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SHABBAT SHALOM.  Today is 30 Sivan 5777, the first 
day of Rosh Chodesh Tammuz. We include Ya’aleh 
V’Yavo in our davening; we chant Half Hallel. We read 
from two Sifrei Torah.  In the Mussaf we have the 
special Rosh Chodesh Shabbat edition of Atta 
Yatzarta. We omit Av HaRachamim. 
 

TORAH DIALOGUE  
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KORACH    

Numbers 16:1 
[Compiled by Rabbi Edward Davis (RED) 
Young Israel of Hollywood-Ft. Lauderdale] 

 
 

1. The Mishnah states that when an argument is for the 
sake of Heaven then it is very different from an argument that 
is not for the sake of Heaven. The example that the Mishnah 
(Avot 5:20) gives is that the argument between Shammai and 
Hillel was for the sake of Heaven, but the argument of Korach 
and his congregation is not for the sake of Heaven. The latter 
clause is not parallel to the first one, Shammai and Hillel 
argued. The second clause should have read the 
disagreement between Korach and Moshe. Why does it say 
Korach and his cohorts? It seems to be that the argument 
Korach had with Moshe was doomed from the beginning and 
was not for the sake of Heaven. Korach and his cohorts 
experienced an inside argument; there are arguments within 
the camp of rebels. Perhaps each one had a different agenda 
which would not survive the rebellion. The rebels themselves 
were not in agreement with the real cause of their uprising 
against the authorities. From the text itself it is very difficult 
to ascertain what Korach wanted and what Datan and Aviram 
wanted. What was in it for the other 250 of the tribe of Reuven 
who aligned themselves with Korach? Even if they did not 
disagree with each other, each one had a separate agenda. 
This one wanted to be the prince of the Levitical family of 
Kehat, that one wanted to be a Kohen, this one wanted to be 
a Levi, another one might have wanted to be considered a 
member of the first class/the tribe of elders. We do 
understand that Reuven was the firstborn of Yaakov’s sons 
and yet was demoted from the privileges of the firstborn. 
These are his descendants who might have wanted to be 
considered that class of leadership. Consequently even 
among the rebels themselves there was no agreement. Even 
if the religious side of these events were not the point of 
contention, there were other issues that would have been 
problematic. 
 
2. The first line of the Torah narrative includes the name of 
Ohn, the son of Pelet, yet his name is not mentioned again 
in the entire story. The Talmudic Midrashic response was to 
create a scenario by which our Sages tell us that Ohn’s wife 
saved Ohn from participating in this ill-fated rebellion. She 
said to her husband, “What is the difference to you if Aharon 
is the leader or Korach the leader? In either situation you are 
not going to be a leader.” Her husband nevertheless rejected 
his wife’s advice and her argument, claiming that he had 
sworn affiliation to the rebels’ cause. She gave him wine to 
drink so he would take a nap, and then she sat at the 
entrance of the tent with her hair strewn and not covered. 
Therefore when the rebels came to collect him they did not 
want to approach the tent (Sanhedrin 109). What I find very 

fascinating from the Talmudic text is that the rebels were 
frum! Mrs. Ohn covered her hair as a married woman. By 
appearing in this fashion the others would not approach 
because they, too, were sensitive to the requirements of 
halachah. Even the questions that Korach presented to 
Moshe in front of everyone about a Tallit that is made 
completely of Tcheilet (the blue color necessary for the 
fringes of Tzitzit) would indicate that Korach was not rejecting 
the halachah, but rather questioning the logic in its 
application. In this regard we can also understand then why 
there is a parallel between the two cases enumerated in the 
Mishnah cited above. Shammai and Hillel, Korach and his 
followers, Moshe and Aharon, were all committed to a Torah 
way of life. The disagreements were not based on halachah 
but rather centered upon ego, and aspirations for leadership 
and authority in the case of the rebels. (RED) 
 
3. In this parsha we see the end of the series of very 
difficult and problematic narratives in the Torah, beginning 
with the people complaining of the lack of food, the Sin of the 
Spies, and now the Rebellion led by Korach. This was a 
downward spiral that was occurring not long after they left 
Egypt. Even more alarming is that these events are taking 
place not that much longer after the revelation at Sinai. This 
would take its toll on Moshe. Instead of rallying to the defense 
of the people, as was the case with the Golden Calf, Moshe 
fell to his face, maybe in a sense of surrender to the constant 
complaining that he heard from his nation (16:4). I would 
suggest that Moshe was experiencing this as a personal 
attack against him and his leadership. Ultimately we 
understand the rebellion has to be interpreted as a rebellion 
against God, but Moshe had to have become quite deflated 
and disappointed in his people. I think of the parallel between 
the disappointment that the Prophet Eliyahu had after his 
public display of the divine atop of Mount Carmel, and not 
seeing a proper response among the people to this scenario 
of Moshe’s experience of the divine display of revelation at 
Mount Sinai and not seeing a continued allegiance to the 
word of Hashem! (RED) 
 
4.  In 16:11 Moshe mentions his brother Aharon as if 
Aharon were the real target of the rebellion. The rebellion is 
aimed at Hashem. The rebellion is aimed at Moshe. But the 
one who seems to be the person in line to lose his job as a 
result of this rebellion is Aharon. And yet we see absolutely 
no response from him whatsoever. To me this indicates a 
tremendous sense of humility that Aharon has possessed all 
along from the first time we encounter his existence. He 
seems to always be saying, “I am not worthy.” Initially we are 
always interpreting Aharon’s hesitancy to assume the role of 
Kohen Gadol to be related to his participation in the sin of the 
Golden Calf. Aharon paid a stiff price in all the commentaries 
in terms of whatever punishment Hashem meted out against 
him for the role that he played. Two of his sons died. He was 
not included in the census of the Leviyim. Moshe had to urge 
Aharon to assume his position of Kohen Gadol. When this 
rebellion took place Aharon is targeted but he remains silent. 
Maybe he is thinking that somebody else is better for the job. 
This is an overlooked piece of humility. I say overlooked 
because there is really no comment made in the Torah, or 
even among most of the commentators. But Moshe does 
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raise the question here in this verse: Who is Aharon that you 
complain about him! (RED) 
 
5. Hashem displays true anger at the rebels and He wants 
to kill everyone. Moshe questions the justice of this (see 
16:22). Did everyone really participate in the rebellion? What 
was the thought that would justify seeing everyone die? 
Actually, maybe they should have. When the rebellion took 
place, what was the reaction of 600,000 people? From the 
text we do not know who they are backing. Did they choose 
a side? It does not look like they came to defend Moshe and 
Aharon. Therefore maybe they are guilty. But if Korach and 
250 of his followers died, AND all of Bnei Yisrael died as a 
result of their passivity, what is the difference between 
Korach’s cohorts and the rest of Bnei Yisrael? Perhaps that 
is why Moshe, with Hashem’s backing, had to choose a 
unique method of execution. To have the earth swallow up 
the rebels was a very unusual form of death. The choice of 
method of execution was to make it very different from a 
normal death. This would indicate that the rebels deserved 
to die. Maybe the others deserved to die also, but they would 
not die in an unusual fashion. (RED) 
 
6. What form of explanation can you think of that would 
indicate to us that the punishment fit the crime? Was this 
measure-for-measure as we would expect Hashem to 
exercise in choosing the proper form of punishment for the 
rebels? 
 
7. “And Moshe said, with this you shall know that the 
Almighty sent me to do all these things; I did not make them 
up” (16:28). Moshe goes on to tell Korach and his followers 
that they would soon die unnatural deaths (verses 29-35).  
This might appear to be very cruel on Moshe’s part.  To 
explain Moshe’s reaction, the Alshich gives the analogy of a 
doctor who sees a need to amputate a person’s hand or foot 
in order that a disease should not spread.  Although this 
might seem cruel, it is really an act of kindness because it 
saves the person’s life.  Similarly, Moshe saw that Korach’s 
rebellion was spreading and he had 250 followers already.  
In order to save the rest of the nation, Moshe, with his 
compassion for everyone else, had to use stringent 
measures.  (Torat Moshe: Alshich).  True kindness at times 
will obligate us to use approaches that might appear very 
strict.  But the key factor is always our motivation and the 
entire situation.  If someone sees a young child playing with 
matches and grabs them from him, the child will most 
probably cry and think that this person is very cruel.  But only 
a person who is apathetic or callous would allow the child to 
continue playing with matches.  Using harsh measures when 
they are not absolutely needed is cruel. But failing to use 
harsh measures when they are the only approach available 
in order to help someone is also cruel.  The person who is 
truly kind will weigh each situation carefully to see what is 
needed.  People who lack compassion use this concept as a 
rationalization to be cruel, which is very wrong.  But 
misplaced softness also has negative consequences.  Much 
wisdom and compassion are needed to apply the appropriate 
methods in each situation.  At times kindness requires that 
we use harsh measures.  (R. Zelig Pliskin.) 
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Verse 9 from PINCHAS     
 

HAFTORAH  
(p. 944 Hz) (p. 1188 S) (p. 930 Hi) (p. 1208 AS) 

ISAIAH      

 In this special haftorah for Rosh Chodesh some basic 
concepts of our religion are expressed.  Although God sits on 
His throne, so to speak, indicating a scene like a mortal king 
sitting on a throne, judging his subjects from afar, here the 
prophet adds that earth is God’s footstool.  The earth is the 
residence of man who is represented by Klal Yisrael in his 
relationship to God.  So although God seems distant, He is 
firmly involved in the destiny of every one of His subjects on 
earth. Nothing on earth occurs by mere chance or 
coincidence, “for My hand has made all these things.”  All 
that happens in this world is influenced by the Divine 
presence.  Even the smallest and seemingly the most 
inconsequential people deserve and receive God’s attention.  
God notes all activities, the sins committed by all and the 
noble deeds performed by the poor and humble.  Power and 
influence in this world are firmly in the hands of the wealthy.  
Nevertheless, God’s attention is not at all monopolized by the 
wealthy and influential in this world.  Those who are 
dismayed by the continued absence of a Holy Temple and 
therefore interpret this as a distancing of God from our world 
should take heart.  Even without the Temple, God is very 
much involved with our world, and He promises to be here 
for us. 
 

SHABBAT HALACHAH 
 Clapping One’s Hands and Dancing:  The Rabbis 
prohibited clapping one’s hands and dancing on Shabbat, 
lest one came to prepare a musical instrument.  Rabbi Yosef 
Karo records this prohibition in the Shulchan Aruch.  The 
Rama, however, advises against protesting the practice, 
stating that it is preferable that people transgress in 
ignorance ( ), since they will not heed any admonition in 

this regard.  He also cites the view of some authorities that it 
is permitted nowadays, because we are not ordinarily 
capable of making musical instruments, and it would be rare 
for one to do so.  Ashkenazim follow the lenient view of Rama 
and permit clapping and dancing, provided it is done in honor 
of the Torah, or for the sake of a Mitzvah, as on Simchat 
Torah and in honor and rejoicing for a bride and groom, or to 
soothe an infant and keep it from crying.  Sefardim adhere to 
the stricter view of the Shulchan Aruch. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


