם הַשּׁ בְּ
מִיד יַעַרְכֶנּוּ לִפְנֵי ה׳ תָּ

an everlasting covenant. (3) It is on the behalf of the 
children of Israel (2)

Every Sabbath day he 
shall arrange it before 

Hashem continually. (1)

חׇק־עוֹלָם: ים הוּא  י קֹדֶשׁ קׇדָשִׁ כִּ
י ה׳ ֵ לוֹ מֵאִשּׁ

וְהָיְתָה לְאַהֲרןֹ וּלְבָנָיו 
מָקוֹם קָדשֹׁ וַאֲכָלֻהוּ בְּ

a perpetual statute. (6) for it is most holy to 
him of the offerings of 

Hashem made by fire, (5)

It shall be for Aaron and 
his sons; and they shall 
eat it in a holy place, (4)

In section (1), we see that this bread (that, in our offering it to G-d is the repudiation of 
Adam’s sin) should be set before Him always (tamid), as we continually need to try to repair 
our broken relationship. Moreover, that it should be replaced every Shabbat is a hint that there 
is a way other than through the melakhah/bread dynamic to rebuild our relationship with 
G-d: through the holiness and the resting/relationship-building that happens on Shabbat.

In (2), the placement of the bread on behalf of Bnei Israel indicates that we are the exem-
plars of the way forward in forming a deeper connection with our creator.

The indication of an eternal covenant (brit) in (3) is clearly referring to the showbread. 
However, if we read the showbread as a metaphorical substitute for the bread we bring in 
response to Adam’s punishment of “bread making,” then it is our eternal duty to fulfill this 
“covenant” that was made between G-d and Adam just after the sin.

19. As supported by the wording of the text with respect to the showbread׃ me’eyt b’nai Yisrael brit olam (Vayikra 
24:8). For further discussion, please see the Addendum.

20. Vayikra 24:8–9.
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Section (4) tells us that the Kohanim (the holy ones) eat the ot of that brit (bread) in a holy 
place.

Regarding the idea of hu lo (it is to him) in section (5), the mefarshim say that the “him” 
being referred to is Aharon. 21 Nevertheless, although many sacred items relating to the 
service in the Mishkan have the designation of kodesh kadashim (most holy), I would suggest 
that each holds a particular significance with respect to the relationship between Hakadosh 
Barukh Hu and His nation. Hence, the hu lo could ostensibly be referring to G-d Himself – this 
showbread is most holy, not to Aharon, but to G-d. I humbly suggest that the reason behind 
this showbread being most holy (to G-d) is because it represents our desire to re-establish 
the close relationship we once had with Him in the Garden.

And finally, we find, in section (6), the seemingly superfluous idea of hok olam. 22 Recalling 
that the dictate to Adam not to eat from the Tree of Knowledge was itself a hok, it is fitting 
that the reparation for this sin, in the perpetual giving back of what was taken – bread – be 
designated as a hok as well.

21. See Malbim, Torah Temimah, Aderet Eliyahu on Vayikra 24:8.
22. A statute, which, by any standard, does not seem to be governed by discernible logic. See TB Yoma 67b, Moreh 

Nevukhim 3:26.
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The Keruvim 
Their Perplexity, Their Call

DR. eRic lawee

amOng the variOus vessels in the Mishkan, those that have invited the greatest interest, 
scrutiny, and perplexity are the keruvim (cherubim), the golden statues with spread wings 
that Moshe Rabbenu was commanded to place over the cover of the ark of testimony (Exod. 
25:18–20; 37:7–9). Among other things, the keruvim rivet attention on the question of the place 
of images (including, but not limited to, graven images) in Judaism and then on the role of 
visual experience in Jewish life more generally – a broad topic that is of special interest in 
our visually oriented age that must be left in abeyance here.

At a basic level, the keruvim raised a vexing question, inasmuch as they seemingly contra-
vened the Torah’s prohibition on the fabrication of graven images. More confounding still 
was the requirement to place these images atop the holy ark. This conundrum and related 
ones led commentators and thinkers to diverse justifications for, and explanations of, the 
keruvim and their meaning. The need to explain the keruvim was especially acute among 
writers who sought to respond to various claims about them emanating from one or another 
Christian milieu. Following are a few small samples that illustrate the sorts of explorations 
that such issues could generate, concluding with an especially uplifting account of keruvim 
of Rabbi Yitzhak Abarbanel – proof that while the keruvim could certainly confound, they 
could also inspire.

One commentator who tackled the question of the permissibility of the keruvim in light 
of the ban on graven images was Rabbi Hizqiyah ben Manoah, who wrote: “Though it states 
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‘You shall not make for yourself a sculptured image’ (Exod. 20:4), here it was permitted to 
fashion the form of the keruvim since they were not being fashioned in order to bow [to 
them].” 1 Put otherwise, the “second commandment” proscribes forbidden worship. Since 
nobody was going to worship the keruvim, they presented no problem.

A similar distinction is drawn by Rabbi Jacob ben Reuben, whose Milhamot Hashem (Wars 
of the Lord), written in 1170, stands out as one of the first Jewish anti-Christian polemics 
written in Christian Europe. R. Jacob discusses the issue in a fictional dialogue that he 
creates between a Jew and a Christian. The latter, whom he calls “the denier,” highlights 
the seemingly flagrant discrepancy between the interdiction in the aseret ha-dibberot on 
fabrication of graven images (not to speak of worship of such images) and the subsequent 
command to Moshe to raise a snake on a pole so that those afflicted by serpent bites could 
gaze on it and live (Num. 21:9). Christians over the ages, East and West, used arguments 
based in the Tanakh to validate the cult of images found in their worship.

In this case, the Jewish spokesperson parries the Christian thrust by observing that “our 
blessed Creator never forbade the fabrication of statues and images, but prohibited them 
only with respect to bowing down and worship.” It followed that images put in the service 
of beautification of an artifact or a building (think: the beautiful BAYT) are permitted. This 
is what we find, continues the Jewish spokesperson, in the case of the temple built by King 
Shlomo. It is also what happened in the case of “Moshe our master himself, who fashioned 
two gold cherubs when constructing the tabernacle.” 2 In the view of R. Jacob, then, not only 
does Judaism not lack for an aesthetic sense, but the keruvim reflect an effort to beautify 
the most sacred part of the Mishkan.

A surprising interpretation of the keruvim appears in a later anti-Christian work, The Book 
of Polemic, of Rabbi Yom Tov Lipmann Mühlhausen (Bohemia, turn of the 15th century). In it, 
the rabbi argues that the message of the keruvim standing above the ark and the prohibitions 
inscribed on the tablets housed in the ark are wholly coordinate, but directed at distinct 
audiences. The tablets communicate a prohibition on illicit representation to the literate. 
The keruvim announce visually precisely the same idea to an unlearned populace: “Look! This 
is what I have instructed not be made.” 3 On this understanding, there is no contradiction 
between the message of the keruvim above the ark and the prohibition on graven images 
inscribed on the tablets found in the ark. Both proclaim the same thing – to two distinct 
audiences. Given evidence of this author’s occasional willingness to make tongue-in-cheek 
arguments in the context of interreligious disputation, one wonders how seriously he took 
this decidedly creative account.

Let us give the last word on the keruvim (for now) to R. Yitzhak Abarbanel, famous leader 
of Spanish Jewry at the time of its 1492 expulsion, who found in the keruvim far more than 

1. Hizkiyah ben Manoah, Perushei ha-Torah le-Rabbenu Hizqiyah be-Rabbi Manoah, ed. C.D. Chavel (Jerusalem, 1981), 290.
2. Yaakov ben Reuven, Sefer Milhamot Hashem, ed. Judah Rosenthal (Jerusalem, 1963), 55. 
3. Yom Tov Lipmann Mühlhausen, Sefer ha-Nissahon, reprint of the Theodor Hackspan edition (Altdorf-Nurem-

berg, 1644), introduction by Frank Talmage (Jerusalem, 1984), 44 (emphasis added).
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an embellishment meant to enhance the Mishkan’s beauty or a way to reinforce, for those 
unable to read, the prohibition on graven images. Rather, the keruvim called out to every 
Jew to soar higher both in service of G-d and in love of others, all the while guided by the 
Torah as represented by the luhot in the ark. When the Torah tells us that keruvim “shall 
spread out their wings above” (Exod. 25:20), it means to teach that:

it is fitting that, first, Jews should have their wings and thought spread above, meaning to worship 
their Creator in matters between a person and G-d (devarim she-beno la-makom). At the same 
time, their faces “shall be one to another” (Exod. 25:20), meaning in brotherly love in matters 
between one person and another (be-ahavat ha-re‘im be-mah she-beno la-havero). Then it repeats 
“the faces of the keruvim being turned toward the cover [of the ark]” to impart that when it 
comes to both these matters, that is commandments between a person and G-d and interpersonal 
commandments, in all of them one ought to conduct oneself according to the Torah in the ark. 4

Such beautiful and resounding words require neither elaboration nor another’s seconding 
voice.

4. Yitzhak Abarbanel, Perush al ha-Torah, 3 vols. (Jerusalem, 1964), 2:252.
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The Yosef-Potifar Affair

Rabbi chaim meTzgeR

1. Bereishit Chapter 39.
2. Avraham and Sarah are only given their full names after the brit bein habetarim.

the first time I publicly taught this theory, the shul I presented it at mistakenly thought 
I meant the scandal between Yosef and Potifar’s wife, and publicized the wrong title. But I 
am here to reveal a more complex relationship between Yosef and his slave master, Potifar.

We are all familiar with Potifar’s wife’s scheme to frame Yosef after he refuses to lie with 
her, and Yosef’s subsequent time in jail. 1 If this is the case, why would Yosef agree to marry 
Potifar’s daughter Osnat? Why would Potifar agree to give his daughter to someone who 
allegedly tried to rape his wife?

First, we need to define the default morals of Egypt at the time.
When Pharaoh returns Sarah to Avraham, 2 Pharaoh tells Avraham not to remain in Egypt, 

but to leave the country. Rashi explains:

טוּפֵי  צְרִים שְׁ הַמִּ עֲמדֹ, שֶׁ א אָמַר לוֹ לֵךְ וְאַל תַּ ה אַרְצִי לְפָנֶיךָ, אֶלָּ אָמַר לוֹ הִנֵּ קח ולך. לאֹ כַאֲבִימֶלֶךְ שֶׁ
אֱמַר וְזִרְמַת סוּסִים זִרְמָתָם: (יחזקאל כ״ג): נֶּ ה הֵם, שֶׁ זִמָּ

TAKE HER AND GO AWAY. Not as Abimelekh who said to him (Genesis 20:15) “Behold, my land is 
before thee; dwell wherever it seemeth proper to thee”: but he (Pharaoh) said to him, “Go and do 
not stay here,” for the Egyptians are greatly addicted to lewd-living, as it is said. (Ezekiel 23:20). 
“And whose issue is like the issue of horses” (Midrash Tanhuma, Lekh Lekha 5). (The passage 
deals with the immoral practices of the Egyptians). (Pentateuch with Rashi’s commentary by M. 
Rosenbaum and A.M. Silbermann, 1929-1934)
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How Bad Could the Egyptians Have Been?
Just a few generations later we see one example quoted by Rashi on Bereishit 41:45 where 
regarding the name Potifera the Priest of On, Rashi says:

ב זָכָר  כַּ חָמַד אֶת יוֹסֵף לְמִשְׁ רֵס מֵאֵלָיו, לְפִי שֶׁ סְתָּ נִּ פוטיפרע. הוּא פּוֹטִיפַר, וְנִקְרָא פּוֹטִיפֶרַע עַל שֶׁ
(סוטה י״ג):

Poti Phera. He is Potiphar and is now called Poti Phera as a result of becoming castrated, because 
he had lusted after Yosef for homosexual relations.

The full version of this can be found in the Gemara Sotah:

בְרִיאֵל  א גַּ בְרִיאֵל) [מִיכָאֵל] וְסֵירְסוֹ בָּ א (גַּ נָאוֹ לְעַצְמוֹ. בָּ קְּ רְעֹה״ אָמַר רַב שֶׁ קְנֵהוּ פּוֹטִיפַר סְרִיס פַּ ״וַיִּ
תִיב פּוֹטִיפַר וּלְבַסּוֹף פּוֹטִיפֶרַע: רָא כְּ וּפֵירְעוֹ מֵעִיקָּ

The continuation of that verse states:

And Potiphar, an officer [seris] of Pharaoh’s, the captain of the guard, an Egyptian, bought him 
from the hand of the Ishmaelites, who had brought him down there” (Genesis 39:1). Rav says: He 
purchased the handsome Joseph for himself, for the intended purpose of homosexual intercourse, 
but was unable to fulfill his desires, as the angel Gabriel came and castrated Potiphar [seireso]. 
Then Gabriel came again and further mutilated him [fero] in the same part of his body. This is 
alluded to in the verses that write Potiphar’s name differently: Initially, it is written “Potiphar” 
(Genesis 39:1) and in the end it is written “Poti-phera” (Genesis 41:45). The change in his name 
indicates that a part of himself was mutilated. (William Davidson Translation)

Based on this Gemara, one might conjecture that Yosef is not only a victim of the slave 
trade, but also of sex trafficking.

Potifar’s perspective of the events could be interpreted as follows:
Potifar spends his every day as an executioner, simply killing whoever he is ordered to 

kill. However, this all changes when Ishmaelite/Midianite traders arrive on the scene, and 
he witnesses the most handsome man he has ever seen. He knows he must buy him right 
then and there, because of his sheer beauty.

Indeed, Potifar wants to have relations with Yosef, but is castrated by Angelic and divine 
means, so he doesn’t get the chance to consummate his desire. 3 Nonetheless, he still owns 
a beautiful and talented slave. So Potifar makes the most of the situation and puts Yosef 
to work.

Yosef manages to maintain his amazingly beautiful looks while dutifully working for 
Potifar. 4 Everything seems to be progressing well, his household is thriving, and he has the 
most loyal, capable, and best-looking slave in charge of his house.

3. Rashi Bereishit 41:6 s.v. “Poti phera.” 
4. Bereishit 39:6, and Rashi s.v. “vaYehi Yosef Yefei Toar” castigates Yosef for doing so, and says this is the cause of 

Potifar’s wife making sexual advances towards Yosef.
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But now an issue arises: Potifar is sterile, and his wife would like to have a family. He also 
wants to continue his line and have children, but can’t due to the fact that he is physically 
incapable of doing so.

Potifar is in need of a sperm donor, and one who won’t try to kill him or blackmail him. 
Then Potifar remembers that he has a beautiful, smart, loyal, and capable slave who would 
make an excellent surrogate father. Potifar considers asking Yosef if he’d do him the favour 
of being his sperm donor. Yosef, like any good friend, or in this case loyal servant, would 
normally say “of course” if asked. From Potifar’s perspective, one doesn’t simply relinquish 
control over one’s whole household unless there is trust. Potifar reasons: what’s the harm 
in asking Yosef to be the father of his children?

Before Potifar gets the chance to ask Yosef, however, he notices that his wife has the same 
idea: that she is independently interested in having sexual relations with Yosef. Potifar decides 
to simply let things take their natural course. Potifar isn’t naive or oblivious; of course he 
notices his wife’s dalliances. Perhaps Potifar initially thinks to intervene in regard to his 
wife’s attraction to Yosef, but then reconsiders because he really wants to have an heir, and 
the resulting affair between his wife and Yosef would lead to the ideal offspring. Potifar has 
no moral compunctions about the process because, as Rashi pointed out earlier, the sexual 
mores of Egypt were extremely low and are compared to that of horses and horse breeding. 
Just like with the breeding of horses, the most important factor in having a capable brood 
is making sure the stud and mare are of the best possible stock, and so too when breeding 
an heir. Hence, Potifar’s main thought at this juncture is wishing for a fruitful outcome 
between his wife and Yosef, and he therefore turns a blind eye to his wife’s infidelity. 5

Or, another interpretation is that Potifar pretends not to notice his wife trying to have 
relations with Yosef because he’d rather avoid the uncomfortable question of asking Yosef 
to impregnate his wife.

Potifar’s wife doesn’t quite realize what her husband’s intentions are; her decision to 
sexually assault Yosef is based on her own lustful and carnal desire. Considering the social 
mores of the times, she could not resist someone who is “beautiful in form and figure.” 6 
Yosef’s beauty is overpowering to the point that women all over Egypt climb fences simply 
to get a glimpse of him, 7 similar to the way celebrities are looked upon nowadays.

Unfortunately for Potifar and his wife, Yosef comes from different stock: despite being sold 
off into slavery by his brothers, he is still a descendant of Avraham, Yitzchak and Yaakov. 8 
Potifar’s wife can’t take no for an answer, nor can she do a good job of being subtle about 
her desire. When she orchestrates the opportunity for her and Yosef to be alone, she forces 
herself on him, and Yosef runs away, leaving his coat in her hands. Potifar’s wife’s pride 

5. Rashi Bereishit 39:6 s.v. “Ki Im haLehem” states expressly that Potifar did not allow Yosef to have access to his 
wife, against my theory.

6. Bereishit 39:6.
7. Rashi Bereishit 49:22 s.v. “Banot Tzaada Alei Shor.”
8. According to Talmud Sotah 36b as well as Rashi, Yosef almost succumbed to Potifar’s wife’s temptations if not 

for the image of his father appearing before him, allowing him to resist temptation. 
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is hurt by Yosef’s refusal. She panics, assuming that Yosef will tell her husband; she fears 
that in his capacity as Chief Executioner, her husband will kill her on the spot. Her plan 
is to head off Yosef telling her husband: before telling Potifar herself, she starts a rumour 
amongst the servants that Yosef tried to rape her.

She subsequently tells her husband Potifar, picking an intimate moment to do so, that 
Yosef tried to rape her and ran away. 9 Potifar then rages and screams at his wife. But why 
does he get upset?

It is possible that he is angry at Yosef for making an attempt at his wife, but as we saw 
earlier that is unlikely. Rather, he curses her for being unable to seduce Yosef and ruining 
the best opportunity for a genetically superior heir. He blames his wife for not realizing what 
the plan was. Potifar believes that Yosef would have given in eventually, but because of his 
wife’s hasty action in spreading rumours, now they’re stuck without an ideal sperm donor.

In no small part thanks to having a competent head of household, Potifar, shortly before 
this incident, was promoted from his executioner job, Sar haTabachim, and was now in charge 
of the jail, Sar Beit haSohar. Because of his wife’s ill-advised and over-hasty actions, he now 
needs to do damage control to his reputation as well as protect Yosef from the death penalty. 
So he decides to make a show of arresting Yosef, knowing all the while that Yosef is innocent.

Once Yosef is in jail, Yosef quickly rises through the ranks, getting promoted to the 
second in command of the jail, the highest and most trusted post in the prison. This is just 
below Potifar. Potifar subsequently assigns Yosef the important and relatively cushy job 
of serving Pharaoh’s arrested officers the Chief Baker, Sar haOfim, and the Chief Butler, Sar 
haMashkim. Yosef ultimately interprets their dreams. Potifar takes note of Yosef’s dream 
interpretations. Then Potifar sees the dreams actually come true as Pharaoh executes the 
Chief Baker and restores the Chief Butler to his post. Potifar’s hands are tied, and he can’t 
do anything more to help Yosef when he’s in jail because the incompetent and ungrateful 
butler never remembers to tell Pharaoh about Yosef, the ingenious dream interpreter.

Two years later, 10 Pharaoh has an unsolvable dream. The butler finally remembers Yosef’s 
excellent and uncanny predictions and tells Pharaoh. Pharaoh calls for Yosef, who expertly 
interprets his dreams and plans for the impending famine. Pharaoh is impressed and decides 
to appoint Yosef to the position of vizier, placing him in charge of the entire country.

Potifar doesn’t go unrewarded for raising Yosef to be the intelligent, loyal, and incorrupt-
ible servant he becomes for Pharaoh. Pharaoh raises Potifar to be the Kohen On, the Priest 
of the city of On. 11

Once Yosef is firmly installed as Pharaoh’s vizier, Potifar offers Yosef his daughter, Osnat. 
Yosef happily obliges because he knows how much Potifar has done for him and can’t think 

9. Rashi Bereishit 39:19 s.v. “Vayihi.”
10. Bereishit 41.
11. This may even be a play on words because On is not only a city but means pain/suffering, a fitting rise for 

the former executioner. Binyamin is initially called Ben-Oni by Rachel, which means son of my suffering 
(Bereishit 36:18). 
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of a better father-in-law. Potifar similarly is happy with the arrangement because of all 
that Yosef has done on his behalf, being instrumental in his becoming part of the coveted 
priestly class. 12

But, one may ask, where did Osnat come from if Potifar is castrated?
The simplest answer is that Osnat was born before Potifar was castrated, but if that is 

the case, then Potifar’s desire for an heir is a little harder to understand. While it is possible 
Potifar was simply in search of a male heir to carry on his name, there is another far more 
controversial option.

If Potifar had no children prior to Yosef becoming his slave, and roughly a year later Potifar 
has a daughter, things get far more complicated. The average Egyptian now assumes that 
Yosef succeeded in his role as sperm donor, that the rumours were true, and now Yosef is 
marrying his own daughter, who is conveniently the exact right age, twelve years old, at 
the time of his release from prison. 13 This assumption would be the worst possible scenario 
for Potifar and Yosef.

One palatable possibility is that Potifar found another stand-in to be his child’s father. 
Another option is that just as women were unable to give birth in the house of Avimelekh 
when he took Sarah, 14 Potifar was only castrated because G-d was angry at him for keeping 
Yosef in his household with ill intent. But when Potifar protected Yosef during Yosef’s jail 
sentence, G-d reversed the castration – the inability to have children – just as he had done 
for Avimelekh.

To allay the suspicions that Osnat is Yosef’s daughter, Pharaoh, the chief moral and reli-
gious figure in Egypt, quashes that rumour by officially marrying them.

Potifar is more than happy to offer Yosef his daughter’s hand in marriage, because he 
wouldn’t have had a child, nor be in the position of priest without the help of Yosef. Yosef 
also is well aware of how Potifar orchestrated his survival behind the scenes. The comradery 
and unflinching support between Potifar and Yosef, despite the rumour mill at the time, 
eventually leads to all of Egypt and the entire surrounding area being able to survive the 
famine. 15 The progeny of this union of houses are Ephraim and Menashe. These brothers 
are the first pair who show no animosity to one another despite the complications of life. 
This is unsurprising, though, considering the role models of their father and grandfather.

12. This class is so well off and revered that they get their allotted amount of bread even during times of famine, 
(Bereishit 47:22).

13. Yosef was sold into slavery at age seventeen (Bereishit 37:2) and stood before Pharaoh at age thirty. (Bereishit 41:46).
14. Bereishit 20:17-18.
15. Yosef is always able to see the overarching arc of G-d’s plans, no matter the initial intent. See Yosef’s reaction 

to his brothers selling him after his father passed away in Bereishit 50:20.
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When Fear is Love 
Seeing G-d’s Great Hand to  

Moshe and Bnei Yisrael

Rabbi DR. moShe J. yeReS

1. Netivot Shalom, Vol. Exodus, p. 111 ff.
2. Emunah is variously translated as – faith, belief and trust. In our context, it is probably a combination of all 

three. For ease, I have translated it in the body of the article as “faith.”

the seventh day of Pesah commemorates Kri’at Yam Suf – the Splitting of the Red Sea, 
when the Children of Israel most clearly recognized the Yad Hashem – G-d’s power (Hand). The 
verse that most directly sums this up is Exodus 14:31: “Vayar Yisrael et hayad hagedolah asher 
asah Hashem b’Mitzrayim; vayir’u ha’am et Hashem; vaya’aminu Ba’shem uveMoshe avdo” (Israel 
saw the great hand which the L-rd did upon Egypt, and the people feared the L-rd with awe; 
and they believed in the L-rd, and in His servant Moses).

The Slonimer Rebbe in Netivot Shalom 1 raises a number of questions about the unique 
phraseology of this verse.

Why do the Israelites refer to seeing Hashem’s great hand specifically at the Sea; surely 
it would be more appropriate to refer to the yad hagedolah when seeing the gevurot (strong 
power) of Hashem bringing the Ten Plagues on the Egyptians in Egypt.

Why is emunah (faith) 2 in Hashem (“vaya’aminu”) stressed as the feeling of the Israelites 
at seeing the Splitting of the Sea? Emunah is more related to believing in Hashem when the 
power of G-d is not visible. This was a moment of total clarity, seeing the wonders of G-d. 
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It surely took more emunah to believe and trust in Hashem in Egypt when they did not see 
G-d as clearly, yet they still believed and trusted in Him.

Why does the Bible at Kri’at Yam Suf refer to yir’ah (fear and awe) of Hashem, when in fact 
what the Israelites faced was more appropriately defined as love of G-d (Ahavat Hashem) and 
not fear and awe? They saw and experienced Hashem’s love for Bnei Yisrael, when He split 
the sea and brought them through, but then immediately drowned the Egyptians.

Indeed, Netivot Shalom quotes R. Yitzchak Yungerleib of Radvil, 3 that the Israelites are 
referred to consistently by G-d throughout the Kri’at Yam Suf experience as banim – sons, a 
term of endearment and affection. 4 We were not just saved from the clutches of the Egyptian 
army; rather, Hashem also provided for us with many acts of hesed and kindness, especially 
as detailed by the midrashim. 5 We were treated not as avadim – slaves, but lovingly with care 
as banim – children. If so, why does the verse say “vayir’u ha’am ‘et Hashem,” it would have 
been more appropriate to say something along the lines of vaye’ehavu ha’am et Hashem – that 
they loved Hashem, or that we were loved by Hashem.

Why did the Torah conflate the emunah (faith) in Hashem and the emunah (faith) in Moshe 
into one combined statement – vaya’aminu Ba’shem uveMoshe avdo? Surely the emunah, belief 
and trust in Hashem stood far above and separate from the emunah, belief and trust in 
Moshe, His servant.

In response to these questions, Netivot Shalom quotes from Medrash Shemot Rabbah: “From 
the day that Hakadosh Barukh Hu created the world until that moment when the Israelites 
stood at the Sea, no one ever recited “shirah” (song and praise) to Him except Bnei Yisrael; 
not Adam Harishon when he was created, not Avraham when he was saved from the fiery 
furnace, not Yitzchak when he stepped down from the Akeidah, not Yaakov when he was 
saved from his brother Esav and the fight with the angel.” 6

But why was that so? What uniquely occurred at this moment that brought Bnei Yisrael 
to conclude that they must sing shirah to Hashem?

The idea of singing shirah to Hashem, writes Netivot Shalom, represents reaching a unique 
level when we suddenly see and understand that everything in the world done by G-d was 
really done only for our benefit. What we thought had been difficulties, turned out, in the 
end, to have been done by Hashem purely for our benefit and good. This was the moment 
at the Sea where Bnei Yisrael suddenly realized that everything that they had experienced 
from Egypt until that moment was worthy of praise and thoughtful song to G-d.

3. The Founder of Radvil Hassidut, b. 1751, d. 1835. (Heb. Wikipedia, listings Yitzhak Yungerleib, and Chassidut Radvil).
4. See for example in the Arvit liturgy, e.g. “hama’avir banav bein gizrei yam suf,” who brought His children through 

the split parts of the Sea and “malchutcha ra’u vanecha” your children beheld your majesty. (trans. based on 
ArtScroll Siddur).

5. A few examples will suffice: Each tribe travelled their own separate road in the sea; fresh water spurted forth 
from the seawalls of standing water to quench their thirst. The midrashim provide various other examples.

6. Shemot Rabbah 23:4.
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To use an old Israeli expression – “nafal ha’asimon” (the penny finally dropped). Every 
moment Bnei Yisrael had experienced, now made sense. It was now blatantly clear that it 
had been all part of the Divine plan to save the Jewish people.

In a similar vein, we can understand the opening line of Psalm 126 – “Shir hama’alot b’shuv 
Hashem ‘et shivat Tzion hayinu keholmim” (when we returned to Zion we were like dreamers). 
This is interpreted to mean we were like Joseph the master dreamer, who at the end of his 
adventures saw and recognized that the dreams were carried out by G-d for the benefit of 
Joseph, his family and the Israelites and were done only for their good.

Along the same lines, Bnei Yisrael were now able and required to sing shirah to Hashem at 
the Splitting of the Sea. The Gilui Shekhina 7 of Hashem at the Sea was clear, and now they 
understood that the entire story of their Egyptian sojourn was done for their benefit. It 
was their level of understanding of G-d’s plan that Bnei Yisrael experienced at the Splitting 
of the Sea, and this is why they now sang shirah to Hashem.

What does this have to do with emunah? There are two levels of emunah, argues Netivot 
Shalom: the first level of emunah is to believe that Hashem is the only G-d and that He is 
the Boreh Umanhig (Creator and Guide) for everything in this world. But there is a second 
and greater level of emunah; which is that all that Hashem does is done solely for our good.

While Bnei Yisrael were in Egypt and believed in Hashem “vaya’amen ha’am” (the people 
believed, Exodus 4:31), this was only at the first level. Bnei Yisrael still questioned why certain 
events were taking place. Indeed, they questioned Moshe in Egypt about the increase in their 
burdens (Exodus 5:21). They believed in G-d; yet they still remained with questions. However, 
at Kri’at Yam Suf, when they saw the Yad Hagedolah and the full gilui of “ze keili ve’anvehu,” (this 
is my G-d and I will praise Him) they understood Divine Providence, that G-d did everything 
for their good. And they believed it fully and completely as it states “vayaminu.” And thus, 
they needed to sing shirah to Hashem for this sudden recognition and clarity. 8

Netivot Shalom takes this one step further in explaining why the verse conflates the belief 
in Hashem and in Moshe. Moshe, the righteous leader, had this special level of emunah in 
Hashem all along; and the people now realized that a Tzadik can sense the completeness 
of Hashem even when most others cannot. Netivot Shalom quotes from Divrei Shmuel who 
reads Exodus 2:25-3:1 in a non-literal combination: “Vayar Elokim et Bnei Yisrael vayeida Elokim 
uMoshe” (And G-d saw the Children of Israel, and G-d took cognizance of them and Moses) –  
meaning that Hashem saw and understood Bnei Yisrael’s distress, as indeed did Moshe. 9  

7. Gilui Shechina: Probably best translated here as the discovery or uncovering of the Almighty’s Divine Presence 
and its workings in this world.

8. This is similar, says Netivot Shalom, to the phrases in Psalm 92 - Mizmor shir leyom haShabbat (A psalm for the 
Shabbat day), which contains only complete positive praise e.g. “tov lehodot Lashem ulezamer leshimhah elyon – it 
is good to thank Hashem and to sing praises to Your name,’ “ma gadlu ma’aseha Hashem – how great are your 
deeds Hashem’ etc. We get greater clarity of Hashem on Shabbat. So we are able to sing special praise to Him 
on Shabbat.

9. This is of course not the simple meaning of the two verses, which refer to two separate events. G-d took cogni-
zance of Bnei Yisrael (Ex. 2:25). And Moshe was shepherding Yitro’s flock (Ex. 3:1).
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A true Tzadik senses the trouble of his people and their travails, and yet understands that 
all done by Hashem is done for their good.

At the Red Sea the people saw what Moshe had understood this all along; therefore, the 
verse combines them together – “vaya’aminu Ba’shem uveMoshe” As well, the people saw that 
all that the Tzadik Moshe had done for them in Egypt was for their good. Thus, the belief in 
Hashem and Moshe were combined together. 10

In addition, writes Netivot Shalom, the yir’ah (awe) of the people to G-d mentioned here at 
the Sea, may actually refer to a much higher level of ahavah (love). There is a level of ahavah, 
love, that includes fear – fear that the bond of this special love may break and become lost. 
Though couched in terms of yir’ah, it is really a form of love, whose connection is so strong 
that the partners fear what may happen if their love would come apart. It was this high 
level of love of Hashem, expressed as “yir’at ha’ahavah,” that is referred to in the verse of 
“vaya’aminu.”

This is the message of Kri’at Yam Suf – that we have the ability to understand the emunah 
that all that Hashem does for us is ultimately for our benefit and good. That is a heavenly 
gift to Bnei Yisrael for all time.

The midrash states: “Bizekhut emunah nig’alu mi’mitzrayim, uvezekhut emunah atidim lehiga’el” 
(Through the merit of faith we were redeemed from Egypt, and through the merit of faith 
we will be redeemed in the future.) 11 The mitzvah of Recalling the Exodus includes recalling 
these moments at Yam Suf and applying these levels of emunah to our own lives.

10. According to R. Elimelekh of Lizensk (Sefer Noam Elimelekh), tzadikim can sense the grandeur of Hashem on dry 
land as much as Bnei Yisrael did at the Splitting of the Sea. That is one of the special abilities of a tzadik.

11. Yalkut Shimoni (Nach 519) and other locations.
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A Third Under-Utilized Way 
To Study the Talmud 1

DR. b. baRRy levy

1. This essay is in honor of my grandson, Noam Shlomo, whose Bar Mitzvah was celebrated this past year. Thanks 
to David Woolf and Jonathan Levy for their insights. The first and second under-utilized approaches appear 
in the first issue of this journal.

the BaBylOnian talmud (Berakhot 26b) discusses, at some length, the origins of the 
three daily prayers. It offers two central opinions: the services were either instituted by the 
patriarchs, or the rabbis (unidentified in the passage, but likely the Anshei Kenesset Ha-Gedolah, 
the Men of the Great Assembly who lived during the first part of the Second Temple period), 
originated the three services on the model of the Temple sacrifices.

The presentation in this passage is clear, well-constructed, and generally taken at face 
value by subsequent readers. It links the origin of Shaharit to Abraham’s having woken up 
early in the morning to nearly sacrifice Isaac (Gen. 12); Minhah was derived from Isaac’s 
having gone out to meditate in the field at the end of the day (Gen. 24:63). Jacob’s nighttime 
dream of a ladder stretching to heaven (Gen. 28:12) provided the basis for the evening service.

This talmudic text is well known, often cited, and taught publicly as historical fact by 
contemporary rabbis without further development. Unfortunately, these attributions are 
less than convincing, but no one seems to have noticed or cared. The passage is a model of 
clarity, is neatly structured, and also is unencumbered by Aramaic glosses and additions, 
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which endears it to novices. Despite the accuracy of my superficial compliments, the text 
may mean something quite different.

The talmudic descriptions say the patriarchs “tiknu” (lit., “instituted”) the three services. 
However, nothing in the proof texts of any, much less all three cases, supports that conclu-
sion. If the relevant biblical accounts are to be believed, the patriarchs did not “institute” 
anything. Rather, Abraham and Jacob clearly engaged in spontaneous, personal prayer or 
devotional worship of some sort. Isaac’s participation is a bit more difficult to categorize, 
but could easily fall under the same rubric. How can these acts be described as a deliberate 
act of instituting prayer for future generations, that is, “tiknu”? Indeed, I would say that this 
borders on the impossible. A fair description of these events would be that the patriarchs 
engaged in spontaneous, personal prayer, but in nothing that could be described as a formal 
takanah, or institution for future generations of a fixed prayer service.

According to the related statement in the Palestinian Talmud 2 (and parallels between 
the two talmudim often exhibit such variations) the options under present consideration 
were that the daily prayers were, in accord with the Bavli, based on the patriarchs or on 
the sacrifices. Unlike the Babylonian version, however, the Palestinian one says, “tefillot 
me-avot lamdum,” “they (presumably the same rabbis as above) learned the prayers from 
the patriarchs.” According to this language change in the Yerushalmi, there is no historical 
improbability or conflict. There was no formal “takanah,” or edict, made by the patriarchs. 
Rather, the rabbis took their cue from the personal offerings of the patriarchs and instituted 
the prayer service centuries after the patriarchs lived.

The question still remains: why do these two sources – eastern (Bavli) and western 
(Yerushalmi) – disagree? In particular, why does the Bavli insist that the patriarchs actually 
“instituted” the formal prayers, when this is clearly unlikely?

Many possible reasons for this difference can be advanced, all of which enter the realm of 
speculation. For the moment, I will consider only one which resembles a modern scholarly 
treatment of the story of Hannukah, but is not dependent on it.

Six ancient sources describe the events surrounding the holiday we call Hannukah. The 
five Western, Palestinian ones (1 and 2 Macabees, Josephus, Pesikta Rabbati and even the 
popular Al ha-Nissim prayer) describe the events as non-miraculous occurrences, with space 
for some divine influence. Only the Bavli, the sole eastern rabbinic source, speaks of the 
eight-day miracle of the oil. Some modern scholars have seen this as an attempt by eastern 
rabbis to draw attention away from the military success of the Hashmonaim. Creating a less 
militaristic account served both Jewish and pagan needs: It impressed the Jewish community 
toward the need for greater religious devotion, resulting in greater loyalty to the bearers of 

2. The newest and best edition of the Yerushalmi is Synapse zum Talmud Yerushalmi herausgegeben von Peter Schaefer 
und Hans-Juergen Becker (Tuebingen). Berakhot is in vol. 1 (1991). The relevant passage is on pages 105-106. For 
additional discussion of the Yerushalmi, see Yakov Z. Meyer, Defus Rishon: Mahadurat Ha-Talmud Ha-Yerushalmi 
Venizia 1523 Ve-Reishit Ha-Defus Ha-Ivri (Jerusalem: Magnes, 2022).
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that religious tradition, the rabbis. It provided reassurance to the Jews’ pagan captors that 
they remained a peaceful people.

If one examines the Gospel of Matthew (likely the New Testament book with the greatest 
amount of Jewish content), one finds the following in chapter 6. Before what has come to 
be known as “The Lord’s Prayer,” i.e., Jesus’ prayer, the reader is told not to pray like the 
Jews, whose prayers are filled with “vain repetitions,” 3 but to instead pray privately, using 
the accompanying text…”Our Father who art in heaven…” This passage is clearly polemical, 
but if we examine all the sources, including Jesus’ statement, we see that the Jews had their 
own prayers – probably originating from the rabbis or their predecessors before Jesus – and 
Jesus challenged them.

As a response to this Christian polemical attack, some Babylonian rabbis predated the 
three daily prayers to the patriarchs, arguing that the patriarchs had actually “tiknu,” or 
instituted the thrice-daily prayer service. This is not because the formal prayers were actually 
that old, but because this claim gave them greater authority. Should Christians argue that 
the rabbis had incorrectly formalized the prayer service, the rabbis, in response, could point 
to the fact that the Jewish prayer service predated the Christian one by centuries, going all 
the way back to the times of the patriarchs.

The most accurate account is still in the Yerushalmi. The lives of the patriarchs inspired 
the rabbis to compile rich prayers which mimicked their religious devotion at different 
times of the day and night.

3. They are not identified as “Jews,” by name, but rather as “hypocrites,” “pagans” or “heathens,” depending 
upon which translation one uses. It is clear, however, that the reference is to the Jews, since it states that 
these prayers are held in the “synagogue.”
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Is It Really 5783 AM/2023 CE?

peTeR SomeRS

this article is being written just after we marked the transition from 2022 to 2023 
and will be published after we have celebrated the holiday of Purim. The article will ask 
questions, and hopefully provide satisfying answers to the question, “Where did 5783 come 
from?” and “Did the Jewish world always use this year dating method? If not, what did 
the Jewish people use and why did they change?” You will see how the holiday of Purim is 
especially significant in answering these questions later in the article.

Is It Now 2023 CE?
The whole world acknowledges that the secular year number is 2023. Most of the world 
uses the “BC” (Before Christ) and “AD” (Anno Domini – the Year of Our Lord) to indicate 
which side of zero the year is. Non-Christians use the designation “CE” – “Common Era” 
or “BCE” – “Before the Common Era” to pinpoint precisely which year we are referring to. 
This numbering system is a universally accurate method of labelling any year in any era 
by starting at a fixed point in history and counting forward, or by taking that fixed point 
in history and counting backwards. Whether there was a Year Zero is a whole other discus-
sion. (If there was NO Year Zero, then the next year after 1 BCE was 1 CE.) Orthodox Jews 
are uncomfortable in using the “Common Era” year numbers because the Year Zero is the 
year that Jesus was originally thought to have been born (Most authorities now believe 
that this year was actually 4 BCE). When Jewish people wish to determine when something 
happened in relation to the rest of human history, we must use the year numbering system 
used by the rest of the world.

Rabbi Lesher
@molly@mollymorris.ca 
@safran.daniel@gmail.com 
Is this correct or does it need to be an em dash?
As follows:
Is It Really 5783 AM - 2023 CE?

Daniel Safran
He uses a slash throughout. Best to stay consistent in my opinion.

Molly Morris
OK this works.
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The Jewish Year Numbering System
The Jewish Year numbering system is called AM (Anno Mundi in Latin or The Year of the 
World). The premise is that we use the years given to us in Humash and Tanakh to count the 
“year” from “The Beginning.” Rabbi Simon Schwab wrote an excellent article titled “Compara-
tive Jewish Chronology” 1 in 1962, and I will be quoting from him extensively in this article.

The first question raised by this numbering system is, “When was Year Zero?” This 
calendar system is accepted as starting with the creation of Adam – not the first five days 
of creation, which Orthodox scientists refer to as “G-d’s numbering system.” This, in turn, 
allows them to reconcile between the secular theories about prehistoric events like dino-
saurs or the “origin of the universe” and the narrative of Sefer Bereishis. Rabbi Schwab 
explains this as follows:

Accordingly, the accepted traditional Jewish calendar which is commonly used at the present 
time, is based on a method of reckoning as follows:

• The first Five Days of Creation are called Year 1;

• The Sixth Day of Creation (when Adam was created) initiates Year 2;

• The first day of Tishrei, the Second Rosh Hashanah (when Adam became one year old) opens 
the year 3.

When we write the Jewish year number in Hebrew, we use the system that allocates a 
number to every letter of the Hebrew aleph-beis. The problem is that this allocates 1–9, 
10–90, and 100–400 to individual letters, but when we need to show anything above 499, 
then we need two letters for the hundreds: תק for 500, תר for 600, תש for 700, תת for 800, and 
as we have now run out of letters again תתק for 900.

5783 is commonly written in Hebrew as תשפ״ג which is really 783 – the “5” for 5 thousand 
is understood. Incidentally, the earliest tombstone I have seen is the Maharal’s in Prague –  
as he died in 1609/5369 – this didn’t present a problem for which millennial year to use. 
But it does imply that although tombstones may be expected to be permanent markers, the 
missing millennium number could cause confusion for gravestones older than 1,000 years. 
One final point on our current Hebrew year numbering is that if the four-letter year spells 
something offensive or improper, then we mix up the letters. For example, this occurs for 
any tombstone or document you see for 5744 for which תשד״מ is commonly used.

The Kabbalistic view of history is that the world is designed to exist for seven thousand 
years. The last thousand years are designated as Yemei HaMoshiah (the Days of Moshiah) 
and are treated separately from the preceding six thousand years. Rabbi Pinchas Winston –  
a Toronto-born Rabbi who now lives in Israel – has translated major Kabbalistic works and 
has lectured extensively about Kabbalistic themes and their relevance to our everyday lives. 
One point he brings out is that the end of Jewish history is going to parallel the beginning 

1. Ateret Tzvi Jubilee Volume in honor of Rabbi Joseph Breuer (Feldheim, 1962).
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of Jewish history – which started with the Egyptian slavery and ended with the Exodus. 
Traditionally, this took 210 years (from the arrival in Egypt). He claims that the End of Jewish 
History will begin with Tehias HaMeisim (the Resurrection of the Dead) which, just like the 
beginning of the Egyptian chapter, will begin 210 years BEFORE the year 6000 (which is 
the start of the final 1,000 years). 6,000 minus 210 years brings us to the year 5790 – seven 
years from now!

How Accurate Is the AM Year Numbering System?
The world’s secular year numbering system has been documented extensively for the last 
2,000 years at least, and to quote Rabbi Schwab:

There can be no doubt as the objective historical truth of marking the secular year 70 CE as the 
year of the destruction of the Second Temple. The circumstances surrounding the Churban are 
illuminated by the clear evidence of Roman history. No serious scholar will therefore doubt the 
correctness of the chronological equation whereby the Jewish year 3830 AM corresponds to the 
year 70 CE and, consequently, our present Jewish year 5722 AM to the secular year 1962 CE.

Rabbi Schwab is able to create a chart documenting the “Common Era” and Jewish year, 
corresponding years from:

• “Year of Creation 1 AM = 3760 BCE”

• “First Temple destroyed 3340 AM = 421 BCE”

• “Second Temple consecrated 3410 AM = 351 BCE”

• “Second Temple destroyed 3380 AM = 70 CE.”

He then presents what he describes as a “vexing problem for the Torah-true historian.” 
When we review ancient history of the Babylonian and Persian Empires (the period during 
which Purim occurred) and we compare it to the Torah-true narrative, we find that according 
to Ezra 6:15, the Second Temple was completed in the sixth year of Darius I. If we research 
the secular chronology then this must have been 517 BCE. But our Torah-based dating puts 
this date as 351 BCE. As long as we cannot doubt the date given for the destruction of the 
Second Temple (70 CE), we are compelled to admit that the Second Temple must have existed 
for no less than 586 years instead of the 420 years given by tradition. This amounts to a 
discrepancy of 165 years. Rabbi Schwab presents, in great detail, the attempts by trustworthy 
Orthodox scholars to reconcile the problem (see below for a synopsis of this explanation). He 
describes the dilemma as though a modern, recognized historian had published a textbook 
on medieval history that ignored all records of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries.

It just is not credible to pour scorn on secular scholarship, nor is it reasonable for a 
Torah-observant Jew to ignore the depth of Jewish scholarship stretching back to the times 
of the Talmud.
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Dating Documents in Jewish History
Avodah Zara 10a clearly states, “Said Rav Nahman: ‘In the Diaspora, it is not permissible to 
count except only by the kings of the Grecians.’”

Yovel

We must presume that the Torah-given instruction to count Yovel (Jubilee) years was the 
first and most authentic Jewish way to specify a particular date. For example, a contract 
would state that it began in the 4th year of the 32nd Yovel cycle. We know from Humash that 
various laws were activated on the 50th year of the cycle (for instance freeing of Jewish 
slaves, return of ancestral property, cancellation of loans). But we have no documented 
evidence in either the Tanakh or the Talmud of an event being dated this way. Tradition 
states that the fifteenth year after entering the land of Canaan was the first year of the first 
Yovel cycle. And we know that tradition says that the Babylonian exile lasted 70 years as 
a punishment for missing 70 Yovels. But we have no specific event that tells us when this 
method of counting ended.

Heshbon HaYevonim (Seleucid Era)

The Jews of the post-Biblical era adopted the Seleucid Era dating system. Documentary 
evidence shows this system being used from Seleucus I Nicanor’s re-conquest of Babylon 
in 312 BCE after his exile in Ptolemaic Egypt. 2 The Book of Maccabees uses this system of 
dating. It is possible that after the victory of the Maccabees, years were numbered according 
to Maccabean rule. For instance several coins of Simon were found which are dated “the 
year of the salvation of Israel.”

Anno Mundi (The Year since the Foundation of the World)

This system of numbering years was first seen about 250 CE, but the Seleucid system 
continued to be used (sometimes in parallel) up to its abrogation in 1511 CE by David ibn 
Abi Zimrah when he served as Chief Rabbi of Egypt. The Rambam used both systems in his 
writings. According to the Jewish Encyclopedia, Yemenite Jews still use the Seleucid dating 
system today. If this numbering system began about 250 CE, there is conjecture that its start 
was the beginning of the fifth (Jewish) millennium (i.e., 4000 AM = 240 CE).

How Do We Make Sense of the Missing 165 Years?
Rabbi Schwab proposes that there is only one avenue of approach to the problem of missing 
years. Our Sages must have “covered up” a certain historic period and, “purposely eliminated 
and suppressed all records and other material pertaining thereto” Why would they have 
done that? Nothing short of a Divine command could have prompted our Hazal – our “men of 
truth”– to leave out 165 years of history. Do we have any evidence of such a Divine command? 

2. Denis C. Feeney, Caesar’s Calendar (University of California Press: Berkeley, 2007), 139.
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Daniel was instructed to “seal the words and close the book” at the end of a long prophecy 
(11:1 to 12:4). It must be assumed that our Sages obeyed this command, removing discussion 
of certain events and eliminated them from all chronological lists about this time period.

In Pesahim (62b) we hear of a “Book of Genealogies” which according to Rashi was a 
Mishnaic commentary on the Book of Chronicles. This should have contained an enormous 
wealth of chronological and historical material up to the time of Ezra. The Talmud informs 
us that this important book was hidden. No reasons are given. Rav is quoted as saying that 
“since the Book of Genealogies was hidden, the strength of the wise had been weakened 
and the light of their eyes dimmed.” 3 In Sanhedrin 97b, we find a strict warning about 
conjecturing the messianic date from the last chapter of Daniel. So we have good grounds 
to think that the suppression of the chronology was bound up with the suppression of 
conjecture about the timing of the messianic time period.

It seems coincidental that soon after Ezra and Nehemiah began their work in re-estab-
lishing the Second Temple, a new method of counting years was introduced by our Sages –  
a method that was retained for well over 1,200 years by our people. This refers to the 
Heshbon HaYevonim.

We are left with a “reconstructed” Jewish Chronology as detailed in this table copied 
from Rabbi Simon Schwab’s article:

3339 587–86 BCE First year of Babylonian exile

3386 540–39 BCE Cyrus conquers Persia

3387 539–38 BCE Proclamation of Cyrus; Return under Zerubabel

3390 536–35 BCE Cyrus assumes title of Artahshashta (Emperor); His son Cambys 
(= Ahashverosh) co-regent; Temple constructions stopped

3391 525–24 BCE Banquet in Shushan

3395 531–30 BCE Cyrus dies; Cambys (Ahashverosh) sole ruler; Esther queen

3400 526–25 BCE Haman’s fall

3401 525–24 BCE Purim

3403 523–22 BCE Darius I, the Great

3404 522–21 BCE Haggai, Zekhariah; Temple building resumed by Zerubabel

3408 518–7 BCE 70th year of Babylonian Exile

3. Pesahim 62b.
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3409 517–6 BCE Dedication of (small) Temple, 18 years after stoppage

488–87 BCE Darius I dies

487–86 BCE Xerxes King

484–83 BCE Greek revolt; war preparations against Persia

481–80 BCE Persian navy defeated at Salamis

480–79 BCE Battle of Plataea, Persians expelled

479–78 BCE End of Persian rule in Europe, one thousand years after Exodus; 
culturally the “Greek era” begins

466–65 BCE Artaxerxes I

425–24 BCE Darius II

405–04 BCE Artaxerxes II

384–83 BCE Nehemiah rebuilds walls of Jerusalem

373–72 BCE Nehemiah returns to Shushan

359–58 BCE Artaxerxes III (“King of Ashur”) Restoration of Temple begun

355–54 BCE Pesah celebration marks end of Restoration (Barukh, Ezra’s 
teacher, dies in Babel)

354–53 BCE Ezra and second gathering of immigrants arrive

353–52 BCE Nehemiah returns, Sanctification of Eretz Israel, Counting of 
Sh’mitta begins

3410 352–3 BCE Consecration of Walls by Ezra and Nehemiah
Beginning of the Second Commonwealth

3427 335–34 BCE Alexander begins World Conquest

3450 312–11 BCE Seleucid Era – Minyan Sh’taroth for dating

3830 69–70 CE Second Temple Destroyed

5783 2023 CE Present Day





čĘ ĕĚėē

ĒĔ

 Ėėčđ ,đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ ĕĦđĎĕĐĜĚĐ ĤčĥĚč ěđĕĞ ĕďĕ ĘĞ .ĐĕĝĤĠĕďđ ĦĕĦĤčē Ħđďĕďč Ęĥ ĦĤĎĦČĚ
 Ħđďĕďč À Ħđďĕďč Ęĥ ĖčďĜ ďđĞ ęĕĕģĥ ĞĕĢĐĘ ěĦĕĜ ,ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĦđďĕďč ĦČ ĦĔĤĠĚ ĐĤđĦĐĥ
 đĦđďĕďč .ēĤėĐč ČĘ ĖČ ,ĦĕĦĤčē ĦđďĕďčĚ ĦģĦđĜĚ ĦđĕĐĘ ĐĘđėĕ ĦĕĜēđĤĐ ĦđďĕďčĐ .ĦĕĜēđĤ
 ,Ĥčđďđ ,čĦėĜ ĦđčĤ .đĕĘĞ ĐĤčĎĦĐđ ,ĦĕĥđĜČĐ đĦđďĕďčĚ ęĕđĝĚ ěčđĚč ĐĞčĜ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ ĦĕĜēđĤĐ
 đĕėĤď  ĤēČ  ĦđģēĦĐĘ  ĦđĝĜĘđ  ,đČĤđč  ĕĠĘė  ĐčĐČđ  ĐČĤĕ  ĥđēĘ  ěĕĚČĚĐ  ęďČĐ  ĘĞĥ  Ėė  ĘĞ
 đĦģđčď ĦČ ĐĢđĤ  ęďČĐ đč  ,ĖđĠĐĐ ĐĤģĚĐ ĘĞ Ĥčđď  ĦđčĤ  ČĘ  ĖČ .ĤĥĠČĥ ĐĚė đč  ģđčďĘđ
 ęĕĜĠ ĤĦĝĐ ęČ 12 .đĜĚĚ ďďđčĦĚĥ ĐĒ ČđĐ ĐīčģĐ Čģđđďĥ ĥĕĎĤĚ ĖČ ,ĖĤčĦĕ ĪĐ Ęĥ đĦčĤģđ
 ĎĕĐĜĚĐ  ĘĢČ  ĤđĚē  ĤčĥĚč  ČĔčĦĚ  ,ĦđĕĜēđĤĐđ  ĐĕĎđĘđėĕĝĠĐ  ĦđĒđēĚ  ěĕč  ĞĜĥ  ,ĐĒėĥ  ĕĥĕČ

.đĜĦĕČĚ ĦēČđ ďēČ Ęė ĘĞ ĦđēĜĘ Ęđėĕ ĐĒ ĤčĥĚĥ ĕĤĐ ,ĕďđĐĕĐ ęĞĘ ęģĥ ĤĦđĕč ĘđďĎĐ

 ěđģĕĦ À ęĕĜĠ ĘđĠė ĕđĠĕĤ đĦđČ ,ĐĥĚĘ ĐīčģĐ ĞĕĢĐ đĦđČ ěđĤĦĠĐ ęĎ ĕė ĦđĤĥĠČĐ ĦĜĦĕĜ ěė ĘĞ
 ĦđďĕďčĐ  ĤčĥĚĘ  ęĎ  ěđĤĦĠĐ  ČđĐ  ,ĦĕĜēđĤĐ  ĦđďĕďčĐ  ěđģĕĦ  Ėė  ĕďĕ  ĘĞđ  ĦĕĥđĜČĐ  ĦđďĕďčĐ
 ďďđčĐ  ęďČĐ  ĦĠĕĔĞ  ,ĕĜēđĤĐđ  ĕĥđĜČĐ  Ĥđčĕē  ,ĖĘđĚĥ  ęďČĐ  ĕďĕ  ĘĞ  ĪĐ  ĕĜĠ  Ħĥģč  .đĜĤđďč
 Ęĥ đĕĜĠ ĘČ ęĕĤĥģĦĚđ ęĕČđĤ đĜČ ĤĥČė .ĕđĠĕĤĘ ĕĜđĥČĤĐ ĕČĜĦĐ ČĕĐ đĦđČ ččđĝĦĥ ĐĤčēč
 ĐīčģĐ Ęĥ đĕĜĠ ĦĥĕĎĠĘ ĤĐĢ ęĕēĦđĠ Ėėčđ ,ĦĚĕđĝĚ Ħđďĕďč Ħčėĥ đĜĦĕČĚ ęĕĎĕĠĚ đĜČ ,ĤēČĐ
 ĦđĜĚďĒĐ đčđēč ěĚđĔĥ ĤčĥĚ ,đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ ęĕĜĠĐ ĦĘđĠė ĦđďĕďčĐ ĕĐđĒ .ĤēČĐ Ęĥ đĕĜĠč

.ĘđďĎ ĕđĠĕĤĘ

. Ĉĥ ă ýģ ÿč úČ ĪĐ ĀĖĕ þĜ ăĀĠ Ħ þČ ĕ ĀĜ ĀĠ ăđ Ĉĥ ă øģ ă ÿč ĕ ă üč üĘ Ĥ ÿĚ ĀČ ĀĖ øĘ 
(ē ,Ēīė ęĕĘĕĐĦ)

 ěĕčĘ ęĕģđĘČč Ħđģĕčďđ ĦđčĐĘĦĐ ěĕč ĔčĘĦĚĐ ,ĦđĤĕĦĝđ ęĕĕĚĕĜĠ ęĕģčČĚ ĐĝđĚĞ ĦĕĦďĐ đĦĕđđē ĤĥČ ,ěĕĚČĚĐ ęďČĐī  .12
 ĐĝĜČ ęČ ĦēĘĝĜ ĕĦĘč ĐĤĚđĕ đĒ ĐĕĐĦ .ĐĥĚđ ęĐĤčČ ĕĚĕ ĒČĚ Đĥģ đďĕģĠĦ ,đďĕ ĘĞ čĒĞĜ đĘĕČė ĥĕĎĤĚĥ ĐĞĥ ĥđČĕĕ ĕĤđĐĤĐ
(ďďđčĐ ĐĜđĚČĐ ĥĕČ ,ĐēĕĦĠ ,ģĕĢĕĕčđĘđĝ ďīĕĤĎĐ) ī.ģđĠĕĝđ ĐĕĜđĚĤĐ ĦĕĕđđĤ Đĕđđēč Ęčĝ ĐČĘĚĐ ĐĜđĚČĐ Ħĕĕđđē ĦČ ĖđĠĐĘ



ęĕĜđĕĞ

đĔ

 ,ĘĎĞĚĐ ĦČ đĜĘ ĤĎđĝ Ēīĕ ĪĝĠ ,ěėČđ .ęĕĤĒđĞ đĘ ĐĜĚĕđ ĦđďĕďčĐĚ đĦđČ ġĘēĕĥ ĐīčģĐĚ ĥģčĚ
:ęĞĐ ĘđĚ ĘČ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĜĕĚĕ ďĕ đĕĐĕĥ ęĕĜģĒ ęĕĞčĥ ĦđĜĚĘ ĐĥĚ ĦČ ĐđđĢĚ ĐīčģĐđ

 ęĞĐ ĕĜģĒ ęĐąĕė ĦĞďĕ ĤĥČ ĘČĤĥĕ ĕĜģĒĚ ĥĕČ ęĕĞčĥ ĕĘąĐĠĝČ ĐĥĚąĘČ ĪĐ ĤĚČĕđ (ĒĔ)
 ĕĦĘĢČđ ęĥ ĖĚĞ ĕĦĤčďđ ĕĦďĤĕđ (Ēĕ) .ĖĚĞ ęĥ đčĢĕĦĐđ ďĞđĚ ĘĐČąĘČ ęĦČ ĦēģĘđ đĕĤĔĥđ

.ĖďčĘ ĐĦČ ČĥĦąČĘđ ęĞĐ ČĥĚč ĖĦĕČ đČĥĜđ ęĐĕĘĞ ĕĦĚĥđ ĖĕĘĞ ĤĥČ ēđĤĐąěĚ

 À īĕĘī ČđĐ ğđĝĕČĐ À ĐĥĚ ěĕčĘ đĜĕč ęĕĜģĒĐ ęĕĞčĥ ğđĝĕČĘ ĕđđĕĢĐ ĦČ ģĘēĚ ĐīčģĐ ĒīĔ ģđĝĠč 
 ęĥ đčĢĕĕĦĐđ ..ĦēģĘđ ..ĦĞďĕ ĤĥČī) ęĚĢĞ ęĕĥĜČĐ ĦČ ĤđēčĘ ĐĥĚ ĘĞĥ ďđĞč ,ĖĤčĦĕ ĪĐĘ
 ĘĕčđĚ đĜĕČ ĐĥĚ đč ĖĕĘĐĦ ,ďēČĐ :ęĕĜĠ ĘđĠė ĕđĠĕĤ ĖĕĘĐĦ ČĔčĚ ęĕĜģĒĐ ğđĝĕČĘ ĕđđĕĢĐ .(īĖĚĞ
 .đĘđĚ ďďđĎĐĦĥ ęĞĐ ĘČ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ ĥďēĚ Ĥđčĕē ĐđđĐĚ đĚĢĞ ĝđĕĎĐ ĖĕĘĐĦ ,ĕĜĥĐ ,ęĞĐ ĦČ đďčĘ
 ,ęĕĘČĕĢĜĔđĠĐ ęĕďĚĞđĚĐ ęĞ ĐģĕĚĞĚ ĦđĤėĐ ĥĤđď ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĕĜĕĞ ĦđČĤ ĕĠė ęĕĜģĒĐ ğđĝĕČ

.ĦĕĦĎĐĜĐ-ĦĕĥđĜČĐ đĦđďĕďčĚ ČĢĕ ĐĥĚ Ėė ĕďĕ ĘĞđ

 ČĘČ ,ĐĥĚĘ ęďđ Ĥĥč ęĕĤĒđĞ ĐĜĚĚ ģĤ ČĘ ĐīčģĐ ?ĦĕĜēđĤĐđ ĐģđĚĞĐ đĦđďĕďčĘ ĞĎđĜč ĐĚ ĖČ
 ĤėĒČĚ  đĐĒ  .đĦĕČ  Ĥčďĕđ  ĐĥĚ  ĘČ  ďĤĕĕ  ĐīčģĐĥ  ĤČđĦĚ  Ēīĕ  ģđĝĠč  .ĦĕĤčĐ  ĦČ  đĦĕČ  ĥďēĚ

:(ė Ĕīĕ ĦđĚĥ) ĕĜĕĝ ĤĐ ďĚĞĚč ĤĚČĜĘ

ĊĐ þ ĈĥāĚ Ę ÿĞ ÿăĕ ÿđ Ĥ ĀĐ ĀĐ ĈĥČāĤąĘ þČ Đ þ ĈĥāĚ øĘ ĪĐ Č ĀĤ øģ üăĕ ÿđ Ĥ ĀĐ ĀĐ ĈĥČāĤąĘ þČ ĕ ÿĜĕ üĝ Ĥ ÿĐąĘ ÿĞ ĪĐ ď þĤ ýăĕ ÿđ

 ęĎ đďđčė ČĝėĚ ďĤĕ ĐīčģĐ .ĐĕĕĘĞ ,Ĥđčĕď ,ĐďĕĤĕ :ģđĝĠĐ ĕģĘē ĦĥđĘĥ Ęė ěĕč ĐĘčģĐ ĐĜĥĕ
 ďĚĞĚč ęĎđ đĜĘĥ ĐĕĥĤĠč ęĎ ĐĥĚ ęĞ ĤčďĚđ ČĤģ ĐīčģĐ .ĕĜĕĝ ĤĐ ďĚĞĚč ęĎđ đĜĘĥ ĐĕĥĤĠč
 ĐĥĚ ĐĘĞ ĕĜĕĝ ĤĐ ďĚĞĚč ęČ À ĕđĜĕĥĐ ĦČ ęĕČđĤ đĜČ ,ĐĕĘĞĘ ,ěđĤēČĐ ģĘēĘ ĞĎđĜč .ĕĜĕĝ ĤĐ
 ęĕĘđĞ ĦĚĕđĝĚ ĐďĕĚč ,ĐĥĚ ęĞ ďēĕč ĘđĞĐ ĦČ 11 ęĕČĥđĜ  ęĕĜģĒĐ ěČėĥ ĕĤĐ ,ĤĐĐ ĘČ đďčĘ
 ĐĥĞĚĘ Ėėčđ 11 ,ĐīčģĐ ęĞ đĘĥ ĕĚĕĔĜĕČĐ ēĕĥč ĤĚĥĜ ěĕĕďĞ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đďđēĕĕ .ďēĕč đĦĕČ
 ďĤđģČĐ  đĐĒ  .ĐīčģĐ  ĘđĚ  ĘČ  ěĐđ  ęĞĐ  ĘđĚ  ĘČ  ěĐ  À  ęĕĜĠĐ  ĦĘđĠė  đĦđďĕďčĚ  ĐĥĚ  ČĠĤĦĚ

.ĐĥĚ Ęĥ ĕĜēđĤĐ ĤčĥĚĐ ěđĤĦĠ ĦĘĕēĦ Ęĥ ěđĥČĤĐ

ęđėĕĝ
 đĜĕčĤ  ĐĥĚ  Ęĥ  ĕĜēđĤĐ  đĤčĥĚ  ĘĞ  ĥĎďč  ,ęĕđČĦĚĐ  ČĔē  ĤđĠĕĝ  ĤēČ  đĜģēĦĐ  ĐĒ  ĤĚČĚč
 ęĞĐĚ  ďďđčĚ)  đĜĕčĤ  ĐĥĚ Ęĥ ęĕĜĠĐ ĦĘđĠė  đĦđďĕďč  ĕė  đĜĕČĤ  .ĐīčģĐ  ĖėĘ  ĞĕĢĐĥ ěđģĕĦĐđ
 ĦĕĤčĐ ĥđďĕēĚđ (ęĞĐĚ ĦđďĕďčĐ ĦČ ĤĦđĠ) ęĕĜģĒĐ  1 ĕđĜĕĚ ĕďĕ ĘĞ ĐĤĦĠĜ (ĐīčģĐĚ ďďđčĚđ
 ĤČĥĜ .(ĐīčģĐĚ ĦđďĕďčĐ ĦČ ĤĦđĠ) ĕĜĕĝ ĤĐ ďĚĞĚč ĐĕĐĥ ĕĠė ĐīčģĐ ěĕčĘ đĜĕč ĦĕĚĕĔĜĕČĐ
 ĞđďĚ ?ĐĒ ĤđĠĕĝĚ ĦēģĘ ĖīĜĦĐ ĦđďĚđĘđ ĕďĚđĘ ,đĜĘ ĐĚ À đĜēĦĠ ĐĦĕČĥ ĐĘČĥĐ ĘĞ ĦđĜĞĘ đĜĘ
 ĘėĥĐĐ ĤĝđĚ đĐĚđ ,ĐĒ ĤđĚēĐ ĐĎĐĜĐĐ ĤčĥĚ ĤđĠĕĝč ĖīĜĦĐ ĕďĚđĘ ĦČ ğĦĥĘ ĐĤēč ĐĤđĦĐ

?đĕĤčĥ ěĕčĚ ĦđĢĚĘ đĜĕĘĞĥ

 ęďČĐ  ĦČ  ęĕĜĕĕĚďĚ  đĜČ  ęĕĦĞĘ  .ĦĕĥđĜČĐ  ĥĠĜĐ  ęĘđĞč  ĤĎĦČĚ  ĎĥđĚ  ČđĐ  Ħđďĕďč  ĎĥđĚĐ
 ĦđČĕĢĚ  đĕĘĞ  ĐĦĠėĜĥ  ďēČė  ,Ėėč  Ĥēč  ČĘĥ  ďēČė  ,đĦđČ  ĦďďđčĚ  ĐĤčēĐĥ  ęďČė  ďďđčĐ

 .ĦđĘĞĦĐ ,ĦđČĥĜĦĐ ĤđĦč ęĎ ĥĚĥĚ Č.ĥ.Ĝ ĥĤđĥ  .11
 øĖ ýĘ ýČ Đ ĀĜ ĀČ :ē-Ē , ĔīĘģ ęĕĘĐĦč ĤČđĦĚĥ ĕĠė ,ĖđĠĐ ĘďđĚ ęĎ đĜĥĕ.Īđ ĐėĘĐ Ē ģĤĠ ,ĐĤđĦĐ ĕďđĝĕ ĦđėĘĐ ,ĐĤđĦ ĐĜĥĚ đČĤ  .11

. Āŉ þăĜ üĐ Ę āđČ ø ă Ĉĥ Đ ĀĞĕ üăĢ ÿČ øđ Đ ĀăĦ ĀČ ę Ā Ĉĥ ę üĕ ÿĚ Ā Ĉĥ ģ ÿăĝ þČąę üČ ?ē ĀĤ øč þČ ĀĖĕ þĜ Ā ăĠ üĚ Đ ĀĜ ĀČ øđ ĀĖ þē ăđĤ ýĚ



čĘ ĕĚėē

ďĕ

 ,ĐėĤĞĚč đďčĘ ĤĦđĜ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ .(ěĕĞč ěĕĞ ĐīčģĐ ęĞ ĐČđĤ đĜĕČĥ Ėėč) ĖĤčĦĕ ĪĐĚ ďďđčĚ ěĐđ
.đĕĦđďĘđĦč ĐĥģĐ ĤčĥĚĐ ĦČ ĤčđĞ ČđĐ đĕĥėĞ Čģđđď ĐĚĘ đĜĘ ěčđĕđ ěėĦĕĕ ĐĒ ĞģĤ ĘĞđ

ĖĕĜĕĞč ěē ĕĦČĢĚ ČĘ ĐĚĘ
 ĦĕĕĥĤĠ ďĞđ (Īė ĤčďĚčđ Ēĕ ĦđĚĥ) ĐčĕĤĚ ĕĚ ĦđĕĥĤĠ ĖĤď ,(ĪĎ ĦđĚĥ) ĤĞđčĐ ĐĜĝĐ ĦĕĥĤĠč ĘēĐ
 ęĞĐ ĘČ đĝēĕč ęĕĤčĥĚč ęĕĠđĢĤ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĕĕē ĖĘĐĚ ,(čĘ ĤčďĚč) ęĕĔčĥĐ ĕĢēđ ęĕĕĜĥ
 đĦĤĚđēč ĐđđĦĥĚĥ ĞđĤĕČ ěĕČ ĕė ĐĚďĜ ĖČ .đĕĘĞ ĘĕĔĐĥ ĦđēĕĘĥĘđ ĐīčģĘ đĝēĕč ěėđ ,đĕĘČ ęĞĐđ
 ĕĜĠ ĘĞ ĦĤČĦĚ ĐĤđĦĐ .ęĕđČĦĚĐ ĦĕĕĥĤĠ ,đĜĘĥ ĐĕĥĤĠč đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Đđđēĥ ĤčĥĚĘ đĦĚĢđĞčđ

:ęĞĐ ĦđĜđĘĦ ĤēČĘ ĐīčģĐ ĕĠĘė đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ ĦđĥģĐ đĕĦđĜĞĔ ĦČ ęĕģđĝĠ  -ė

ąĘ Āăė Č Ā ăĉĥ ÿĚąĦ þČ ę ăđ ĉĥ ĀĘ ĀĖĕ þĜĕ ýĞ øăč ě ýē ĕ üĦ ĀĢ ĀĚąČŞ Đ ĀăĚ ĀĘ øđ ĀĖ þăď øč ÿĞ øĘ ĀĦāĞ ýĤ úĐ Đ ĀĚ ĀĘ ĪĐąĘ þČ Đ þ ĈĥāĚ Ĥ þĚČā ăĕ ÿđ (Č)
 ăđĐ ýČ Āĉĥ ĕ ÿĘ ýČ Ĥ ÿĚČāĦąĕ üăė ăđĐĕ üăĦ øď üĘ øĕ ĕ üėāĜ ĀČąę üČ Đ þăĒ ÿĐ ę ĀĞ ĀĐąĘ Āăė Ħ ýČ ĕ üĦĕ üĤ ĀĐ ĕ üėāĜ ĀČ þĐ (č) Ċĕ ĀĘ ĀĞ Đ þăĒ ÿĐ ę ĀĞ ĀĐ
 Ĥ Āĉĥ Āăč  ĕ üĘ  ě üĕ ÿČ ýĚ (Ď)  Ċđĕ ĀĦāč úČ ÿĘ  Ā ăĦ øĞ ÿăč ø Ĉĥ üĜ  Ĥ þ Ĉĥ úČ Đ ĀĚ Āď úČ ĀĐ  Ę ÿĞ  ģ ýĜā ăĕ ÿĐąĦ þČ ě ýĚāČ ĀĐ  Č Ā ăĉĥ üĕ  Ĥ þ Ĉĥ úČ ÿăė  ĀĖ þģĕ ýē øč
 ĕ üăď ÿč øĘ  ĕ üėāĜ ĀČ  Ę ÿė ăđČąČŞ  (ď)  ĊĐ ĀĘ ýėČāĜ øđ  Ĥ Āĉĥ Āč  ăđĜ ĀăĘąĐ ĀĜ ø ăĦ  ĤāĚČ ýĘ  ĕ ÿĘ ĀĞ  ăđ ăė øč üĕąĕ üăė  Đ þăĒ ÿĐ  ę ĀĞ ĀĐąĘ Āė øĘ  Ħ ýĦ ĀĘ
 ĕ üĦČ ĀĢ ĀĚąę üČ ĎāĤ ĀĐ Č ĀĜ ĕ üĜ ýĎ øĤ ĀĐ ĕ üăĘ Đ þĉĥāĞą øăĦ ÿČ Đ Āė Āăėąę üČ øđ (Đ) Ċĕ üăĜ þ ăĚ üĚ ď ýč Āė ĕ üăė Đ þăĒ ÿĐ ę ĀĞ ĀĐąĘ ĀăėąĦ þČ ĦČ ýĉĥ ĀĘ

Ċĕ üĦ ĀĞ ĀĤ øăč Đ þČ øĤ þČąĘ ÿČ øđ ĀĖĕ þĜĕ ýĞ øăč ě ýē

 ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĕĦđĜđĘĦ .ĐīčģĐ ĕĠĘė ĦđĜđĘĦč ĐĜđĠ ČđĐ ęĎđ ęĞč ĦĤĤđĥĐ ĐĤĕđđČĘ ğĤĔĢĚ ĐĥĚ
 ĘĞ ęĎ ĔĤēĦĚ ĐĥĚ ,ęĕĤĢĚĚ đĦČĕĢĕ  ĘĞ ĔĤēĦĚ ęĞĐĥ ěĚĒč .ęĞĐ ĘĥĚ ĦđĠĕĤē ĤĦđĕ  ğČ
 Đė ďĞ ĕĤĐ .ĐČđđĥĚĐ ěČė ĐĤčĥĜ ĐĥĞĚĘĥ ĥĕĎďĐĘ đĜĕĘĞ .đĚđĕģ ęĢĞ ĘĞ ęĎđ ĦđēĕĘĥĐ ęĢĞ
 ďĢĚ ďĚđĞ ęĞĐ ,ĐĎĐĜĐĐ ĦĤďĥ ěĕčĘ ęĞĐ ěĕč ĦđĥĎĜĦĐ ĐĜĥĕ ĤĥČė Đč ĐČđđĥĚĘ đĜĕĕĐ ęĕĘĕĎĤ
 ěĕčĘ ęĞĐ ěĕč  ĖđđĦĚė ĥĚĥĚ ĐĥĚ ĦđēĠĘĥ đČ   ,ĕĜĥĐ ďĢĐĚ ĐīčģĐ ęĞ ďĚđĞ ĐĥĚđ ďēČ
 ĐīčģĐđ  ĐĥĚĘ ęĤđĎĥ ěđĕđđĥĐ Ĥčđĥ ĐĜĐĥ ĕĤĐ .(ęĕĜĜđČĦĚĐ ĦĕĕĥĤĠč đĜĕČĤĥ ĕĠė)  ĐīčģĐ
 ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĦĜđĘĦ ęĎ ĦĜčđĚ ,ĐĒ  ĤčĥĚ ĞģĤ ĘĞĥ ĞĕĢĐĘ ĕĜđĢĤč .ĐĕĢĕĒđĠĐ ĐĦđČč ēđėĜĘ ČĘ
 ďďđč ČđĐĥ ěĕčĚ ČđĐ ī.ĐĒĐ ęĞĐ Ęė ĦČ ĦČĥĘ ĕďčĘ ĕėĜČ ĘėđČ ČĘī :đĘĥ ďĕēĕĐ ĦĎĐĜĐ ĘĞ
 ČĘ  đďčĘ  ČđĐ  .ĐīčģĐ  ĘđĚ  ěĐđ  ,ęĞĐ  ĘđĚ  ěĐ  À  ĦĕĦĕĕĞč  ĦĕĦĎĐĜĐ  ĐĕĢĕĒđĠč  ČĢĚĜđ  ĐėĤĞĚč
 8 .ĐīčģĐ Ęĥ čĤĐ đĝĞė ĘđĚ ČĘĥ ēĔčđ ,đĕĦđēĠĥĚĘ ďēđČĚĐ ęĞĐ ēđė ĘđĚ ďďđĚĦĐĘ Ęđėĕ
 ĦđčģĞč ęĞĐ Ęĥ ęĕĜĕĢģĐ ĦđĚ ĦđčģĞč ęĎ ĞĕĎĚ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ ĦđďĕďčĐ ĤčĥĚĥ ğĕĝđĚ ĕĜđģĒēĐ
 ďĕđ  ĐĤĒĞ đđĐĕ  ęĞĐ Ęĥ ęĕĜĕĢģĐ ĦđēĠĘĥ Ėėč đĕĦđđģĦ ĐĘĦ ĐĥĚđ ěėĦĕĕ  9 .ęĕĜĜđČĦĚĐ ČĔē

.ĐĒ ĦČ ęĎ đĜĚĚ ĞĜĚ ĐīčģĐ ĖČ ,ęĞĐ ĦĎĐĜĐč ĦĠĝđĜ

 ĕĦĎĐĜĐĐđ ĕĥĕČĐ ĤčĥĚč ĕđĔĕč ĕďĕĘ ĐČčĐ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĦđďĕďč ĕė ĤĚđĘđ ęėĝĘ ěĦĕĜ ,ěė ęČ
 īěĕĞč ěĕĞī ĐČđĤ đĜĕČ ČđĐ .ĦĕĜēđĤ ,ĤĦđĕ ĐģđĚĞ ĦđďĕďčĘ ĕđĔĕč ČĕĐ ęĕđČĦĚĐ ČĔē ĤēČĘ đĘĥ
 ďčĘ ďĚđĞ ĐĥĚ ĐĜđĥČĤĐ ęĞĠč .ĕĜĥ ďĢĚ ęĞĐ ęĞđ ,ďēČ ďĢĚ ĐīčģĐ ęĞ ĐĕĢČđĔĕĝĐ ĦČ
 ČđĐ ĥđČĕ ĕĜĠĘ ĞĎĤ .đĦđČ ęĕĠēđďĐ ęĕĕĜĦĚĕČĐ ĦđēđėĐ ěĕč ĐēĘĢĐ ČĘĘ ĔđđĜĘ ĐĝĜĚđ ,ĝĤĦĚč

 .ęĞĐ ęĞ ĘđĞĠĘ ďĢĕė ĐīčģĘ ġĞĕĕĚ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ đč (ďĕ ĤčďĚč) ęĕĘĎĤĚĐ ČĔēč ČĚĎđďĘ đČĤ  . 
 ĤđČĕĦĘ ĦĕĦđĤĠĝ ĐĘčģĐ ěČė ĦđČĤĘ ěĦĕĜ ī.đĐĕĦďĘĕ ĕėĜČąęČ ĐĒĐ ęĞĐąĘė ĦČ ĕĦĕĤĐ ĕėĜČĐī :ĐĤđĐĘ đĚĢĞ ĦČ ĐĚďĚ ĐĥĚ  .8
 đĜĕČĥ ęĞĐ Ęĥ ĐĤđĐė ,ďčĘ ďĚđĞ ĐĥĚ ,ęĞĐ Ęĥ ĦĕĦēĠĥĚĐ Ęĥ ĦđďēČĐ ĘđĚ ĘČ ī.ęĦđēĠĥĚĘī ęĞĐ ĦđďēČ ĘĞ čđĦėĐ

.ĐĕĢČđĔĕĝĐ ęĞ đďčĘ ďďđĚĦĐĘ ĐĝĜĚđ .ęĞĐ ĦČ ĐĤĐ
ąĕĠĐ ďēČ (Č ,Čīĕ ĤčďĚč) īĐĜēĚĐ ĐĢģč ĘėČĦđ ĪĐ ĥČ ęčąĤĞčĦđ đĠČ Ĥēĕđ ĪĐ ĞĚĥĕđ ĪĐ ĕĜĒČč ĞĤ ęĕĜĜČĦĚė ęĞĐ ĕĐĕđī  .9

.(ęĥ ĕīĥĤ) ęĞĐ Ęĥ ęĕĜĕĢģĐ đĘČ īĐĜēĚĐ ĐĢģčī Ęĥ ęĕĥđĤ



ęĕĜđĕĞ

Ďĕ

 ĞĤĥ ĤčďĐ đĐĚ ī.ĞĤ ĐĥĚ ĕĜĕĞčđī :đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĦčđĎĦ ĦČ ęĎ ĦĜĕĕĢĚ ĐĤđĦĐ   ,ĦĚďđģĐ
 ČĕĐ Ėė ĐīčģĐ ĕĜĕĞč ĦĕĘĕĘĥ ęĞĐ Ħĥģčĥ ęĥėĥ ěčđĚ ģđĝĠĐ ĔĥĠĚ ,ĐĤđČėĘ ?ĐĥĚ ĕĜĕĞč
 ČĘĐ ?ĐĥģčĘ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĦčđĎĦ ĦČčđĚ ĐĚ ęĥĘ ,Ėė ĦĚČč ęČ ,Đĥģ ĖČ .ĐĥĚ ĕĜĕĞč ĦĕĘĕĘĥ
 Ęĥ đĦčđĎĦ ĦČ ğĕĝđĚ ČĘđ ,ďčĘč ĐīčģĐ Ęĥ đĦčđĎĦ ĦČ ĤČĦĚ ĐĕĐ čđĦėĐ ęČ ģĕĠĝĚ ĐĕĐ
 Ėėč ČđĐ ĤđČĕĦĐĥ ĤĚČĜ ěėČ ęČ ,ďđĞđ .(ęĕĜĜđČĦĚĐ ĦĕĕĥĤĠč ğĕĝđĐ ČĘĥ ęĥė) đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ
 ĐĤđČĕĦ ĦĤđĢ ĦČ ĐĜĥĚ čđĦėĐ ĞđďĚ ,ĦĕĘĕĘĥ ČĕĐ ĤĥčĘ ęĞĐ Ħĥģčĥ ČĕĐ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĦčđĎĦĥ
 ĐĥĚ ĕĕĜĕĞčī À īďđČĚ ĪĐ ğČ Ĥēĕđīĥ ěĚĒč ?ĐīčģĐ ĦčđĎĦ Ęĥ ĐĤđČĕĦ ĦĚđĞĘ ĐĥĚ ĦčđĎĦ Ęĥ
 ĤĔĞ ěč ęĕĕē ĪĤ ĤĚđČ Ėė ĘĞ ?ĐĥĚĘ ĞĤ ĤĥČ ĤčďĐ đĐĚ ĖČ ,ĞĤ đĐĥĚĥ đĕĜĕĞč ĐČđĤ ĐĥĚ ī.ĞĤ

:(ĕĜĕĞčđ Đīď) ęĕĕēĐ ĤđČ đĥđĤĕĠč

 ĘīĪĒ  ęĤĚČĚėđ ,Ėė Ęė ďČĚ đĠČ ĪĐ ĐĤēĥ ĐĚ ĐĥĚ ĕĜĕĞč ĞĤĥ ĖĤďĐ ĐĒ ĘĞ ĐĢĤĕ ďđĞ
 ęĘđĞ Ęĥ đĜđčĤ đĕĜĠĘ ĤĚČđ ČĕčĐĘ ďĕĦĞĥ ĦđĜĞĤđĠ ĐĥĚĘ ĪĐ ĐČĤĐĥ (ĐĪĪĢ ČĪĪē ĕĤĠĝ)

?ęĎĤĐĦđ Ĥĥč ęĐĘ ěĦĦĥ ČđĐ ěđĎĐ ĕėđ

 ĐĜĕČ  ĐĥĚ  Ęĥ  đĦčđĎĦ  ,ĕĤĠĝč  ČčđĚĐ  ĥĤďĚ  ĘĞ  ĦĝĝđčĚĐ  ,ęĕĕēĐ  ĤđČ  Ęĥ  đĦČĕĤģ  ĕĠ  ĘĞ
 ĐĞĕĦĠĚĐ đĦĥĤď .ęĞĐ ĦđĜđĘĦ ĕĠĘė ĘĘė ĦĜĠđĚ ĐĜĕČđ ,ĐīčģĐ Ęĥ đĦčđĎĦĘ ĐĘčģĐė ĐĞĕĎĚ
 ĐĕĞčĐ  ĐĥĚ  ĕĕĜĕĞčĥ  ĖėĘ  ĦĜđđėĚ  ČĕĐ  ,ĞĤ  ĐĥĚ  ĕĜĕĞčĥ  ĦĤČĦĚ  ĐĤđĦĐ  ĤĥČė  ĕė  ĦďĚĘĚ
 ĦĕĘģĕďĤ ĐČĕĤģ ĕĠ  ĘĞ .ĐĚĢĞ ęĞĐ Ħĥģčč ČĘđ  ,ęĞĐ ĦĥģčĘ ĐīčģĐ Ęĥ đĦčđĎĦč  ĦČĢĚĜ
 Ĥĥč ęĐĘ ěĦĦĥ ěđĎĐ ĕėđī  À  đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ ĕĜĕĞč ĦĕĘČĜđĕĢĤđĠđĤĠ ĐĜĕČ ĐīčģĐ Ęĥ ĐčđĎĦĐ ,đĒ
 ĐīčģĐ ĐĢĤ ĤĥČė ,ĐīčģĐ ĕĠĘė đĜĕčČ ęĐĤčČ Ęĥ đĦĜĞĔ ĦČ đĜĘ ĐĤĕėĒĚ đĒ ĐČĕĤģ ī?ęĎĤĐĦđ

:(Đīė ēīĕ ĦĕĥČĤč) ĤĕĞčĥ ęĕģĕďĢĐ Ęė ęĞ ĐĤđĚĞđ ęđďĝ ĦČ ďĕĚĥĐĘ

 Ĕ ýĠā Ĉĥ úĐ øĖ ĀăĘ Đ ĀĘ üĘ Āē Ğ Ā Ĉĥ ĀĤ Āăė ģĕ üăď ÿăĢ ÿė Đ Āĕ ĀĐ øđ  Ğ Ā Ĉĥ ĀĤąę üĞ ģĕ üăď ÿĢ Ħĕ üĚ ĀĐ øĘ Đ þăĒ ÿĐ Ĥ Āč Āăď ÿăė Ħā ĉĥ úĞ ýĚ ĀĖ øăĘ Đ ĀĘ üĘ Āē
ĊĔ Ā ăĠ ø Ĉĥ üĚ Đ þĉĥ úĞ ÿĕ ČŞ ġ þĤ ĀČ ĀĐąĘ Āăė

 đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ ďĚđĞ Ėė ,ĦĕĤĝđĚ ĐĜĕČĥ ěĞĔđ ĐīčģĐ ĦčđĎĦ ĘđĚ ĘČ ďĚĞĜ đĜĕčČ ęĐĤčČĥ ęĥė
 ,đĒ ĦĕĦĚēĘĚ ĐĘĕĠĦ ĘĞ .ęĞĐ ČĔē ďĎĜė ĐĠĕĤēĐ đĦčđĎĦĚ ĐĢđĤĚ ČđĐ ěĕČĥ ĐīčģĘ ĐČĤĚđ
 ,čīē đĐĕĘČĚ čĦėĚ) ĤĘĝď đĐĕĘČ čĤĐ čĦđė ,ĪĐ ďĎĜė ČĘČ ĪĐ ĘđĚ ĘČ ďĚđĞ đĜĕČ ęďČĐ đčĥ

:(18  ĪĚĞ ,ęĦĘĕĠĦč ęĕģĕďĢĐ ĦĚēĘĚ

 ĖĤčĦĕ đĕďĝēč đĦĤėĐ ĕė ,ĪĐ ĕďĝēĘ ĤĦĝĐ Đč ĥĕĥ ęĕĚĥ ĦĎĐĜĐĚ Ęčđĝĥ ģĕďĢĐ ěĞđĔĥ
 .ĐĒĚ ĦĘčđĝ đĦďđčĞĥ ĥĕĎĤĚđ  ,đĚĢĞ ĖđĦč ĪĐ  ĘđĘĕē ěĕĞė  ĐĒč  ĐČđĤđ  ,ĐĒ  ĕīĞ  ĦĞĤĠđĚ
 ĘĞ đĦďđčĞč ĖĕĥĚĐĘ Ęđėĕ đĜĕČ ĐĒ ĦĘđĒ ĕė ,ĐĎĐĜĐĐ ĦČ ĦđĜĥĘ ĪĐ ĕĜĠ ĦČ ĐĘēĚ ěė ĘĞđ

.đĚĢĞ ĦđėĒč ,ěĕďč ČđĐ ĐėđĒ ĕė ,ĐĚēĘĚ Ęĥ ĐĘĕĠĦ ĦĜĕēč ČĕĐ đĒđ ºĐĦĤĐĔ

 ĦČĔčĚ ĐīčģĐ Ęĥ đĦčđĎĦ ęĞ ģđĝĠĐ đĦđČč ĐĦčĢĐ .ěČė Đčđĥē ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĦčđĎĦ ĦčĕĦė
 ĤĚđĘ ěĦĕĜ ,ěė ęČ .ĐĤģĚĐ ĦČ īěĕĞč ěĕĞ ęĕČđĤ ČĘī ĐīčģĐđ ĐĥĚĥ ,ęĐĕĜĥ ěĕčĥ ďđĎĕĜĐ ĦČ
 (đďĎĜė ĦđēĠĥĚ ĦđēĠĥĚ ġčģĦĐĥ) ęĞĐĚ ěĐ ďďđčĚ đĚĢĞ ĦČ ČĢđĚ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ ĐĥĞĚĘĥ

 ĐĒ ĤđČĕĦ .ęĕđČĦĚĐ ĦĥĤĠč ĐīčģĐ ĦčđĎĦ Ęĥ ĤĥģĐč īďđČĚī ĘĞđĠĐ ĤČđĦ ĦĘĕĚ ĦĠĝđĐ Ęĥ ĐďĕģĠĦ ĘĞ čđĥēĘ ěĕĕĜĞĚ  . 
 .ęĕĜĜđČĦĚĐ ĦĥĤĠč ĐīčģĐ ĦčđĎĦč ĞĕĠđĚ ČĘ



čĘ ĕĚėē

čĕ

 ČĔčĦĚĥ ĕĠė ,ęĞĐ ĦđĜđĘĦčĥ ĦđĕĦēĠĥĚĐ ěđĤģĞ ĘĞ Čģđđď đďĚĞ ęĕĤēČ ęĕĜĥĤĠ ,ĦČĒ ĦĚđĞĘ
 ęĕ üĠ Āĝ ùČ þĜ  Ħ āđē Ā ăĠ ø Ĉĥ üĚ  Ħ āđē Ā ăĠ ø Ĉĥ üĚī  :ĤĕčĝĚ  (Đėč  Đīď)  ĕīĥĤ  ī.đĕĦđēĠĥĚĘ  Đėđčī  ĕďđēĕĕĐ  ĕđĔĕčč
 À  ĦđēĠĥĚ  ĦđēĠĥĚ  ğĝČĜ  ęĞĐ  ,ĕīĥĤ  Ęĥ  đĦČĕĤģ  ĕĠ  ĘĞ  ī.ĕ ăđĘ ĀĎ øăč  ě Ā ăĦ øĚ ĂĞ øĤ ÿăĦ  ę ýĝ øĤ ÿĠ øĘ  ęĕ üė āđč ăđ 
 ,ĐĚĕďģ ďēČ ďĞĢ ēģđĘ ğČ (Đėč Đīď) ČĤĒĞ ěčČ .ĐĥĚđ ĐīčģĐ ďĎĜė ĦĕĦēĠĥĚ ēė ĦĜĎĠĐ ěĕĞĚ
 :čđĤģ  ĦĚ  ĘĞ  ĐēĠĥĚ  ĦđĘčČĦĐĘ  ęĕĤĢĚčĥ  ĘėđČĐ  ĘĞ  ĦđēĠĥĚĐ  ĦđĘčČĦĐ  ĦČ  ĐĚďĚđ
 ĕĥđģĐđ ĦđĜđĘĦĐ ,đĒ ĐČĕĤģ ĕĠ ĘĞ ī.ĦĚ ĘĞ ęĦđėčč đĥĞĕ ĤĥČė ĦđėčĘ ĦđēĠĥĚĐ đĤčēĦĐĥī
 ęĦđďĕďčĚ  ęĕČĢđĕ  ęĕĥĜČ  ,ĦđďėĘĦĚ  ĦđēĠĥĚĐ  .ĕĜĥĘ  ďēČ  ĤčēĦĐĘ  ĘČĤĥĕ  ęĞĘ  ĦđĚĤđĎ

.ĤĥčĘ ĐđđČĦĐ À ęĐĘ Đčđĥēĥ ĦĠĦđĥĚ ĐĤĔĚ ěĞĚĘ ĕĜĥč ďēČ ĐėĕĚĦ ęĕČĢđĚđ

 ęĦČĕĤģ ěĕčĘ   ĦđĕĤĞ ĕģĝĞ ĘĞ ĦđĜđĘĦĐ ĦČ ĐďĕĚĞĚĥ ,ČĤĚĎĐ ĦČĕĤģ ěĕč ĕĦđĞĚĥĚ ĘďčĐ đĜĥĕ
 ĕĠ ĘĞ .ĐīčģĐđ ĐĥĚ ďĎĜ ĐĜđĘĦč ęĞĐ Ęĥ ĦđĢčģĦĐ ěĚč ĤčđďĚĥ Ėė ĘĞ   ęĕĜĥĤĠĐ čđĤ Ęĥ
 đĘČ ĦđĜđĘĦ ĖČ ,đĕĘĞ đĘĔđĐĥ ĦđĕĦėĘĐĐ ĦđĘčĎĐĐ ęĢĞ ĘĞ ěĜđĘĦĚ ęĞĐ ,ĐĜđĥČĤĐ ĐČĕĤģĐ
 ěĕĞĚ ĐĜĥĕ ,ĐĕĜĥĐ ĐČĕĤģĐ ĕĠ ĘĞĥ ďđĞč .ęĞĐ Ęĥ ĐĎĐĜĐĐ ĦĤďĥ ďĎĜė ěĕĤĥĕĚč ĦđĜĠđĚ ěĜĕČ
 đĦčđĎĦ ĤđČĕĦ ĤđČĘ ĦďďēĦĚ đĒ ĐďđģĜ .Đīčģčđ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚč ęĞĐ Ęĥ ,ďĤĚ ĔĞĚė ,ĦđďďđĎĦĐ

.ěĘĐĘ ĐČĤĜĥ ĕĠė ,ĐĜđĘĦĘ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ

ĞĤ ĐĥĚ ĕĜĕĞčđ
 ,ĦĤēČ ĐĜđĘĦ ĦĕĕĥĤĠ ĘČ ęĕđČĦĚĐ ĦĕĕĥĤĠ ĦČ ĐďĕĚĢĐ ĐĤđĦĐ ,ĦđČĤģĚĐ ĦđėĕĚĝ ĕĠ ĘĞ

:(Ď-Č ĪĝĠ) ęĕĜĜđČĦĚĐ ĦĕĕĥĤĠ

 Đ ýĢ øģ üăč Ę ÿėČā ăĦ ÿđ ĪĐ Ĉĥ ýČ ę ĀăčąĤ ÿĞ øč üăĦ ÿđ āđ ăĠ ÿČ Ĥ ÿē üăĕ ÿđ ĪĐ Ğ ÿĚ ø Ĉĥ üăĕ ÿđ ĪĐ ĕ ýĜ øĒ ĀČ øăč Ğ ÿĤ ęĕ üĜ øĜāČ øĦ üĚ øăė ę ĀĞ ĀĐ ĕ üĐ øĕ ÿđ (Č)
 ę āđģ Ā ăĚ ÿĐąę ý Ĉĥ Č ĀĤ øģ üăĕ ÿđ (Ď) Ċ Ĉĥ ýČ ĀĐ Ğ ÿģ ø Ĉĥ üăĦ ÿđ ĪĐ Ę þČ Đ þ ĈĥāĚ Ę ýăĘ ÿ ăĠ øĦ üăĕ ÿđ Đ þ ĈĥāĚąĘ þČ ę ĀĞ ĀĐ ģ ÿĞ øĢ üăĕ ÿđ (č) ĊĐ þĜ úē ÿ ăĚ ÿĐ

:ĪĐ Ĉĥ ýČ ę Āč Đ ĀĤ úĞ Āčąĕ üăė Đ ĀĤ ýĞ øč ÿăĦ Č ăđĐ ÿĐ

 ĝĜėĐĘ ĕĜđĢĤč ěĕČ .ĐĦđĕĚĦĝ Ęĥč ĐĜĚĚ ĦđĘđĞ ĦđčĤ ĦđĘČĥ ,đĒ ĐĕĥĤĠ Ęĥ ĐĦđĤĢģ ğČ ĘĞ
 Ęĥ đĚĥ .đĒ  ĐĤĢģ ĐĕĥĤĠ ĘĞ ĤĢģ ĕĦđĤĠĝ ēđĦĕĜč  ďģĚĦĐĘ ČĘČ ,ĐĒ  ĤĚČĚč đĘČ ĦđĘČĥĘ
 ĦĚđĞĘ .ęĕģđĝĠĐ ĦĥđĘĥ ĕĜĠ ĘĞ ęĕĚĞĠ  -ė ĘėĐ Ėĝčđ ,ěđĥČĤĐ ģđĝĠč ęĕĚĞĠ   ĞĕĠđĚ ĐīčģĐ
 ĤĥČė ,ĦđďđĚĢ ěĐ đĘČ ęĕĕĚĞĠ ,ğĝđĜč .Īč ģđĝĠč ģĤđ ,ęĕĕĚĞĠ ĞĕĠđĚ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĚĥ ,ĦČĒ

:ĦđĜģĝĚ ĤĠĝĚ ĐĘĞĕ ĐĒ ěĕĞĚ ēđĦĕĜ .ěĐĜĕč ĐďĕĤĠĚ īĘĘĠĦĕđī ĐĘĕĚĐ ģĤ

1 ..ĐīčģĐ ČĘČ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ đĜĕČ ĘČĤĥĕ ęĞ Ęĥ ĐĜđĘĦĐ ČĥđĚ
2 ..ĐīčģĐ ĕĚēĤ ěĕčĘ ĘČĤĥĕ ęĞ ĦģĞĢ ěĕč ,ĖđđĦĚ ěĕĞĚ ,ĘĘĠĦĚ ĕĘėė ĥĚĥĚ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ
  . ĘĘėč ĕĐĚđ) ĐĜđĘĦĘ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĦčđĎĦ ĕĐĚ đĜĘ ĐĘĎĚ ĐĤđĦĐ ěĕČ ,ĐĒ ĕėđđĕĦ ďĕģĠĦĚ ġđē

(?ĐĜđĘĦĐ

 Ęėč ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đďĕģĠĦ ĤđČĦčĥ ęĕĕĦđĐĚĐ ęĕĘďčĐĐ ĤđČĘ ,ĕĜĥĤď ĤĚđČ đĘČ ĦđĕĥĤĠ ĦđėĕĚĝ
 ,ĕčĕĝĠ ĔĞĚė ,ďčĘč ĖđđĦĚė ĥĚĥĚ ĐĥĚ Đč ,ęĕĜĜđČĦĚĐ ĦĕĕĥĤĠĘ ďđĎĕĜč .ĦđĕĥĤĠĐĚ ďēČ
 ĐĤđĦĐĥ ĤēČĘ .ĐĜđĘĦĘ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĦčđĎĦ ĤđČĕĦč Ħėĝđē ČĘ ĐĤđĦĐ ęĕđČĦĚĐ ĦĕĕĥĤĠč
 ĐĕĥĤĠčĥ đĦčđĎĦĘ ĐĚđď ĘėĐ Ėĝč ČĕĐĥ ĐčđĎĦ ,īďđČĚ ĪĐ ğČ Ĥēĕđī :ĪĐ ĦčđĎĦ ĦČ ĦĤČĦĚ

.Ĥģĕ ĕĘėĐ ĥĤĠĚ ęĎ Ėė ;ĘīĜĐ ĕīĥĤč ĕĜĥ ĥđĤĕĠė ČĕĐ ęĎ ĦČčđĚ ĐĞď  . 
 .ďđĞđ Ĥčď ģĚĞĐ ,Ĥđĥ ĤđėčĐ ęĎ ęĕėĘđĐ ĐĒ ĕĜĥĤĠ ěđđĕėč  . 



ęĕĜđĕĞ

Čĕ

 ĦđďĕďčĐ ĕĤđĠĕĝĚ ďēČč ĐĒ ĤĚČĚč ďģĚĦĐĘ ĥģčČ ,ĐĘČ ĦđĘČĥ ĘĞ ĐĜĞĚĘ ēĦĠ ēđĦĠĘ ĕďėč
 ČĔē  ĦĕĕĥĤĠĘ  đĦčđĎĦĚ  ĐĘđĞĥ  ĕĠė  đĜĕčĤ  ĐĥĚ  Ęĥ  đĦđďĕďč  ĤđĠĕĝ  À  ĖīĜĦč  ęĕĤĎĦČĚĐ
 ęĝđČĕĚ ČđĐ ĐĒ ĤđĠĕĝĘ ĞģĤĐ .Čīĕ ģĤĠ ĤčďĚč ĤĠĝ ,ĖĦđĘĞĐč ĦĥĤĠč ĐĞĕĠđĚĥ ęĕđČĦĚĐ
 ,īĐđđČĦĐī) ęĐĘĥ ĒĞĐ ěđĢĤĐ ĘđĚ ĘČ ,ĤčďĚč ĐīčģĐ ęĐĘ ďĕĤđĐĥ ĕĝĜĐ ěĚč ĘČĤĥĕ ęĞ Ęĥ

.Ĥĥč Čģđđď ĘđėČĘ ,(ĐĤđĦĐ ěđĥĘė

 ČĔēĘ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĦčđĎĦč ĤēČ ďĢ ,ĦĕĜĥĤĠđ ĦĕĘČđĔĝģĔ ĐČĕĤģ ĕďĕ ĘĞ ,ĤĕČĐĘ ĥģčČ
 ěĐđ ,ĐĤđĦĐ đĦđČ ĦĤĠĝĚĥ ĕĠė ĤđĠĕĝĐ ĦĤđĢĘ ěĐ ĕđĔĕč ěĦđĜĥ ďĢ .(ĐđđČĦĐ ĦđĤčģ) ęĕđČĦĚĐ

.đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĦģĞĒĘ ĐīčģĐ Ęĥ ĐčđĎĦĐ ěėđĦ ęĢĞĘ

đĕĦđēĠĥĚĘ Đėč
:đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ ĕĠĘė ĕīĚĞ Ęĥ đĕĦđĜđĘĦ ĘĞ ĤĠđĝĚ ,Čīĕ ģĤĠ ĤčďĚč ĤĠĝč

 .Ĥĥč đĜĘėČĕ ĕĚ đĤĚČĕđ ĘČĤĥĕ ĕĜč ęĎ đėčĕđ đčĥĕđ ĐđČĦ đđČĦĐ đčĤģč ĤĥČ ğĝĠĝČĐđ
 ĤĕĢēĐąĦČđ  ęĕēĔčČĐ  ĦČđ  ęĕČĥģĐ  ĦČ  ęĜē  ęĕĤĢĚč  ĘėČĜąĤĥČ  ĐĎďĐąĦČ  đĜĤėĒ
 ĞĚĥĕđ  ºđĜĕĜĕĞ  ěĚĐąĘČ  ĕĦĘč  Ęė  ěĕČ  Đĥčĕ  đĜĥĠĜ  ĐĦĞđ  .ęĕĚđĥĐąĦČđ  ęĕĘĢčĐąĦČđ
.ĞĤ  ĐĥĚ  ĕĜĕĞčđ  ďČĚ  ĪĐ  ğČąĤēĕđ  đĘĐČ  ēĦĠĘ  ĥĕČ  đĕĦēĠĥĚĘ  Đėđč  ęĞĐąĦČ  ĐĥĚ 

(Īĕ-Īď ,Čīĕ ĤčďĚč)

 đĕĘĞĥ ěĚĐĚ ĘđėČĘ ĝČĚĜ ĘČĤĥĕ ęĞĘ .đĘ ģĕĠĝĚ ČĘ ,ĕĝĜĐ ,ĕĚĕĕĚĥĐ ěĚĐ .Ĥĥč ĐĢđĤ ĘČĤĥĕ ęĞ
 ČĘ ,ĤčĦĝĚ Ėė ,ĦĕĥđĜČĐ ēđĤĐ .(đ ĪĝĠ) īē ÿĘāď øăč ÿĐ ěĕ ýĞ øăė āđĜĕ ýĞ øđ Č ăđĐ ď ÿăĎąĞ ÿĤ øĒ üăė ě Ā ăĚ ÿĐ øđī ĐĤđĦĐ ĦĤĚđČ
 đčĥ ĝĜĐ ğČ ĘĞĥ ,ĕĚĕĕĚĥĐ ěđĒĚĐĚ ģĒē ĤĦđĕ ĤĥčĐ À ĕĜĠđĎĐ ĤĚđēĐ ĦđđČĦ ĘđĚ ĐģĒē ģĕĠĝĚ
 Ęĥ ĐĜđĥČĤĐ .ĐĕĜĥĐ ďĕ ĘĞ ĦēČ ĦđčđĎĦ ĕĦĥ ĦđČčđĚ Īĕ ģđĝĠč .ĤĢĕĐ ĦđđČĦ ĦČ ĞĕčĥĚ đĜĕČ
 ĤĠĝĚ ĐĘĞĚ ĐĒ ģđĝĠ .(īĞĤ ĐĥĚ ĕĜĕĞčđī) đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ ĐĕĜĥĐđ (īďČĚ ĪĐ ğČ Ĥēĕđī) ĐīčģĐ
 ĦđčđĎĦĐ ďĚĢ ĤđČĕĦ ęĢĞč ĦđĕĦđĐĚ ĦđĘČĥ ĕĦĥč ďģĚĦĐĘ ĕĜđĢĤč .ĦđĕėĤĞđ ĦđĕĜĥĤĠ ĦđĘČĥ
 ĦĤėĒđĚ ĐĚ ęĥĘđ ?Ħđđĥ ĐĥĚ Ęĥđ ĐīčģĐ Ęĥ ęĦčđĎĦ ęČĐ :ĐĒ ďĢĘ ĐĒ ĐīčģĐ Ęĥđ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ
 ĦđĞĚĥĚĐ ĘĞ ďđĚĞĘ ĥĕ ,ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĦčđĎĦ ĤĥĠ ĦČ ěĕčĐĘ ĕďėč ?ĘĘė ĤđĠĕĝč ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĦčđĎĦ
 ęĕĜĥĤĠĐ ī.đĘĐČ ēĦĠĘ ĥĕČ đĕĦđēĠĥĚĘ Đėđč  ęĞĐ ĦČ ĐĥĚ ĞĚĥĕđī  :Īĕ  ģđĝĠ ĦĘĕēĦ Ęĥ
 ĦđĞĚĥĚ ĦČ ĐďĕĚĞĚ (ČīĞ ĐīĞ ČĚđĕ) ČĤĚĎĐ ī.đĕĦđēĠĥĚĘ Đėđčī ĕđĔĕčĐ ĦđĞĚĥĚč ęĕĜď

:ĦđĕĤĞ ĕĜĕď Ęĥ ĤĥģĐč Čģđđď ģđĝĠčĥ īđĕĦēĠĥĚĘī ĐĘĕĚĐ

 đĐĒ]  čĕĦėď  đĜĕĕĐ  Á  ĦđĕĤĞĘ  ĐĜđđėĐĥ  [ĤĚđČĥ  ĕĚ  ĦĔĕĥĘ  ēĕĜĜ]  ĤĚČď  ěČĚĘ  ČĚĘĥč
 ĕģĝĞ  ĘĞ  :đĦĜđđėđ  (ĕ  ,Čĕ  ĤčďĚč)  īđĕĦēĠĥĚĘ  Đėč  ęĞĐ  ĦČ  ĐĥĚ  ĞĚĥĕđÃ  :[ĤĚČĜĥ
 ĐĜđđėĐĥ [ĤĚđČĥ ĕĚ ĦĔĕĥĘ] ĤĚČď ěČĚĘ ČĘČ .ęĘĢČ čėĥĘ ęĐĘ đĤĝČĜĥ ,đĕĦđēĠĥĚ
 ČĐđ ČĐ :ęĕčĕĥĚđ ?ěČėĘ ĦđēĠĥĚ ěĕĜĞ ĐĚ ,īđĕĦđēĠĥĚĘ ĐėđčÃ [ĥđĤĕĠ ĐĚ] ĕČĚ ,ęĕĎďĘ

  .đĔđĥĠė ěĚĐ ĘĞ ęĎđ ,ĦđĕĤĞ ĕĜĕď ĘĞ ęĎ đėčĥ [ĐĕĐ ĐĒđ ĐĒ] ĕČđĐ

 ĕĤđĝĕČ  ĘĞ  ěĐđ  ,ěĚĐ  ĦĘĕėČčĥ  ěđđĕĎĐ  Ĥĝđē  ĘĞ  ěĐ  ěĜđĘĦĐ  ĘČĤĥĕ  ęĞĥ  ČĕĐ  ČĤĚĎĐ  ĦĜģĝĚ
 ,Ĥĥč ĘđėČĘ ěđĢĤĐ ĘĞ ģĤ Đėđč đĜĕČ ĘČĤĥĕ ęĞ .ęĕĤĢĚĚ đČĢĕĥ ĤēČĘ ęĐč đđĔĢĜĥ ĦđĕĤĞĐ

.ČĚđĕč ČĤĚĎĐ ĦČĒ ĐĜėĚĥ ĕĠė īĦđēĠĥĚ ĕģĝĞ ĘĞī ,ĦđĕĤĞ ĕĤđĝĕČđ ĕĜĕď ĘĞ ğČ ČĘČ

.ČĕĤĠĝ ĤĦČč ěĕĚĒ ,(ġĘĒĜĕĕĔĥ) ĘČĤĥĕ ěčČ ěĕďĞ čĤĐ ĥđĤĕĠ  . 
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®ŊŰǀĪŧ�ÿŲģ�æĪƫŊŏǜÿƸ�rÿܹÿŧĪ�Gŏŧěżÿ܏�SģÿŲ�ÿŲģ�Ŋŏƫ�ǝŏłĪ�£ƣŏĪŧŧĪ�ÿƣĪ�łƣżŰ�fŏěěǀƸǭ�rÿƫƫǀżƸ�æŏƸǭŊÿŤ܉�ŧżĜÿƸĪģ�
in southern Israel.

:ĦĕĜēđĤ ĦđďĕďčĘ ĦĕĥđĜČ Ħđďĕďč ěĕč 
ęĕđČĦĚĐ ČĔē ĦĕĕĥĤĠč ĐČĕĤģ

 ĥđďģĐ ĐĘĎĜĥ ĐĞĥč :ĐĕĚēĜ Ĥč ěĐėĐ ĞĥđĐĕ ĕčĤ ĤĚČ :ĥĤďĚĐ ĕĤčďė,ĕĜēđĤĐ ďĢĘ ěĐđ ĕĦđĎĕĐĜĚĐ ďĢĘ ěĐ ĐĜđėĜ đĒ ĐďđģĜ  .1
.(Č ,Ď ,ĐčĤ ĦđĚĥ) ĐČđčĜĘ ĐĥĚ ĐĕĐ ěđĤĕĔ ,ĐĥĚ ĘČ ČđĐ ĖđĤč

.Īď ĐĜđĕ ,Ĕīĕ ĪČ ęĕėĘĚ ,ēīĕ Īč ĦĕĥČĤč ČĚĎđďĘ đČĤ  .2

ĕģĝčđģĤ ěďĕĞ čĤ

ĐēĕĦĠ
 ,ĦđĚĘĥĘ čđĤģ ,Ęđėĕ Ęė ĘĞ ĤđčĕĎė ęĞĠ ČĘ ĝĠĦĜ ĕĘČĕďĕČĐ ĎĕĐĜĚĐ ,ęĕĕē đĜČ đč ĕďđđĕĘđĐĐ ěďĕĞč
 ,ęĕĤĠĝĐ ĤĠĝ ,ĖīĜĦĐ Čģđđď ĕė ĦđČĤĘ ĞĕĦĠĚ ,đĒ  ĐĚĎđď ĘđĚ ĘČ .ĦđĥĕĥĦ ĘđĔĜđ  ēđĜĚ Ĥĝē
 ęĕĎĢđĚ ĖīĜĦĐ ĕĤđčĕĎĚ ĔĞĚ ČĘ ĕĤĐ ī?ĕĘČĕďĕČĐ ĎĕĐĜĚĐ đĐĕĚī ĐĘČĥĘ ĦĤēČ ĐčđĥĦ ĎĕĢĚ
 ĤĕĞĢĐ ďđď ĖĤď ,ěđĥĘĐđ ĐĠĐ ďčė đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚĚ .ĦĚĕđĝĚ ĦđģĘ ĕĘĞčė ,ęĕĚĘĥđĚ ČĘė ĐĘĕēĦėĘ
 ĘĞĐ  ĕĤđčĕĎ  ęĜĕČ  ĖīĜĦĐ  ĕĤđčĕĎ  ,ĝđēĕĕĐ  Ĥĝē  ČĕčĜĐ  đĐĕĚĤĕč  ĐĘėđ  ,ĘĕēĐ  ĕĤđčĕĎ  đĕēČ  ěĕčĚ
 ĦđēĠĐ ďĢĐ ĦČ đĜĘ ĤĕČĚ đĤđČ 1 .ĤđĘďĎĚė ĖīĜĦĐ ĦČ ĐďĕĚĞĚ đĒ ĐďčđĞ Čģđđďđ ,ęĕďđđĕĘđĐĐ
 Ėėč ČĘČ ,ęĕĚĎĠ ĘĞč ĎĕĐĜĚĐ ĦđĕĐč ģĤ ČĘ ĕđĔĕč ĕďĕĘ Čč ĐĒ ďĢ .ĤđčĕĎĐ Ęĥ ĕĥđĜČđ ,ĐĜė ,ĤėđĚ
 ,ĕČĤģĚĐ  ĤđčĕĎ  ĕĔĜČĐ ĘĞ  .ĥČĕĕĦĚ  ęĕĦĞĘđ  ĤčĥĜ  ęĕĦĞĘ ,ĐĕĐĕĥ  Ęėė  ĘđďĎ  ,ĎĕĐĜĚĐ  đĦđČĥ
 ,čđĤĘ 2 .ĤčĥĚĘ ČđĐ ĘĠđĜ ĕė ĖīĜĦč ĦđĔĞĚ ČĘ ęĕĚĞĠ ĤĠđĝĚ ,ĦđĕĥđĜČĐ ĦđĕđģĘĐ ĘĞč ĤđčĕĎĐ
 .đĒ  ĐĘĕĠĜĘ  đĚĤĎĥ ĦđčĕĝĜč  ēĤėĐč ČĘ ęĎ  ,ĐĚĢĞ ĐĘĕĠĜč  ĐĕĐĕ  ČĘ  đĘČ ęĕĤđĠĕĝčĥ ĥđďĕēĐ
 ĐĚ À ĘđČĥĘđ ,ĖīĜĦĐ ĕďĚđĘĘ ĐĒ  ĤčĥĚ Ęĥ ĕđĘĕĎĐ ęĢĞč Čģđđď ĥđďĕēĐ ĦČ ČđĢĚĘ ĕĜđĢĤč

?ĐĘČ ęĕĤčĥĚ ĖđĦĚ đĜČ đĜĕĕēĘ ęĕĜĠĐĘđ ěĕčĐĘ ,ĖīĜĦĐ ĦđďĚđĘđ ĕďĚđĘ ,đĜĕĘĞ



ęĕĜđĕĞ

Ĕ

 ęĕĚėēĐ ĦČ ĘđČĥĘ ĐĎĐĜĐ ĥĕĥ ĘĘė đĜĕĢĚ ČĘ ČĚĘĞď ĕĘĕĚč ĘčČ ,ĐĤđĦ ĕĤčďč ģĤ ĐĒ  ęĎđ
 ĐčĐČĚ ĕĕĞĤđ ĕĕēČ ĕĕčđĐČ ,ĘīĒđ ,(čė ģĤĠ) ĥďđģĐ ĦĤĎČč ČĕĜĦĐ čĦėĥ đĚėđ ,ęĕĕĚĥĎ ęĕĤčďč
 ĦđĚĕĚ ĦČĒė ĐĦĕĐĐ Ĥđďđ Ĥđď ĦđĜĥ đĜĕč ęĘđĞ ĦđĚĕ ĤđėĒ ĐēėđĜđ ČĜ đėĘ ,ĐĘđĎĚ ĦēėđĦ ĦĤĦđĝĚ
 ĦđĕĐĘ ęĕĜđĤēČĐđ ęĕĜđĥČĤĐ ĘČĤĥĕ ĕĚėē ĕĤĠĝ ĘėĚ ďēČč ĐĒ ĎĐĜĚ ęĦČĢĚ ĐĠĕČ ĐĕČđ ęĘđĞ
 ĕĚėē  ĕĘđďĎĘ  ğČ  ĕĚĥĎĐ  ęĘđĞĐ  ĕĜĕĜĞč  ĦđĥĞĘ  ĐĚ  Ħďė  ĦđĕĚĥĎ  ĐĢĞč  ĘđČĥĘ  ěĕģĕĦđ  ĎĐĜĚ
 ĕė ,ĞĕģĤď ěĕĘĕčĥ ěđĐĘ ěĕĤĕĐĜđ đĐĘ ĝĜČ ČĘ ĒĤ Ęė ĤĥČ ęĕČĤđĚČđ ęĕČĜĦė ęĕĜđĥČĤĐ ĘČĤĥĕ
 ĘĞ ĪĐ ĥđĤďĘ ĘđČĥ đĕĘČ ĖĘĐ ĤĥČ ĐČđĤĐ ĘČđĚĥė ĘČĤĥĕč ęĕĜĠĘ đĕĐ ĤĥČ ĥĚĚ ęĕČĕčĜĘ ęČ

.ėīĞ ,Īđė đĕčČĘ đďčČĜĥ ĦđĜđĦČĐ Ĥčď

 Ğđģĥĥ ĕĚĥ ĔđĥĠ ĤčďĐ ĕČďđď .ČĘ ĐĚđ ĪĐĤđĦ ĦĞďĪ ĘĘėč ĘĘėĜ ĐĚ ĐĤđĤč ĐĤďĎĐ ĖĕĤĢ ĦĚČčđ
 čĤĐ ĥīĚėđ ,ęĘđĞĐ ĕĜĕĜĞč ęĎ ĦđĥĞĘ ĐĚ Ħďė ĐĤđĦĐ ĕĠ ĘĞ ĐĘđĘĢ ĐĞď đĘ ĐĕĐĕ ĐĤđĦĐ ěđĕĞč
 đĦĞďĥ ĐĤđĚ ěĐė đĦđČĥ ,Ę"ĢĒ  ĕģĝĜĒďđĤĎ ĤĒđĞ ęĕĕē čĤĐ ĘĞ đďĠĝĐč ģĕĪĢĕĕčđĘđĝ čđď ğĝđĕ
 ĕīčĐ ,ďīčČĤĐđ ęīčĚĤĐ Ęĥ ,ČčĤđ ĕĕčČ Ęĥ ,ĤĒĞĘČ ĕčĤđ ČčĕģĞ ĕčĤ Ęĥ đĦĤđĦ Ħĥđďģč Ğđģĥ
 ĕĠĘ ęĕĜĦĥĚĐ ęĘđĞĐ ĕĜĕĜĞ ĘėĘ ĐĤĥĕĐ ĐĢĞĐ ĞďĕĘ đĥďģ ēđĤč ěĕēčĐĘ Ęđėĕ ęĎ ĐĕĐ ,ČīĚĤĐđ
.(192 ĪĚĞ ,ģĕĪĢĕĕčđĘđĝ čĤĐ ĦČĚ ĐėĤĞĐđ ĦđĎĐ ĕĤčď ĤĠĝč īěĥđēĐđ ġĕĢĐ ČĥđĜÃ ĪĞ) ęĕĜĚĒĐđ ęĕĦĞĐ

 ĖđĘč ģēĢĕ ęĐĤčČ ĤīĎĐ čĦė Ĥčėđ .ęďČĐ ĕĠĘđ ěĕĜĞĐđ čĢĚĐ ĕĠĘ ęĕĜĦĥĚ đĘČ ęĕĤčď ęĎ ĘčČ
 ęĕĤđĥģĐ Īđďėđ  ĐĠģĥĐ Ęĥ ęĕĤčďč ĐėĘĐĐ ĕĠ  ĘĞ ĐĤđĤč ĐčđĥĦ ěĦĕĘ Đĥģ ďČĚĥ ĒĘĞĔĚ
 ęĕĤčďĥ ěđĕė ,ďēČ ĘėĘ ĦĞčđģĐ ĦēČ ĐČĤđĐ ĐĒč ěĦĕĘ ĤĥĠČ ĕČđ .ĐĤđĦĐ Ęĥ ĐďĎČĐ ģĘēĘ
 ĕČĜĦč ęĕĕđĘĦ ęĎđ ,ĔĤĠč ďĕēĕđ ďĕēĕ Ęė Ęĥ ĕĔĤĠĐ đčĢĚđ đĞčĔ ĕĠĘ ĐĘđďĎ ĐďĕĚč ęĕĕđĘĦ đĘČė
 ĘČĥĥ ĕĚĘ ĦĤĎČč (ęĕčĦėđ ĦđĤĎČ ,ģēĢĕ ďēĠ) ĘīĢĒ ĤĜĔđĐ ģēĢĕ ĤīĎĐ ĘīĒđ .ďđĞđ ęđģĚĐđ ěĚĒĐ
 ĤĕĞĢ ęďČ Ęĥ đĚĘđĞ ĦđėĕĘĐč ĦđĤđĐĘđ ġĞĕĘ đĜĕĜĚĒč ěĠđČ ęđĥč ĤĥĠČ ĕČ ěė ĘĞđ... ,ĐĢĞ đĜĚĚ
 ěđĕėĚ ěė ĘĞđ .ĐĦĤčēĘ ĦēČ ĥĠĜĚ ęĕėđĚĝ ĥđĤďĘđ ,ęĕĕđĚĕďđ ĦđČđđĥĐ ďđĝĕ ĘĞ đĜĕĚđĘĥ ĕĥĜČĚ
 .ĐĒ ěđĎėč ġĞĕĘđ ĦđĤđĐĘ ĕĘ ĐĘĕĘēđ ,ĦĜĎđĐ ĐĜĕČĥ ĐĢĞ Ęĥ ĥĥē ěČė ĥĕ ,ĖĦđČ ĤĕėĚ ĕĜĜĕČĥ
 đĘĎĜĥ ĕĠė) ĖĕĦđēđėčđ ĖĕĦđĜđĤĥėč ěĎđĐė ĕĥĚĦĥĦ ęČ ĕė ,ĖĦđČ ēĕĔčĐĘ Ęđėĕ ĕĜČ ĦēČ ĘčČ
 Ęė ęĐĕĘĞ ĦĘčđģ ĐĦČĥ) ĤčĞč ĖėđĜĕē Ęĥ ęĕĕđģĕĘĐđ ęĕĚĎĠĐ Ęė đėĠĐĦĕ ĒČ ĕė ,(ĖĦčĕĦėč ĕĜĠĘ

.ĘīėĞ ,đĜĕĚđĘĥ ĕĥĜČĘ ĕđĢĤĐ ěđđĕėč ĦĘđĒĐ ĘĞ ĐĞĠĥĐ Ęĥ ĐėĤč čĤ ĤĕĥėĚĘ (Ėė

 ĐĚ ĘČĥ ĞĥĕĘČ ĘČ ĤĚČ đĐĕĘČđ ęĤčĞė ĕĐĕđ ,(Ĕ ,č Īč ęĕėĘĚ) ĞĥĕĘČđ đĐĕĘČ ĕĤčďč ČĜ ęĕĕĝĜđ
 ,ĘīĒđ ęīĕčĘĚĐ ĪĕĠđ .ĕĘČ ĖēđĤč ęĕĜĥ ĕĠ ČĜ ĕĐĕđ ĞĥĕĘČ ĤĚČĕđ ĖĚĞĚ ēģĘČ ęĤĔč ĖĘ ĐĥĞČ
 ĐĎĥĐĐ ęĎ đĘ ĤČĥĦ ĐĒ Ęėčĥđ ,ĞĥĕĘČ ĘĞ đĐĕĘČ ēđĤ ĐēĜ ĥīĚė đĕĘĞ ēđĜĦ đĐĕĘČ ēđĤĥ ĥģĕč
 ĐĒđ  ,đĚĞ ğĤĔĢĚĐ đĐĕĘČ ēđĤđ  ,đĚĢĞ ēđĤ ,ęĕĜĥ ĕĠ đĘ ĐĕĐĕ  ĐĒč ,ĐĦĞ ďĞ đĘ ĐĕĐĥ ĦĚďđģĐ

.ĘīėĞ ,ĕĘČ ğĤĔĢĜ ĖēđĤĥ ĕīĞ ęĕĜĥ ĕĠ ČĜ ĕĐĕđ ĤĚČĥ

 ęĐĥ  ČđĐ  Ĥčď  ğđĝđ  ĦĕĘėĦĐ  ĘčČ  ,đĘČĥĕ  ęĕĜčĐĥ  ČđĐ  ĕČďđ  ĖĜčĘ  ĦďĎĐđ  ęđĕģđ  ĤďĝĐ  ěĕĜĞ
 ,ĘđČĥĘ ęĕĜčĐ ĦČ ĖĜēĘ ČđĐ ĕĦĕĚČĐ ĖđĜĕēĐ .ĦđĘČĥĐ ĘĞ ęĚĢĞč đčĕĥĕđ ĐčđĥĦĐ đĞďĕ ęĚĢĞ
 Ęĥ  đĤďĞĐč  ĒĚĤĜ  ĐĒ  Ęėđ  .ęĦĘČĥ  ĘĞ  čĕĥĐĘ  đĘėđĕ  ęĚĢĞĚĥ  ďĞ  ,ĐčđĥĦĐ  ĕėĤď  ęĦđĤđĐĘđ
 ĖĤĔĢĜ ČĘĥ đĜĦđČ ďĚĕĘĥ ďĞ Ėė Ęė ĐĥĚĘ đĘ đĜėĤĢđĐ đĜČĥ ,ēĝĠ Ęĥ ĐďĎĐĚ ĐīĞ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ
 Ęėčĥ ĪđĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚĪĐ ĦďđģĜ ĦČ ĤĤđĞĘđ đĜĕĚĢĞč ďđĚĘĘ đĜĕĒĤĒĘđ đĜĕďĚĘĘ ĐďĎĐĐĚ ęĘĞĜ ČđĐđ ,đĘ

.ĔĤĠč ďēČđ ďēČ Ęė ĖđĦđ ,ĘĘėč ĘČĤĥĕ ĘĘėč ČđĐĥ ,Ĥđďđ Ĥđď
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čĘ ĕĚėē

ē

.Đ
 ĤĥČ ęđģĚĐ ĘČ ĦĕĘĞđ ĦĚģđ ĪđĎđ ĔĠĥĚĘ Ĥčď ĖĚĚ ČĘĠĕ ĕėÃ ,ĤĚČĜ (Ďĕ-ē ,Ēĕ) ęĕĔĠđĥ ĦĥĤĠčđ
 đďĕĎĐđ ĦĥĤďđ ęĐĐ ęĕĚĕč ĐĕĐĕ ĤĥČ ĔĠđĥĐ ĘČđ ęĕđĘĐ ęĕĜĐėĐ ĘČ ĦČčđ .đč ĖĕģĘČ ĪĐ Ĥēčĕ
 ĦĤĚĥđ ĪĐ ĤĚČ ĤĥČ ČđĐĐ ęđģĚĐ ěĚ ĖĘ đďĕĎĕ ĤĥČ ĤčďĐ ĕĠ ĘĞ ĦĕĥĞđ .ĔĠĥĚĐ Ĥčď ĦČ ĖĘ
 ĤđĝĦ ČĘ ĐĥĞĦ ĖĘ đĤĚČĕ ĤĥČ ĔĠĥĚĐ ĘĞđ ĖđĤđĕ ĤĥČ ĐĤđĦĐ ĕĠ ĘĞ .ĖđĤđĕ ĤĥČ Ęėė ĦđĥĞĘ
 ďĚđĞĐ ěĐėĐ ĘČ ĞĚĥ ĕĦĘčĘ ěđďĒč ĐĥĞĕ ĤĥČ ĥĕČĐđ .ĘČĚĥđ ěĕĚĕ ĖĘ đďĕĎĕ  ĤĥČ ĤčďĐ ěĚ
 ĘČĤĥĕ Ęėđ  .ĘČĤĥĕĚ ĞĤĐ ĦĤĞčđ  ČđĐĐ ĥĕČĐ ĦĚđ  ĔĠđĥĐ ĘČ đČ ĖĕģĘČ ĪĐ  ĦČ ęĥ ĦĤĥĘ
 ęĐ ęĕĘĥđĤĕčĥ ĘđďĎĐ ěĕď ĦĕčÃ ,(ęĕĤĚĚ ĪĘĐ ĥĕĤ) ęīčĚĤĐ čĦėđ ī.ďđĞ ěđďĕĒĕ ČĘđ đČĤĕđ đĞĚĥĕ
 ēĕĔčĐ ěĐĕĘĞđ ĘČĤĥĕ ĘėĘ ČĢđĕ ĔĠĥĚđ ģē ęĐĚđ ĐČĤđĐĐ ĕďđĚĞ ęĐđ ĐĠ ĘĞčĥ ĐĤđĦ ĤģĕĞ
 čĕĕē đĦĤđĦčđ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚč ěĕĚČĚĐ Ęėđ ,ĐĥĞ ĦđĢĚ đĒ ĖđĤđĕ ĤĥČ ĐĤđĦĐ ĕĠ ĘĞ ĤĚČĜĥ ĐĤđĦĐ

 .ĘīėĞ ī.ěĐĕĘĞ ěĞĥĕĘđ ěĐĕĘĞ ĦďĐ ĐĥĞĚ ĖđĚĝĘ

 ĔĠĥĚđ ĦēČ Đģđē đĥĞĕ ĘėĐĥđ ĘČĤĥĕ ĘėĘ ďēČ ěĕď Ħĕč ĐĕĐĕĥ ďČĚ ĐĤđĦ ĐĤĕĚēĐĥ ĕĤĐ
 ęĐĕĠ  ĦČ  ČĤĚĚ  ěģĒĘ  ĐĦĕĚ  ĐĤđĦ  Đčĕĕēĥ  ďĞ  ,ęĕĞĕĎĚ  ęĕĤčďĐ  Ėė  ĕďė  ďĞđ  .ęĐĕĠ  ĘĞ  ďēČ
 đčĤ ĘĞ ģĘđēĐ Ęė ,(Ďīĝ-čīĝ čīĚĤ Īĕĝ ďīđĕ) ēīĦđ đčĤ ďđčė ĦđėĘĐč ĞīđĥĐ ĘīĒđ .ęĐĕĘĞ ģĘđēđ
 đĘĕČė đĕĘĞ ęĞĤĦĚĐ Ęėđ ,ĐĜĕėĥĐ ęĞ ĐĥđĞė đčĤ ęĞ ĐčĕĤĚ ĐĥđĞĐ Ęėđ ,ĐĜĕėĥĐ ĘĞ ģĘđēė

.ėīĞ ,ĐĜĕėĥĐ ĤēČ ĤĐĤĐĚė đčĤ ĤēČ ĤĐĤĐĚĐ Ęėđ ,ĐĜĕėĥĐ ĘĞ ęĞĤĦĚ

 ,ěė ĤčďĐ ěĕČ ,ĘđďĎĐ ďīč ĘĔčĦĜĥĚ ĘčČ ,ęĕĘĥđĤĕčĥ ĘđďĎĐ ěĕďĐ Ħĕčč ģĤ ĐĒĥ ĤČđčĚ ęĘđČ
 .ĐĤđĦč đĦĜčĐ ĕĠ ĘĞ ěĕďĐ ģđĝĠĘ ,čĕĕē ęĎ ČđĐđ ,đĘ ĤĦđĚ ďđĚĞĕĥ ęėē Ęėđ ěĕď Ħĕč Ęė ČĘČ
 Ĥčĕēĥ ĕĥČ čĤ Ęĥ ěĕď Ħĕč ĤēČđ ,ĘīĒđ ĐģĒēĐ ďĕĐ ĤĠĝĘ đĦĚďģĐč ęīčĚĤĐ ĕĤčďč ĤČđčĚ ĐĒđ
 ęĕĢčģĦĚ ČĘČ ..ęĕģđēĤĐ ęĕĕČđ ĦđđĢģĘ đĞĕĎĐđ ĤĦĕ ĤđĒĕĠ ĦđĢĤČĐ Ęėč ĘČĤĥĕ đĤĒĠĦĜ ČĤĚĎĐ
 ęĕĜĕčĚđ  ĐĤđĦč  ěĕģĝđĞđ  ĐĜĕďĚđ  ĐĜĕďĚ  Ęėčđ  ĤĕĞđ  ĤĕĞ  Ęėč  ČĤđģ  ĪĐ  ĤĥČ  ęĕďĕĤĥĐ  ęĕďĕēĕ
 ČĤĚĎĐ ĤēČ ďĚĞĥ ěĕď Ħĕč Ęėđ .ČđĐ ĖČĕĐ ĔĠĥĚĐ ĖĤď ęĐĚ ęĕĞďđĕđ ęĘđė ęĕĚėēĐ ĕĤđčĕēč
 đĕĥĞĚ đĔĥĠ ČĘ ,ĦđčĤ ĦđĜĕďĚ ĕĜčĘ đČ đĦĜĕďĚ ĕĜčĘ ĎĕĐĜĐ đČ ěĕģĦĐ đČ ĤĒĎđ ĐĜĕďĚđ ĐĜĕďĚ Ęėč
 ęĕďĕēĕ ĐĜĕďĚ ĐĦđČ Ęĥ ěĕď Ħĕč ĦđĕĐđ ,ęĕėĤďĐ ĥđčĕĥđ ęĐĕĦđčĥđĚ ģđēĤ ĕĜĠĚ ĘČĤĥĕ Ęėč
 ĕĥĜČ ěĕĠđė ěĕČ ĖėĕĠĘ .ČĤĚĎĐ Ĥđčĕē ęďđģ ęĕĜĥ ĐĚėĚ ĘĔč ďēČđ ęĕĞčĥ Ęĥ ĘđďĎĐ ěĕď Ħĕčđ
 ĤēČ ěĕď Ħĕč ĐĤĒĎĥ ĐĤĕĒĎ ĤđĒĎĘ ĐĒ ěĕď ĦĕčĘ ęĕĤĚđČ ěĕČđ ,ĦĤēČĐ ĐĜĕďĚ ĎĐĜĚė ĎđĐĜĘ đĒ ĐĜĕďĚ
 ďĚĞĥ ĤēČ ěĕď  ĦĕčĘ ĤČčĦĜđ  ČđĐ Ėė ĔĠĥĚĐ ĖĤďĥ ęĕĜđČĎĐĚ ďēČ ďĚĘ ęČ ěėđ  .đĦĜĕďĚč
 đĕĤčďĘ ĐĔđĜ ĦĞďĐĥ ĕĚĘ ČĘČ ěđĥČĤĘ ěĕĞĚđĥ ěĕČ ,ČĤĚĎč čđĦėĐ ĔĠĥĚĐ ĖĤď ĐĒ ěĕČĥ đĕĤēČ

.ĘīėĞ ,ěđĤēČ ěĕč ěđĥČĤ ěĕč

 đĞĕĢĐĥ ĐĚ ĘĞ ĘČĥĜĥ (Ďĕ Īĕĝ Čīē) ĐĔČĤ ęĘđĥĚ ĤīĎĐĘ ĤĥčĚ Ęđģ Ħīđĥč đĜĕĢĚ ĐĒĘ ČĚĎđďđ
 ĒĕĤėĐĘ ĐĒ Ĥđďč ĐĠĕ đĜĕēđė ěĕČ đĜČĥ čĦėđ ,ĐĕĜĚĤĎ ĦĚďČ ĘĞ ĖđĤďĘ ęĤē ĒĕĤėĐĘ ĐĚēĘĚĐ ĕĤēČ
 .ĘīĜĐ ęīčĚĤĐ ĕĤčďĚ ĐĒĘ ěĕėđĚĝ ČĕčĐđ .ęĘđĞĐ Ęėč ĕďđĐĕ Ęė ĘĞ ĥďē ĤđĝĕČ ĤđĒĎĘđ ęĤē ĘĞ
 ČĢĚ ČĘĥ ,Čďē ,ĐĒ ĘĞ čĕĥĐđ ,ďĤĠĝč ĤđďĘ ČĘĥ ęĤē ĥĕĥ ĐĚĚ ďđĚĘĘ đĢĤĥ ĥĕď ,ďđĞ čĦėđ
 ,ęĦĜĕďĚ ĕĜč ĘĞđ ęĚĢĞ ĘĞ ęĐ đĤĒĎĥ ģĤ đĜĕĕĐ ,ĐĒė ęĤē ĥĕ ęČ đĘĕĠČĥ ,ďđĞđ ,ĘĘė ĐĒĘ ĤđģĚ

.đĜĕĢĚ ČĘ ĐĒ ,ĘČĤĥĕ Ęė ĘĞ Đĥďē ĐĤĕĒĎ ĤđĒĎĘ ĘčČ



ęĕĜđĕĞ

Ē

 ČĘČ ,ĦđĘČĥ ĘđČĥĘđ ěĐč ĤđģēĘ ĕĘč đčĤ ĕĤčď Ęė ĘčģĘ đĘ ěĕČ đčĤĚ ďĚđĘĥ ďĕĚĘĦ ęĎ ĚīĚ
 ĘĞ ďđĚĞĕđ đĚĢĞĚ ęĕĤčďĐ ěĕčĕĥ ďĞ čĔĕĐ ģďĐ đĤĤčĘ ĦĜĚ ĘĞ Ĥčďđ Ĥčď Ęė ĘđČĥĘ ĖĕĤĢ ĐčĤďČ
 ģĤĠ) ĐĤđĦ ďđĚĘĦ ĪĘĐč ęīčĚĤĐ ĕĤčďč ĤČđčĚ ĐĒ Ęėđ .ĪčĤĪĘ đĚĢĞ ČđĐ ĐĥĞĕĥ ďĞđ ,đčĤ ĦĞď
 ,ęĕĚĞĠ ĤĥĞĚ ĤĦđĕ ĪĐĘČĥĪ ěđĥĘ ęĥ ĤĕėĒĐđ ,čĤĘ ďĕĚĘĦ ĦĘČĥ ĕĜĕď Ęė ČĕčĐĥ (ē-đ ĐėĘĐ Īď

.ěĐĕĘĞ čĕĥĐĘđ ,đĕĦđĘČĥč đďďđĞĘđ đĤĤđĞĘ ĖĕĤĢĥ ,ďĕĚĘĦĘ čĤĐ ďđĚĕĘ ěĠđČ ďđĝĕ Ęė ĐĒ ĕĤĐĥ

 ęĞĠĐđ ,đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ ĦČ đĜĕĦĤėĐ ĦĘĕēĦ ĦĚČčĥ .đĚĢĞč ĐīĞ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ ĕčĎĘ đĜĕĢĚ ĐĒĘ ĒĚĤđ
 ĕĜĥ ĐĜĐđ ĕĜĥĐ ęđĕč ČĢĕđÃ (Ďĕ ,č ĦđĚĥ) ėīĥĚ ČđĐđ ,ĐĘČĥ ĕīĞ ČđĐ ,ĐĤđĦč ĤėĒđĐĥ ĐĜđĥČĤĐ
 ĐĕĐ đĚĢĞč đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĕĤčď ĦĘĕēĦ ĕĤĐ ī.ĖĞĤ ĐėĦ ĐĚĘ ĞĥĤĘ ĤĚČĕđ ęĕĢĜ ęĕĤčĞ ęĕĥĜČ
 ĘČĥĕđ ,đčĤ ĦČ ĘČĥĕĥ ďĞ ,ģĚĞĦĐĘ ,ěĜđčĦĐĘ ,čđĥēĘ ęďČĐ ĦČ ĤĤđĞĘ ĐĒ Ęėđ ,ĪĐĚĘĪ ĦĘČĥč

.đģĚđĞđ ĤčďĐ ğđĝ ĎĕĥĐĘ Čđčĕ ĪĐčđĥĦđ ĐĘČĥĪ Ęĥ đĒ ĖĤď ĕīĞđ ,đĚĢĞ ĦČ

.ď
 ĦđĕēĘ ĤĥĠČ ĕČĥ čđĥēĘ ęĕĘđėĕ đĕĐ ,ĪĐ ďčĞ ĐĥĚ ĦđĚ ĕĤēČ ġĤČĐ ĕČč ,ĘČĤĥĕ ĕĜč ęĞ ĐĜĐđ
 ĦČ đĜĘ ďĕĤđĐđ ,ęĕĐ ĦČ đĜĘ ĞĤģđ ,ęĕĤĢĚĚ đĜČĕĢđĐĥ ČđĐ ČđĐ ČĘĐđ ,đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ ĕĘč ĐČĘĐ
 ďĚĕĘđ ,đĜĘ ĐĤĝĚđ ĕĜĕĝĚ ĐĤđĦ Ęčĕģĥ ČđĐ ČđĐ .ĦđĥĞĘ ĪĐ đēĘĥ ĤĥČ ęĕĝĜĐ Ęė ĤČĥ ěėđ ,ěĚĐ
 ĕĚđ ,đďĞĘč ĖĕĥĚĐĘ ĘėđĜ ĖĕČđ ī.ĘČĤĥĕ ĕĜč ĕĜĠĘ ĐĥĚ ęĥ ĤĥČ ĐĤđĦĐ ĦČĒÃ ĦČ ĘČĤĥĕ ĘėĘ
 ĦđĥĤ đĘ ěĦĜĕĦĥ ĥģĕčđ ĤĒēđ ĥģĕč đĚĢĞč đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ ęĎĥ ĦĚČčđ ?ĐĞđĚĥ ěĕčĕ ĕĚđ ĐĞď ĐĤđĕ
 ī,ěďĤĕĐ ĤčĞč ĤĥČ ĐčđĔĐ ġĤČĐ ĦČ ĐČĤČđ ČĜ ĐĤčĞČÃ (Đė ,Ď ęĕĤčď) ėīĥĚėđ ,ġĤČĘ ĝĜėĕĘ
 ĤĥČ ġĤČĐ ĦČĒ đĕĘČ ĪĐ ĤĚČĕđÃ (ď ,ďĘ ęĕĤčď) ĥīĚėđ ,ĝĜėĕĘ Ęėđĕ ČĘĥ ĐīčģĐ đĘ ĤĚČĥ ďĞ

ī.ĤđčĞĦ ČĘ ĐĚĥđ ĖĕĜĕĞč ĖĕĦĕČĤĐ ĐĜĜĦČ ĖĞĤĒĘ ĤĚČĘ čģĞĕĘđ ģēĢĕĘ ęĐĤčČĘ ĕĦĞčĥĜ

 ,ęčĤ ĦĞď ĘĞ ďđĚĞĘ ĘČĤĥĕ đėĒ Ĥčėĥ ĐĜĥ ęĕĞčĤČ ĤēČĥ ,ĦđĕĐĘ ĖĕĤĢ ĐĕĐ Ėė ĦĚČčĥ ČĘČ
 ,ĖĦđĘĞĐč  ĦĥĤĠč  đĜĕĢĚ  ĐĘČĐ  ęĕĤčďėđ  .đĜĕčĤ  ĐĥĚ  ĕĘč  ĐĤđĦĐ  ĕĕē  ĦđĕēĘ  ĐĦĕĐ  ęĦďđčĞ
 Ęė ěĦĕ ĕĚđÃ (Ĕė ģđĝĠ ęĥ) ĐĥĚ đĘ ĤĚČ ,(ēė ,Čĕ ĤčďĚč) īęČĘė ĐĥĚ ĕĜďČÃ ĞĥđĐĕ ĤĚČĥė
 ĘėĘ ďđĚĕĘ ĐĒĥ ,ĘīĢĒ ĥĤĕĐ ĘČĠĤ ěđĥĚĥ ĤīĎĐ ĤČĕčđ ī.ęĐĕĘĞ đēđĤ ĦČ ĪĐ ěĦĕ ĕė ęĕČĕčĜ ĪĐ ęĞ
 .ęĐč ĖĤđĢ ĐĕĐĕ ČĘĥ ČđĐ ęĐĕĥĞĚĚ ĦĘēđĦĐđ ĦĘĞđĦĐ ĤģĕĞĥ ,ĦđĤđďĐ Ęėč ĘČĤĥĕ ĕĎĕĐĜĚ
 đėĤĔĢĕ ČĘĥ ďĞ ĐĘĞĜ ďČĚ ĐĎĤďĚđ čĢĚĘ đĘĘėč ĘČĤĥĕ ĘĘė ĦČ ČĕčĐĘ ęĕėĕĤĢ ęĐĥ ,đĜĕĕĐđ
 (ČīĚ ČīĠ)  ĦđčČ ĕģĤĠč ĥīĚ ČđĐđī,ęĕģĕďĢ ęĘđė  ĖĚĞđÃ  (Čė ,ĝ  ĐĕĞĥĕ)  ĥīĚėđ  ,ĐĤđĚđ  čĤĘ

ī.ĐčĤĐ ęĕďĕĚĘĦ đďĕĚĞĐđÃ

 ĐĥĚ  ĘČ  ęĞĐ  ĦČ  čĘė  ĝĐĕđÃ  ,ĘīĒđ  ,(Ę  ,Ďĕ)  ēĘĥ  ĦĥĤĠč  ĐĚėē  ĖĥĚĐ  ĕĤčďč  đĜĕĢĚ  ĒīĕĞėđ
 ĦĚ ĐĥĚ ,ęĕČčĜĦĚ ďďĕĚđ ďďĘČĚ đĞĚĥĥ ĕĜĠĚ ,ęĕďēĠĚ đĕĐ ĐĚĐď ,ěĕĜĞĐ ī.ĐĘĞĜ ĐĘĞ ĤĚČĕđ
 ęēĘĐĘđ ġĤČč ĝĜėĕĐĘ ,ėīČđ ,ęĐĕĘĞ ĤĒĎ ČĘđ ęĐč ĐēĕĚ ČĘ ĐĥĚ ĕė đČĤđ ,ġĤČĘ ĝĕĜėĚ ĞĥđĐĕđ
 čĘė ģĕĦĥĐ ěėĘđ .čĤē ĕĠĘ ęĘđė đĘĠĕ ČĘĐ ,ĐĥĚ ČĘč ,ęĕģĜĞ ęĞđ ,đč đĘĥėĜ Ĥčė ĤĥČ ģĘĚĞ ęĞ
 ęĕĠđĒĜ đĕĐĥ ěĚĒ Ęėĥ ,ęėč ĕđĘĦ đĦĘđďĎ ,ČčĤďČ ĕė ,ĐĥĚ ĘČ ęĕĦĠđĚĐ đĝēĕĥ ĐĚč ęĞĐ ĦČ
 ĐĥĚ ěĕČ ĕė ,ĐĥĚ ČĘč ,đĜĕĚĢĞč ĐĘĞĜ ĐĘĞ čĘė ĤĚČ ěėĘđ .ĐĥĚ ęĞ ĤđčĕďĐ ďēĕĕĦĜ ČĘ ĤčďĚč
 ĦĕģĘČĐ ĐēĎĥĐĘ ĐĕđČĤ ČĕĐ ĐĚĢĞč ĦĕĘČĤĥĕĐ ĐĚđČĐ ģĤ ,ĦĕĝĕĜĐ ĐĎĐĜĐĘ ĪĐ  ĘĢČ Đčĕĝ

.ďđĞ ĥīĕĕĞđ ,ĘīėĞ ,ĦĕĔĤĠĐ



čĘ ĕĚėē

đ

 ĚīĢĕ ĦĤĕėĒ ĦđĢĚ ĘđĔĕč ĐĒč ĥĕ ģĤ ,ĥđďĕģ ĦđĢĚč čėĞĚ ĚīĢĕ ĦĤĕėĒ ěĕČď ,ĥđďĕģ ĦđĢĚ ČĢđĕ
.ďīėĞ ,ĚīĢĕ ĦĤĕėĒ ěĕďĚ ČĘČ ĘĘė ĥđďĕģ ěĕďĚ ĐĜĕČ ĥđďĕģč ĚīĢĕ ĦĤėĒĐ Ęėď ,ĐĜđģĕĦė

 ĐĤėĒĐ ĐĜĕČđ ,ĦĤēČ ĐđĢĚ ęĞ ďēĕč đĤĕėĒĐĘ ěģĦĕĜĥ ĚīĢĕ ĦĤĕėĒ Ęĥ ĎĥđĚ ĥĕĥ đĜďĚĘ ĕĤĐ
 ěĕď ĥĕĥ ĤĚČĜĥ ğČ ,ěďĕď ěđďĕĜč ĜīĐđ .ĐĚĢĞ ĚīĢĕ ĦĤĕėĒ ěĕďĚ ČĘČ ĦĤēČ ĐđĢĚ ĐĦđČ ěĕďĚ
 ěĕďĚ ČĘČ ĤđĠĕĝ ěĕďĚ ĐĒ ěĕČ ĚīĚ ,ēĝĠ ĘĕĘč ĚīĢĕ ĤđĠĕĝ ęĞ ďēĕč ĤĚČĐĘ ĐėĕĤĢĥ ĚīĢĕ ĦĤĕėĒ

.ēĝĠ ĘĕĘ Ęĥ ĚīĢĕ ĤđĠĕĝ ĖđĦč ęĎ ĐĦđČ ĤĕėĒĐĘ ĦčĕĕēĚ ĚīĢĕ ĦĤĕėĒĥ ,ĐĤĕėĒ

 ęđĕĐ Ħĥđďģ ęĐč ĥĕĥ ęĕďēđĕĚ ęĕĜĚĒ ĥĕĥ .ĘđďĎ ĥđďĕē ĐĒč đĜďĚĘď ,ęĕĤčďĐ ĤđČĕčč ĐČĤĜđ
 ĦČĕĢĕ ĦĤĕėĒ ďĢĚ ĪęđĕĐ ĦĥđďģĪ ĐĒĕČ ęđĕđ ęđĕ Ęėč ĥĕĥ ĐĚ ĞĜđĚ ČĘđ ĞĤđĎ ĒīĕČ ĘčČ ,ĦďēđĕĚ
 ęđĕĐ Ħĥđďģ ĥĕ ęĐč ęĎđ ,ĐĒĐ ĘĘėĐ ěĚ ęĕČĢđĕ ęĜĕČ ĦđĢĚĐ Ďē ęđĕđ ĦčĥĐ ęđĕ ęĎ ğČđ .ęĕĤĢĚ
 Ħĥđďģ  đČ  ĦčĥĐ  Ħĥđďģ  ďĢĚ  ďēđĕĚč  ęĐč  ĥďēĦĜĥ  ęđĕĐ  Ħĥđďģ  ďčĘ  ĚīĢĕ  ĦĤĕėĒ  ďĢĚ

.ęĕĤĢĚ ĦČĕĢĕ ĦĤĕėĒ ĤĕėĒĐĘ ĖĕĤĢ ęĐč ęĎ ěėĘđ ,ēĝĠĐ

 ĖĤď ěĕĜĞ ęĥ ĤĕėĒĐ ČĘ ěėĘđ ,ĚīĢĕ ĦĤĕėĒ ĦđĢĚ ęđĕģĘ ČđĐ Īčđ ĪČ ĪĘĐč ęīčĚĤĐ ėīĥĚď ĐČĤĜđ
 ĐĘČĥ  ĖĤď  ĖĕĤĢĥ  ĪĎ  ĐėĘĐč  ėīĥĚđ  .ĐĦĤĕėĒč  ČĘđ  ĚīĢĕ  ĤđĠĕĝč  ěĕď  ČđĐĥ  ĐčđĥĦđ  ĐĘČĥ
 ,ĘĘė  ĐīĞ  đĜĕčĤ  ĐĥĚ  ĤĕėĒĐ  ČĘ  ĦĚČč  ĪĎ  ĪĘĐč  ěėĘđ  .ĚīĢĕ  ĤđĠĕĝ  ĦđĢĚ  ęđĕģĘ  ČđĐ  ĐčđĥĦđ
 ĪĘĐč ĘčČ .ĚīĢĕ ĤđĠĕĝđ ĐďĎĐĐ ĘĘėĚ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĚĥ ĦČ ĔĕĚĥĐĥ ĐďĎĐ ĘĞč Ęĥ đėĤďėđ
 đĦđČ ěĕĤĕėĒĚĥ đĚėđ ,đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ ĕīĞ đĥĞĜĥ ęĕĝĜĐ ĤĕėĒĐ ĤĕĠĥ ęĥ ,ĚīĢĕ ĦĤĕėĒ ěĕďĚ ČđĐĥ ĪČ

.ĐĘđė ĐĜĥĐ Ęėč

.Ď
 ĕĤčďė ĘėĐ ĦČ ĘčģĘđ đĦĞď ĘĔčĘ ģĤ ČĘ ,đĜĕĕĐđ .ĦđĘČĥ ĘđČĥĘ ČđĐ ĤďĝĐ ĘĕĘ ďđĝĕ Ęė ĐĜĐđ
 ģĤđ ,ĘđČĥĘđ ĦđĥģĐĘ ,ĥĠēĘđ ģđďčĘ ,ĥđĤďĘđ ĤđģēĘ ČĘČ ,ČĚĞĔ ČĘč ČĦėĘĐėđ ęđĦēĐ ĤĠĝ
 ěčĐ ĕĤĐĥ .ĪĘđďĎĪ Ęĥ đĦďĕĚ ČđĐ ĐĒĥ ĦĚČčđ .ĐģđĚĞĐđ ĦĕĦĕĚČĐ ĐĜčĐĘ ,ĐčđĥĦĘ ČđčĘ ĒīĕĞ
 ,ĕĜĕĥĤď ĤĚđČ ĐĒ Ĥčďđ ,ĪĘđČĥĘ Ğďđĕ đĜĕČĪė ĐďĎĐĐ ĘĞč ĕīĞ ĤďĎđĚ ČđĐ ęīčĚĤĐ ĤĕėĒĐĥ ĪěĔģĪĐ
 ěĔģĐ  ĤďĎđĐ  ěČė  ĐĚĘđ  ,ČĘ  đĦđ  ĪěĔģĪ  đĦđČ  ęĕĤđģ  ,ěĔģ  ĦđďđČ  ęĕĤčďĚĥė  ęđģĚ  Ęėč  ĕĤĐĥ
 Ğďđĕ đĜĕČĪđ ,ĦđĘďĎĐ ďđĝĕ ČđĐ ĪĘđČĥĘĪĥ ,ĘđďĎ ĥđďĕē ěČė đĜďĚĘĥ ČĘČ .ĪĘđČĥĘ Ğďđĕ đĜĕČĪė

 .ĦĞďĐ ĕđčĕĤđ ĦđĘďĎ ĕďĕĘ ČđčĘ Ęđėĕ ČđĐ ĦđĘČĥ ĕīĞ ģĤđ .ĦđĜĔģ ČđĐ ĪĘđČĥĘ

 ęďČĐĥ ęđĤĎĘ Ęđėĕ ĐĕĐ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĚĥ ĦĤėĒĐ ęĢĞĥ .ĐďĎĐč đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ ĤėĒđĐ ČĘ ĐĒ ęĞĔĚđ
 ěĦđĜđ  ĐĤđĦĐ ĘčģĚ ĐĥĚ ,ęĕģĘČĐ ĥĕČ ĐĥĚ ĕĤčďĘ ĕĤĚĎĘ  đĦĞď ĘĔčĕ  ČĘČ ĦđĘČĥĚ ĞĜĚĕ
 ĕĤĐđ .đĐĞĤ ĘČ ĥĕČ Ĥčďĕ ĤĥČė ĦīĕĥĐ đĦČ Ĥčĕďĥ ĐĥĚ ,ĐĜĕč ĕĤĞĥ ĔīĚĘ ĐėĒĥ ĐĥĚ ,ĐĤđĦĐ
 ,ĘđČĥĘ ęĕėĕĤĢ ĐčĤďČď .ĤďĝĐ ĘĕĘ Ęĥ ĪĐčđĥĦđ ĐĘČĥ ĖĤďĪĐ Ęėđ ĐďĎĐĐ ěĕĜĞ ĘėĘ ďĎđĜ ĐĒ
 ĐďĎĐĐ ĤđĠĕĝ ĖđĦĚ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ ĦČ ĔĕĚĥĐĘ ČĘČ ĐĜđčĦ ěĕČđ ĐĢĞ ěĕČ ěėĘđ .ĥđĤďĘđ ĤđģēĘ
 ,ĤđĠĕĝĐ ěĕď ĤģĕĞč ĐīĞĤĥĚ Ęĥ đĚĥ ĤĕėĒĐ ČĘ ęīčĚĤĐ ěėđ .ďčĘ ĒĚĤč ČĘČ đĤĕėĒĐĘ ČĘđ ĘĘėč
 ĐĕĐ  ,ēĝĠ  ĘĕĘ  Ęĥ  ĚīĢĕ  ĤđĠĕĝ  ęđĥĚ  ČĘđ  ČĚĘĞď  ĚīĢĕ  ĦĤĕėĒ  ęđĥĚ  đďđĝĕĥ  Īč  ĐėĘĐč  ģĤ

.đďĕ ĘĞ đĜĘ đĥĞĜĥ ęĕĝĜĐ ĤĕėĒĐĘđ ,đĚĥ ČĕčĐĘ ĤĥĠČ

 ĖĕĤĢĥ ğČď .đčĤ ĕĠĚ ďĚđĘ ďĕĚĘĦĥ ěĚĒ Ęėč ČĘČ ,ďčĘč ĤďĝĐ ĘĕĘč ģĤ đĜĕČ ĐĒ ďđĝĕď ĦĚČčđ
 ,ĐĜĕėĥĐ ĕĤēČ ĤĐĤĐĚė đčĤ ĕĤēČ ĤĐĤĐĚĐđ đčĤ ĤēČ ĤĐĤĐĘ ĤđĝČđ ,đĜĚĚ ČĤĕĕĘđ đčĤ ĦČ ďčėĘ



ęĕĜđĕĞ

Đ

 ěđĤėĒ đĜĘ ěĕČ ęĕĤĢĚ ĦČĕĢĕ ĤđĠĕĝ ĘėčÃ ,ĘīĒđ ,ĠīĥĎĐ ĘĞ ČīĤĎĐ ĪĕĠč ęĕĤČđčĚ ęĕĤčďĐ ĦĚČčđ
 ĪĐč ģĤ ĐĥĚč ĕđĘĦ ēčĥĐ ěĕČđ ,đĚĢĞĘđ đďđčėĘ Ĥčď ęđĥ ğĦĥĘ đĜĘ ĤđĝČ ĕė ,ĐĥĚ ĦČ đīē ĤđėĒĘ
 ,đďčĞ ĐĥĚčđ ĪĐč đĜĕĚČĕđ čĕĦė ěėĘđ .ęĘđĞĐ ěĚ ĤģĞĜ ĤēČ Ĥčďđ ęĕĚĥ ęĥ ğĦĥĚĐ Ęėđ .đďčĘ
 ĪĐĥ  đĜĕĚČĐĥ  ,ĐĥĚ  ĦđđĜĞđ  ĪĐč  ĘČĤĥĕ  ĦĜđĚČĘ  ,ĐčĤďČ  ,ĐĒ  ĤĚČĜ  ĐĥĚ  ĦĘđďĎĘ  ČĘ  ,ĤĚđĘė

ī.ėīĞ ,Īđė đĜđĢĤ ĦđĥĞĘ ěĕčĕĕđēĚĥ ęĘđĞčĥ ęĕČđĤčĐ Ęėė ,đďčĞ ģĤ đĜĕČ ĐĥĚđ ,ĦČĒ Ęė ĐĥĞ

.č
 đĜĕĦđčČĘ đĥĞĜĥ ĦđČĘĠĜđ ęĕĝĜč ĤĠĝĘ ĐĤđĦ Ęĥ ĞīĚÃ ,ČīĐ ĐĢĚđ ġĚē ĪĘĐĚ đīĠč ęīčĚĤĐ ĘīĒđ
 ĤĚČĜĥ đĚė ęĕĤĢĚĚ ęĦČĢĕ ĤĥČ ĐĒĐ ęđĕĐ ĦČ ĤđėĒ ĤĚČĜĥ ěĝĕĜč ĤĥĞ ĐĥĚē ĘĕĘč ęĕĤĢĚč
 .ĖĜčĘ ĦďĎĐđ ĤĚČĜĥ đĘČĥ ČĘ đĘĕĠČđ ęĕĜčĘ ĞĕďđĐĘ ĐđĢĚÃ ,Īč ĐėĘĐčđ ī.Īđė ĦčĥĐ ęđĕ ĦČ ĤđėĒ
 đĚė ęĕďčĞ đĜĕĕĐ đĜĘđė ĕĜč đĘ ĤĚđČ ĥĠĕĔ đČ ěĔģ ĐĕĐ ęČ ďĢĕė ,đďĚĘĚ đĕčČ ěč Ęĥ đĦĞď ĕĠĘđ
 ěčĐ ĐĕĐ ęČđ .ĦđĤĕēĘ đĜČĕĢđĕđ ĐīčģĐ đĜĦđČ ĐďĠ ĐĒĐ ĐĘĕĘčđ ęĕĤĢĚč ĐĒ ďčĞ đĚė đČ đĒ ĐēĠĥ
 Ęĥ đĦĞď ĕĠĘ ĘėĐ ,đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ ĕīĞ đĜĘ đĥĞĜĥ ęĕĝĜđ ęĕĤĢĚč đĜĘ ĞĤĕČĥ ĐĚ đĞĕďđĚ ęėēđ ĘđďĎ
 ĐĚ đĤĚČĕđ đĘČĥĕđ ęĕĜčĐ đČĤĕĥ ĕďė ĐĒĐ ĐĘĕĘč ĕđĜĕĥ ĦđĥĞĘ ĖĕĤĢđÃ ,ĪĎ ĪĘĐč čĦė čđĥđ ī.ěč
 ěč đĘ ěĕČ .Īđė ĐĕĐ Ėėđ Ėė ĞĤĕČ Ėėđ Ėė ęĐĘ ĤĚČĕđ ęĐĘ čĥĕĥ ďĞ ĦđĘĕĘĐ ĘėĚ ĐĒĐ ĐĘĕĘĐ ĐĜĦĥĜ
 .ęĕĚėē ěĘđė đĕĐ đĘĕĠČđ ,ĐĒĐ ĐĘĕĘĐ ĐĜĦĥĜ ĐĚ ĐĒ ĦČ ĐĒ ěĕĘČđĥ ĐĥČ đĘ ěĕČ ,đĦĘČđĥ đĦĥČ

ī.ĘīėĞ ,ĐĒĐ ĐĘĕĘĐ ĐĜĦĥĜ ĐĚ đĚĢĞĘ ĘČđĥ đďčĘ ĐĕĐ

 ęČ đĘĕĠČĥ ďĞ ,ĤđĠĕĝ ěĕďč čėĞĚđ ġđēĜ ėīė ČđĐ ĪĐčđĥĦđ ĐĘČĥ ĖĤďĪ ěĕĜĞ ęČĥ ,ĤĕĞĐĘ ĥĕđ
 đĘĕČėđ ĪĤĠĝĘĪ ĞīĚč ĘĕēĦĐ ĐĚĘđ ,ĐĒ ěĕďč ęīčĚĤĐ ĘĕēĦĐ ČĘ ĐĚĘ ,đĚĢĞĘ ĘČđĥ đďčĘ čĥđĕ
 ďđĞ .ĐčđĥĦđ ĐĘČĥ ĖĤďč ĤĠĝĘ ĖĕĤĢĥ ĐđĢĚĐ ęĢĞč ČĕčĐĘ đĘ ĐĕĐđ ,ČĚĘĞč ĤđĠĕĝč ĐđĢĚĐ
 ,đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ ĕīĞ đĜĘ đĥĞĜĥ ęĕĝĜĐ ĘĞ ěčĘ ĞĕďđĐĘ ĖĕĤĢĥ ĥĕĎďĐĥ ęīčĚĤĐ ěđĥĘč ĤĕĞĐĘ ĥĕ
 ęīčĚĤĐ ęĎ ĦĚČčđ .Ęėđ ĘėĚ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĚĥ ĔĕĚĥĐĥ ĐďĎĐĐ ĘĞč Ęĥ đėĤďĘ ďđĎĕĜč ĐĒđ
 đĥĞĜĥ ĦđČĘĠĜđ ęĕĝĜč ĤĠĝĘĪ ĐđĢĚĐ ĤģĕĞ ČĕčĐ ĐĘĕēĦ ČĘČ ,đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĚĥč ĘĕēĦĐ ČĘ
 ěč Ęĥ đĦĞď ĕĠĘĪ Ęĥ ěĕď ČĕčĐĥė ėīēČ ģĤđ ,đĥĞĜ ĕĚ ĕīĞ ĥĤĕĠ ČĘđ ęĦĝ ,ĪęĕĤĢĚč đĜĕĦđčČĘ

.đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ ĕīĞ đĜĘ đĥĞĜĥ ęĕĝĜĐ đĞĕďđĐĘ čĦė ĪđďĚĘĚ đĕčČ

 ĦČĕĢĕ ĤđĠĕĝ ,Īč ,ęĕĤĢĚ ĦČĕĢĕ ĦĤĕėĒ ,ĪČ ,ęĕĤĢĚ ĦČĕĢĕ Ęĥ ĦđđĢĚ ĕĦĥ đĜĕĢĚ Ĥčėď ,ĐČĤĜĐđ
 ĦĎĐđĜ ĐĜĕČ ĤđĠĕĝ ĦđĢĚ ęĘđČ .ĐĘĕĘ Ęėđ ęđĕ Ęė ,ĐĜĥĐ Ęė ĖĥĚč ĦĎĐđĜ ĐĤĕėĒ ĦđĢĚ .ęĕĤĢĚ
 ěĝĕĜč ĤĥĞ ĐĥĚē ĘĕĘčď ,ĐČĤĜ ĖČ .ĖĕĜĠĘ ęĕēĜđĚ ĤđĤĚđ ĐĢĚ ĥĕĥ ĐĞĥč ,ěĝĕĜč đīĔ ĘĕĘč ČĘČ
 ĤđĠĕĝĐ ęĞ ďēĕčď ČĘČ ,ĤđĠĕĝ ěĕďĚ đĒ ĐĤĕėĒ ěĕČđ .ĐĤĕėĒ ĦđĢĚ ęĎ ČĘČ ĤđĠĕĝ ĦđĢĚ ģĤ ČĘ ĥĕ

 .ĐĤĕėĒ ęĎ ĐĕĐĕĥ ĖĕĤĢ

 ĦđĢĚ ČĢđĕ ęČ đĜďĥ ęĕĜđĤēČĐ ĕĤčď ĘĞ (ČĘ ĐđĢĚ) ēīĜĚĐ Ħĕĕĥđģ Ğđďĕĥ ,đĜĕĢĚ ĐĒ ĤčďĘ ČĚĎđď
 ĥđďĕģč ęĕĤĢĚ ĦČĕĢĕ ĤĕėĒĐĘ ĖĕĤĢĥ ĤČđčĚ :Ēĕģ ęĕēĝĠč ČĐď ,ĐĘĠĦč Ħčĥ ĘĕĘ Ęĥ ĥđďĕģ
 .ďđēĘ ĐĘĠĦč ĥđďĕģ ĕďĕ ČĢĕ ČĘ ėīĞ ėīČđ ,ĚīĢĕĘ ĤėĒ ęđĥ đĜĕĢĚ ČĘ ĐĘĠĦĐ ēĝđĜč ĕĤĐđ ,ęđĕĐ
 ęđĕĐ  ĥđďĕģč  ĚīĢĕ  ĦĤėĒĐď  ,(đĤĦĕ  ĪĠ  ,ēīĜĚ  ĕčģĞč  ĤĠĝ)  ĘīĢĒ  ěĕĕĔĥĘďČ  čģĞĕ  ĤīĎĐ  ġĤĕĦđ
 ĦĤĕėĒ ĦđĢĚ ĘĘėĚď ,ęĕĤĢĚ ġĤČĚ ĖĦČĢ ęđĕ ĦĤĕėĒč ěĕď ĐĒ ČĘČ ,ęđĕĐ ĥđďĕģ ĦđĢĚč ěĕď ĐĜĕČ
 ĤĕĠĥ ĚīĚ ĐĘĠĦč ĚīĢĕ ĤĕėĒĐ ČĘĥ ğČ ěėĘđ .ęđĕĐ ĥđďĕģč ęĎ ĚīĢĕ ĤĕėĒĐĘ ČđĐ ęĕĤĢĚ ĦČĕĢĕ



čĘ ĕĚėē

ď

 đČčđĐ ĐďĎĐč ,ĘĥĚĘ .ĐĘĕēĦ ĐčĥēĚčđ ĐĜđđėč ĔĚĥđĐ ĦđĚđģĚ ĐĚėčĥ ĐČĤĜĥ ČĘČ ďđĞ ČĘđ
 Ęė ĘČ ĞĥđĐĕ ĤĚČĕđÃ ,ęĐđ ,(ď-č ,ďė ĞĥđĐĕč) ĘČĤĥĕ ĕĜčĘ ĞĥđĐĕ ĕīĞ đĤĚČĜĥ ęĕģđĝĠ ĐĥĘĥ
 ĤđēĜ ĕčČđ ęĐĤčČ ĕčČ ēĤĦ ęĘđĞĚ ęėĕĦđčČ đčĥĕ ĤĐĜĐ ĤčĞč ĘČĤĥĕ ĕģĘČ ĪĐ ĤĚČ Đė ęĞĐ
 ěĞĜė ġĤČ Ęėč đĦđČ ĖĘđČđ  ĤĐĜĐ ĤčĞĚ ęĐĤčČ ĦČ ęėĕčČ ĦČ ēģČđ .ęĕĤēČ ęĕĐĘČ đďčĞĕđ
 ĤĕĞĥ ĤĐ ĦČ đĥĞĘ ěĦČđ đĥĞ ĦČđ čģĞĕ ĦČ ģēĢĕĘ ěĦČđ ģēĢĕ ĦČ đĘ ěĦČđ đĞĤĒ ĦČ ĐčĤČđ
 ďđĞ ĖĕĥĚĚ ęĥ ČĕčĜĐ ČĘĐ ĖČ .ĐďĎĐč ČčđĐ ěČė ďĞ ī.ęĕĤĢĚ đďĤĕ đĕĜčđ čģĞĕđ đĦđČ ĦĥĤĘ
 ĤēČđ đčĤģč ĕĦĕĥĞ ĤĥČė ęĕĤĢĚ ĦČ ğĎČđ ěĤĐČ ĦČđ ĐĥĚ ĦČ ēĘĥČđÃ ,(đ-Đ ģđĝĠ ęĥ) ĤĚđČđ
 ęėĕĦđčČ  ĕĤēČ  ęĕĤĢĚ  đĠďĤĕđ  ĐĚĕĐ  đČđčĦđ  ęĕĤĢĚĚ  ęėĕĦđčČ  ĦČ  ČĕĢđČđ  .ęėĦČ  ĕĦČĢđĐ
 đĞĕĎĐčĥė ĐČĤĜ ,?ĐďĎĐĘ đĘČ ęĕģđĝĠ Īč đĝĕĜėĐ ČĘ ĐďĎĐĐ ĕĘĞč ĞđďĚ ī.ğđĝ ęĕ ęĕĥĤĠčđ čėĤč

 .ĐĚĘ ĞīĢđ ,ĐďĎĐĘ đĝĕĜėĐĘ đĢĤ ČĘđ đģĕĝĠĐ ďĕĚ ęĕĤĢĚ ĦČĕĢĕč đďĕģĠĦđ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĚĥĘ

 ĐĔĚĐ ĦČđÃ (Ēĕ ,ď ĦđĚĥ) ģđĝĠ ČĕčĐ ,ĪĐĔĚĐ ĐĒ ĦđĦđČčđĪ ĘĞ ģđĝĠ ČĕčĚĥ ĐďĎĐč ěĘĐĘ ěėđ
 đĤėĒđĐĥ ĐĔĚĐ ĦđďđČ ęĕģđĝĠ ĐčĤĐ ĥĕĥ ğČđ īĪĦđĦđČĐ ĦČ đč ĐĥĞĦ ĤĥČ Ėďĕč ēģĦ ĐĒĐ

.ĐĔĚĐ Ħėĕĕĥ ĕĚĘ đč ĤėĒđĐ ČĘĥ ĐĒ ģđĝĠ ģĤ ,ęĐĚ ďēČ ğČ ČĕčĐ ČĘ ,ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĚĥ ęĐč

 ęĕĤĢĚ ġĤČč ĕĦĤčĞđÃ :čđĦėĥ ĐĚč ,ĦđčĕĦ ĕĥČĤč ČđĐđ ,ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĚĥ đĜĕĢĚ ĒĚĤ ĖĤďč ģĤđ
 ęĕĤĢĚ ĕĐĘČ Ęėčđ  ,ğĤĥ ČĘđ  ĕĜČ  ,ęĕĤĢĚ ġĤČč Ĥđėč  Ęė  ĕĦĕėĐđ  ,ĖČĘĚ ČĘđ  ĕĜČ  ,ĐĒĐ  ĐĘĕĘč
 ĤĕėĒĐĘ ĐĢĤ ČĘ đĘĕČėđ .ĐīĥĚ ĦīĤ ,ēĕĘĥĪĐ  ,ğĤĪĥ  ,ĖČĘĪĚ  ī.ēĕĘĥĐ ČĘđ ĕĜČ ,ęĕĔĠĥ ĐĥĞČ
 ĤėĒđĐ đč ďēČĐ ęđģĚĐ ęĎđ .ďčĘč ĒĚĤ ĖĤďč đĤĕėĒĐđ ,ęĕĤĢĚĚ ĘČĤĥĕ ĦČ ČĕĢđĚĐ ČđĐ ČđĐĥ
 ĘČĤĥĕ  ĎĕĐĜĚė  đĤĕėĒĚĐ  ģđĝĠ  ĐĒ  ěĕČ  ī,đďčĞ  ĐĥĚčđ  ĪĐč  đĜĕĚČĕđÃ  ģđĝĠ  ČĕčĐĥė  ,ČĕďĐĘ
 ęĎ ĦĚČčđ] .đčĤ ĐĜģ ďčĞ ĐĜģĥ ĐĚđ đčĤ ďĕė ďčĞ ďĕĥ ,ďčĘ ĪĐ ďčĞė ČĘČ ,ęĕĤĢĚĚ ęČĕĢđĚđ

 .[ęīčĚĤĐ Ęĥ ĐďĎĐĐ ēĝđĜč ĘĘė ČčđĐ ČĘ ĐĒ ģđĝĠ

 ČĘĐđ .čđĔĐ ĦĤėĐ Ħčđē ęđĥĚ đĤĕėĒĐĘ đĜĘ ĐĕĐĥ ĐđĚĦ ďđĞ ,đĚĢĞ ďĢĚ ĐđĚĦ ĐĒ Ĥčďĥ ďčĘđ
 .đĤĕėĒĐĘ ĕđČĤ ĐĕĐ ďčĘ ĐĒ ďĢĚđ ,ęĜĞĚĘ ĐčĤĐ Ęčĝđ ,ĘČĤĥĕ ĘĘė ĤđčĞ đĥĠĜ ĤĝĚĥ ČđĐ ČđĐ
 ĘĞ ĞčģĜ đĘđė Ęėĥ ēĝĠ ĘĕĘč đĘĕČđ ,ęĕĚĞĠ ĐčĤĐ đĚĥ ĦČ ęĕĤĕėĒĚ ĐĜĥĐ ĖĥĚ Ęėč ĦĚČčđ
 ĘĞđ ,ęĕĤĢĚ ĦČĕĢĕ ĘĞ čđĔĐ ĦĤėĐ ĤģĕĞ ĕČďđĥ ğČđ .!ĘĘė đĦđČ ęĕĤĕėĒĚ ČĘ ,čđĔĐ ĦĤėĐ ďđĝĕ
 ĤĠđė ğđĝĘ ęďđ Ĥĥč Ęĥ đĦčđĔč ĤĠđėĐ Ęė ĘīĒē đĤĚČ ČĘĐ ĚīĚ ,đďčĘ ĪĐĘ ĕĦĘč ČđĐ ,Ĥčď Ęė
 ğđĝĘđ , ğĝđĕ ĦČ Ğďĕ ČĘĥ ĤĥČ ĐĘĕēĦ đĕĘĞ ĤĚČĜĥ ĐĞĤĠĚ ĐĒ ĦČ ęĕďĚđĘđ ,ęđģĚ Ęĥ đĦčđĔč

 .ęďđ ĤĥčĘ ęĎ ĐčđĔ ĤĕėĐĘ ĖĕĤĢĥ ĕĤĐ .ĪĐ ĦČ ĕĦĞďĕ ČĘ ĤĚČ

 đĕčČ ĦČ ĘČĥđ ,ďČĚ ĐĒĚ ĥĎĤĦĜ ěĔģ ďĘĕ đĦđĕĐčĥ ,ĤĚČ ěđĔĝđčĚ ģĕĪĢĕĕčđĘđĝ čđď ğĝđĕ čĤĐđ
 Ęĥ đĥđĤĕĠ ČĕčĐ ĕĤĚ ČčČ ĤėĒĘ ęĕĤđĞĕĥ ĤĠĝčđ .ĐďĎĐč đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĚĥ ĤėĒđĐ ČĘ ĐĚĘ
 ĕĦĥģč ĦđĘĕĘč ĕčėĥĚ ĘĞÃ (Č ,Ď ĥīĐĥ) čđĦėĥ ĐĚč ,(Ď ĐĥĤĠ) ĐčĤ ĥīĐĥ ĥĤďĚč ĘīĢĒ đĕčČ
 ,ęĕĤĢĚ Ęĥ ĐĘĕĘ ĐĒ ,ĦđĘĕĘč ĕčėĥĚ ĘĞ ,ĤēČ ĤčďĪ ī,đĕĦČĢĚ ČĘđ đĕĦĥģč ĕĥĠĜ ĐčĐČĥ ĦČ
 ĤĕėĚĐ ĘČĤĥĕ ĦĝĜė ,ĤĚđĘėĪ ,ĥĤĕĠđ .ĪđĕĦČĢĚ ČĘđ đĕĦĥģč ,ĐĥĚ ĐĒ ,ĕĥĠĜ ĐčĐČĥ ĦČ ĕĦĥģč
 ĦČ ĕĦĥģč ,ęĤč ,ĐďĎĐ ĕĤčď Ĥđďĕĝč đĚĥč đĦđČ čģĜĘ ĐĢđĤ ,ęĕČĕčĜĐ čČĘđ ĐĎĕĐĜĚĘ ĐčđĔ
 ,ĐīčģĐĘ ĐĘđė Ħėĕĕĥ ĐĘđČĎĐ .ęĕĤĢĚ ĦČĕĢĕ ĤđĠĕĝč đĦđČ ĦČĢđĚ ĕĜĕČ ,ČđĥĘ ěĚČĜĐ ĐĞđĤĐ

.ĪĐč ģĘē ,ęĕČĕčĜĐ ěđďČđ ęĕĘđďĎčĥ ĘđďĎĐ đĘĕĠČ ,ęďđ ĤĥčĘ ěĕČđ



Ď

��¦Ã N�¼�Ã��is the founding Rav and Rabbi Emeritus of the BAYT.

:đīĞĥĦ ĘđďĎĐ Ħčĥ ĦĥĤď 
đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ
čđČĔ ěĐėĐ ĖđĤč čĤĐ

 ,ĪĐĜĦĥĜ  ĐĚĪčĥ  ĦđĘČĥ  ĪďĐ  ěĐđ  ,Ħđĕĥđģ  ĞčĤČ  ĥĕ  ēĝĠ  ĘĕĘčĥ  ĘČĤĥĕ  Ęėč  ęĝĤđĠĚđ  Ğđďĕ
 ĐĘđďĎ ĐĘČĥ ėīĎ ČĕĐĥ ĦĕĥĕĚē Čĕĥđģ ĥĕ ĦĚČč ęĘđČ .ĐčđĥĦė ĐďĎĐĐ ĤČĥ ĐČč ěĐĕĘĞĥ
 đĒ  ĐĘČĥĘ  ĐčđĥĦčĥ  ĦĚČčđ  .ĐďĎĐĐ  ĘĞ  ĐĘČĥ  ČĘČ  ,ĐďĎĐč  ĐĘČĥ  ČĘ  ČĕĐđ  ,ďČĚ  ĐģĒēđ

:đĜĕĤčď ĤČčĜđ .ĤďĝĐ ĘĕĘ ĦďđčĞ ďđĝ Ęė ěđĚĔ

.Č
 ēĝđĜ ĤĚđĘ ĘČĤĥĕ Ęė đĎĐĜ ,ěėČđ .ĪēčđĥĚ ĐĒ ĕĤĐ ęĕĤĢĚ ĦČĕĢĕč ĤĠĝĘ ĐčĤĚĐ ĘėđĪ ĤĚČĜ ĐďĎĐč
 ęĕĤčďĚĐ ĦđČĤģĚ ĐčĤĐ đČčđĐ đč  ,ďČĚ ĖđĤČ ēĝđĜ  ČđĐđ  ,đĜĕĜđĚďģĚ đĜĘ  ĦĤďđĝĚĐ ĐďĎĐĐ
 ĐĘđČĎĐ ěĠđČ ,ďđčĞĥĐ ĕĥđģ đč ĤČđčĚđ ,ěĐĕĘĞ ĘīĒē đĥĤďĥ ĦđĥĤďĐđ ,ęĕĤĢĚ ĦČĕĢĕ  ěĕĜĞč
 ďČĚ ĦēČ ĐĔĚĥĐ ĥĕ ĖČ .ďđĞđ ďđĞđ ,ĦđėĚ ĤĥĞ ,ĐĕđĔĜ ĞđĤĒčđ ĐģĒē ďĕč ęĕĦĠđĚđ ĦđĦđČč
 ĕĚė  ęĘĞĜđ  ,ęĕĤĢĚ  ĦČĕĢĕ  ĤđĠĕĝđ  ĐďĎĐč  ĤģĕĞ  ĐĕĐĕĥ  ęĕčĥđē  đĜĕĕĐ  ĐĤđČėĘĥ  Ĥčď  ,ĦĔĘđč

 .ĐīĞ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ Ęĥ đĚĥ ČđĐđ ,đĜĕČĥ

 ĘČĤĥĕ  Ęĥ  ěĘČđĎ  ĦđĕĐĘ  ĪĐ  ĕĠ  ĘĞ  ĞčģĜĥ  ĕĚ  ČđĐ  ČđĐ  đĜĕčĤ  ĐĥĚ  ČĘĐ  .ęĕĐĕĚĦĚ  ęĕĤčďĐđ
 ĘČ ĖēĘĥČđ ĖĘ ĐĦĞđÃ (ĕ ,Ď ĦđĚĥ) đĦđēĕĘĥ ĦĘĕēĦč ĦīĕĥĐ đĘ ĤĚČĥ đĚėđ ,ęĕĤĢĚĚ ęČĕĢđĐĘ
 ĐĥĚđ ěĤĐČ ČđĐÃ (đ ,đė) ČĤČđ ĪĠč ěĘĐĘ čĕĦė ěėđ ī.ęĕĤĢĚĚ ĘČĤĥĕ ĕĜč ĕĚĞ ĦČ ČĢđĐđ ĐĞĤĠ
 ČĤģĜ đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚĥ ĕĤĐ ī.ęĦđČčĢ ĘĞ ęĕĤĢĚ ġĤČĚ ĘČĤĥĕ ĕĜč ĦČ đČĕĢđĐ ęĐĘ ĪĐ ĤĚČ ĤĥČ
 ĐĤđĦĐ ğđĝč čđĦėĥ đĚėđ ,đĚĥ ĘĞ đČĤģĜ ęĕĦĠđĚĐđ ĦđĦđČĐ ěėđ .ęĕĤĢĚĚ ĘČĤĥĕ ĦČ ČĕĢđĚĐ
 ĘėĘđ ĐĞĤĠĘ ęĕĤĢĚ ġĤČč ĦđĥĞĘ ĪĐ đēĘĥ ĤĥČ ęĕĦĠđĚĐđ ĦđĦđČĐ ĘėĘÃ (čĕ-Čĕ ,ďĘ ęĕĤčď)
 ėīČđī.ĘČĤĥĕ Ęė ĕĜĕĞĘ ĐĥĚ ĐĥĞ ĤĥČ ĘđďĎĐ ČĤđĚĐ ĘėĘđ ĐģĒēĐ ďĕĐ ĘėĘđ ,đĢĤČ ĘėĘđ đĕďčĞ

?ēĝĠ Ęĥ ĐďĎĐ ēĝđĜčđ ęĕĤĢĚ ĦČĕĢĕ ĤđĠĕĝč ĘĘė đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ ĤėĒđĐ ČĘĥ ĦđĕĐĘ Ęđėĕ ĖĕČ





čĘ ĕĚėē
ĎīĠĥĦ ěĝĕĜ ¤ ď ĖĤė

đĜĕčĤ ĐĥĚ :đīĞĥĦ ĘđďĎĐ Ħčĥ ĦĥĤď
Ď   čđČĔ ěĐėĐ ĖđĤč čĤĐ :ĦČĚ

 :ĦĕĜēđĤ ĦđďĕďčĘ ĦĕĥđĜČ Ħđďĕďč ěĕč 
ęĕđČĦĚĐ ČĔē ĦĕĕĥĤĠč ĐČĕĤģ

ĕ   ĕģĝčđģĤ ěďĕĞ čĤ :ĦČĚ





˥˥˥.ȡȄ˫ ˀ܏ȢȄ܇��ɒȄɭɒȄɹɗɹޟȡȄ˫ ˀ܏ȢȄ
�ȡȰˀɒ�ȄˤʬȄɒȄɹ�˫ʅʴȰʩɒ�ʅɈ�ˀʅʬʅɻˀʅ�ȢʅɻɋʬȰɋȄˀɗʅɻڏڎڌڎ�ޣ


	Draft 3 Hak4 web
	Binder1.pdf
	Hak4.pdf
	_heading=h.gjdgxs
	_heading=h.30j0zll
	_heading=h.1fob9te
	_heading=h.3znysh7
	_heading=h.2et92p0
	_heading=h.tyjcwt
	_heading=h.tyjcwt

	Draft 3 Hak4 web


