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It is quite easy to raise our hands in defeat when we approach the study of this
week’s Parshas Bolok. The description of the events is seemingly relatively easy
to follow. However, when we come to the prophecies of Bil'am we are
challenged. Even the translation of some of the words is very difficult, not to
mention the cryptic and concealed messages contained in his sayings.

However, we do not have to run from confronting our Parsha. We can first, at
least, attempt to gain a perspective on how it is to be approached.

In fact, | would have thought that the interchange between Bolok and Bil’am
could have concluded immediately after the first words the latter uttered in his
first prophetic episode in our Parsha.

We read (B’midbar Perek 23/Posuk 8):
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How can | curse someone that G-d did not curse? How can | be angry at
someone who Hashem is not angry at?

Even if we do not understand each word in each verse, we do know that this is
the theme that carries over the three events when Bil’am went to curse Israel. He
cannot curse them.

The objective truth is said. What is there to add?
Why didn’t Bolok catch on from the beginning?

Let us view a few P’sukim and see if we can perceive the picture that the Torah
wishes to present to us.

Our Parsha begins as follows (Perek 22/Posuk 2):
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Bolok ben Tzippor saw all that Israel did to the Emorites.



As the commentators point out, Bolok didn’t actually ‘see’ what was done. But,
as we find many times in the Torah ‘seeing’ is used to convey deep
understanding.!

However, it is clear that Bolok was not only a king with geopolitical awareness.
Rashi points out in our Parsha (Perek 23/Posuk 28):
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Bolok himself was a sorcerer?.
In fact, Rashi writes later on (Perek 23/Posuk 14):
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Bil’am was less of a sorcerer than Bolok.
Bolok ‘saw’ but he didn’t see.

Although he lacked true vision, the elders whom Bolok sent to invite Bil’am to
curse Israel did not possess such a lacking.

We read early on in our Parsha (Perek 22/Posuk 7):

;772 2T 17X 1NAT DY'72 X AR DT DO |FTA 1TI AXIN IPT D74

1 See for example (B'reishis Perek 11/Posuk 5):

Hashem descended to see the city and the tower that people built.

Rashi writes:
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Hashem went down to see'This was unnecessary to write (because Hashem is
omniscient). Rather it comes to teach judges that they should not adjudge a
person as guilty until they see and understand. This is in Midrash Rabi
Tanchuma.

2 Midrash Aggadah here writes that Bolok was a
2172 Dol
A great sorcerer.



The elders of Moav and the elders of Midian went and they had sorcery
tools in their hand and they came to Bil'am and they spoke the words of
Bolok to him.

What were the ‘sorcery tools’ that they were holding? In one of his explanations,
Rashi writes there:
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Sorcery tools in their hand-This piece of sorcery-perception was what the
elders of Midian took in their hand: They said, ‘If he will come with us this
time, then that indicates that he has substantive powers. If he will delay us,
that indicates that he will not be beneficial.

Therefore, when Bil'am said to them ‘sleep here tonight’, they said, ‘there
is no hope from him’; they left him and went on their way. For it says, ‘The
officers of Moav stayed with Bil’'am.” However, the Midianite elders went
on their way.

The Doy in this second explanation are ‘omens’, signs that indicate success or
failure. The omens here indicated failure.

Immediately, it became apparent to at least some that Bil'am would be of no
service.

Certainly the famous incident with Bil'am and his she-donkey should have given
pause to the most fervent believer that he was not as good as his reputation. And
yet, Bolok received Bil’am royally. Instead of having Bil'am come first to Bolok and
pay his respects, as would be expected, we read (Posuk 36):

3 The entire verse reads:
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Bil'am said to them, ‘Sleep here tonight and I will respond a word to you
when G-d speaks to me; the officers of Moav stayed with Bil’am.
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Bolok heard that Bil'am came and he went out to meet him to the Moav
City that was on the border of Arnon, at the edge of the border.

And at this point, Bil'am returns with his initial prophecy and the verse that we
saw above.
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How can | curse someone that G-d did not curse? How can | be angry at
someone who Hashem is not angry at?

Let us see what this verse says beyond its translation.
Rashi writes:
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4 The entire verse reads:
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Cursed is their anger because it is brazen and their wrath because it is harsh;
I will divide them in Yaakov and I will scatter them in Israel.

5 The entire verse reads:
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Yitzchak trembled very greatly and he said, ‘Who then was he who captured
the hunt and brought it to me and I ate from it all before you came and I
blessed him? He shall also be blessed.

6 The entire verse reads:
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These shall stand to bless the people on Mt. Grizim when you cross the
Jordan: Shimon, Levi, Yehuda, Yissochar, Yosef and Binyamin.
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How can I curse someone that G-d did not curse-when they deserved to be
cursed, they were not cursed. When their father Yaakov mentions the sin
of Shimon and Levi ‘that with their anger they killed a man’, he only cursed
their anger [but not them] as it is says, ‘their anger is cursed’.

When their father Yaakov came to his father Yitzchak in deceit, he deserved
to be cursed. What does it say there? ‘Despite this®, he should be blessed’.

When the blessings and curses were given on Har Gerizim and Har Eival it
says, ‘These [tribes] shall stand to bless the people. Regarding those who
said the curses it does not say ‘these shall stand to curse the people’.
Rather it says [these will stand] ‘regarding the curse’. G-d did not want to
mention a curse upon them.

Gur Aryeh here helps to better understand the depth of Rashi’s commentary:
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The explanation is that ‘He [Hashem] did not curse’ is in the past tense, just
like the second clause, ‘G-d was not angry’. Since that is its explanation,
you are forced to say that it implies that Israel deserved to be cursed.
Were it not so, what reason would there be for G-d to curse them?

7 The entire verse reads:
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These will stand by the curse on Mt. Eival: Reuven, Gad, Asher, Zevulun,
Dan and Naftali.

8 This is how Targum Yonasan renders the word pa in this particular context.



Rather, they deserved to be cursed and even so, HaKodosh Boruch Hu did
not curse them.

[The proof is] that were it not past tense, the Posuk should have written
‘what will | curse, G-d will not curse’. [Since it is not written that way] we
need to say that the explanation is as we said.

The point that Gur Aryeh makes in this commentary is that Bil’am is saying that to
curse Israel is impossible. There is no possibility to curse Israel, because G-d
Himself did not curse them in the past, even when they deserved it.

Rabbenu Bachye adds to these comments. In the words of Bil'am there is more
implied than the fact that Israel was not cursed by G-d. Embedded within these
sentiments that Bil’am spoke was the unceasing love of G-d for Israel. He writes:
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How can | curse someone that G-d did not curse -Even when they deserved
to be cursed in the event of the Eigel, G-d’s love did not veer from them:
Clouds of Glory, the Manna and the Well did not cease. And so it is written
in Ezra:

Even when they made for themselves a molten calf and they said,
‘This is your god Israel that took you up from the Land of Egypt’, and
they made terribly hateful behaviors, You Hashem with your
abundant mercy did not forsake them in the wilderness-the Clouds of
Glory did not turn from them in the day to lead them on the path and
the Pillar of Fire at night to give them light on the path upon which
they were to go. Your good spirit You gave to make them wise and
Your manna You did not withhold from their mouths and you gave
them water for their thirst.



And, if this would not be enough, the saga continues confirming that which was
perceived already-the mission of Bil'am was impossible; it would not succeed.

Thus we continue to read (Perek 23/Posuk 11) the inevitable conclusion that
Bolok drew after hearing the first prophecy:
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Bolok said to Bil’am, ‘What did you do to me? | took you to curse my
enemies and behold you surely blessed them.

Bolok defies understanding. If we didn’t see it happening we would not have
believed that it could have occurred. We wonder why Bolok didn’t see what was
happening- but he didn’t. That is implied in the opening statement that Bil'am
makes as he begins his second prophecy. He says (Posuk 18):
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He took up his parable and he said, ‘Arise Bolok and hear; listen to me you
son of Tzippor.

Why did Bil’am address Bolok in such a way? Why did he tell him to arise? It is
the king’s prerogative to be seated®! Rashi explains:

AW 'RYN IR0 7Y Ty X [1Dna L1 nxn IR i) - 772 oIy
DIPN W NN 17X N7Y NI

Arise Bolok- When Bil'am saw that Bolok was mocking him, Bil’am intended
to cause Bolok discomfort [so he said] ‘Stand on your feet, you are not
allowed to sit while | am being sent to you on a mission of G-d.

9 Although this is not a proof, but it is certainly an indication of such when we learn
(Masseches Yoma 25 a):
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The only ones allowed to sit in the Azarah area of the Beis HaMikdosh were
kings of the Judean dynasty.

Thus, at least some kings are allowed to sit where sitting by any other individual is
not permitted.



Were this not to be Torah, | think | would consider the unfolding events to be a
comedy, a comedy of buffoons. | am reminded of the ‘Emperor’s New Clothes’
where the foolishness is entirely evident but most people refuse to believe it.

But, such is not the case.

Furthermore, we must continue to ponder why Bil'am was chosen to be the
vehicle to transmit these unique blessings to Israel. If such was to be transmitted
to Israel there were certainly other means. Yaakov Ovinu bestowed blessings
upon Israel as did Moshe Rabbenu. The Torah gives its blessings prior to the
tocheicha-rebukes in Parshos Bechukosai and Ki Sovo.

We must conclude, therefore, that if Bil’'am was the medium through which these
blessings were given there must have been a purpose that required that he be the
communicator.

What was that purpose?

| think that at least part of the answer can be found in Masseches Sanhedrin (105
b) where the Gemara brings a verse from the Haftarah of Parshas Bolok.

The Gemara begins with an analysis of another part of Bil’am’s prophecies. We
read in our Parsha (Perek 24/Posuk 16):

D'y 472 791 TN L. DTN [i'7Y NYT VT 2.8 K YNY DX)

This is what he who hears the words of G-d and he who knows the mind of
the Supreme Being says. He sees the vision of the Almighty; he falls but his
eyes are opened.

The Gemara proceeds to analyze the meaning of this statement of grandiosity in
light of the event with Bil'am’s donkey. It writes:
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He who knows the mind of the Supreme Being-If he didn’t know the mind of
his animal, he would know the mind of the Supreme Being?

Rather, [he meant] that he knew how to find the precise moment that G-d
gets angry [and curse Israel at that moment].

That is what the prophet meant when he said to Israel: ‘My people,
remember please the counsel that Bolok King of Moav gave and what
Bil'am ben B’or answered him from the Shittim to the Gilgal in order to
know the righteous acts of G-d.’

What were the ‘righteous acts of G-d’ that Israel was to know?

Hashem said to Israel [in this verse]: Know, please, how many acts of
righteousness | Hashem have done with you in that | was not angry with
you at all during all of the days that the wicked Bil'am [was threatening

I'° would have survived

you]. Were | to have been angry, no enemy of Israe
at all.” That is what Bil’am said to Bolok: How can | curse someone that G-d

did not curse.

That is, in a certain fashion, Bil'am was privy to the times when G-d was angry

with Israel. Since he was privy to those times, he would have uttered his curse at

those moments so that they would find a place within G-d’s anger to be effective

against Israel. Hashem’s righteousness was that He refrained from anger for that

entire period of time in which Bil’'am was attempting to harm Israel.

When | read these words that the Novi Micha uttered centuries following the

event in the Chumash, | understand that one can contemplate that which

happened generations earlier. But what about the contemporary people? How

can they know what is occurring?

10 This 1s a euphemism. It is really referring to Israel.



If we return to the early verse of our focus and see it again in a certain context we
may have an insight.
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How can | curse someone that G-d did not curse? How can | be angry at
someone who Hashem is not angry at?

Imagine, Israel is sitting far below and the most crucial events of the moment that
are related to them are taking place far beyond their perception. Plots and plans
are being discussed, their destruction is being plotted and they are going about
their everyday business. What expectations do we have from Israel?

| think that one of the messages of this entire Parsha is the solution to the above
guestion.

Where did Bolok and Bil’am first meet? We read earlier:
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Bolok heard that Bil'am came and he went out to meet him to the Moav
City that was on the border of Arnon, at the edge of the border.

Now, if this was the place where Bil’am was to offer his curses, | understand why
the Torah tells us of the location of their first meeting. But such was not the case.
The curses were to be offered somewhere else. Thus we read (Perek 22/Posuk
39):

Bil'am went with Bolok and they came to the City of Chutzos.
Why then are we told about their initial meeting place?

If we test our memory, we will quickly be reminded that Arnon figured
prominently in last-week’s Parshas Chukkas.



What did we read? The verse, discussing Israel’s travels, reads (Perek 21/Posuk
13):
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From there they traveled and they encamped opposite Arnon that was in
the wilderness that extended from the Emorite border because Arnon is
the border of Moav between Moav and the Emorites.

Now, if all I had was this verse, | might have thought that we are being apprised of
their location to know why Moav saw them as a threat. They were on their
border!

However, the following verses reveal that far more happened than was visible to
the eye of Israel. We read the next Posuk (14):
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Therefore it is said in the Book of the Wars of G-d, ‘that which He gave us at
the Red Sea and the rivers of Arnon.

Rashi explains the meaning of this cryptic verse and the similar ones that follow:
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Therefore-Regarding this encampment and the miracles that were done in
it. When Israel will tell of the miracles that were done to our ancestors
they will tell of that which was done at the Red Sea [and that which was
done at Arnon].
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11 Nachal can mean a river or a valley. Here, it means both as will become
apparent.



That He gave-This means to say that G-d gave them many miracles at the
Red Sea.
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And the rivers of Arnon-Just like they will tell of the miracles of the Red Sea
so they should tell of the miracles of the Rivers of Arnon. Here, too, great
miracles were done. What were the miracles?
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The blood of the Emorites who were hiding there spilled into the rivers!2.
The mountains were very tall and steep and the valley®® was deep and
narrow. The mountains were very near to each other. A person could stand
on one mountain and talk to someone else on the other mountain. The
passageway [was not over the mountains, but] through the valley between
the mountains.

The Emorites said, ‘When Israel will enter the valley to pass through, we
will go out from the caves and crevices in the mountains above them and
we will kill them with arrows and propelled stones.

On one mountain there were crevices and on the facing side of the other
mountain there were protrusions extending outwardly. When Israel
entered the valley, the mountain on the Eretz Yisroel side moved towards

12 That 1s, the valley became a channel for the river of blood as Rashi explains.

13 Tt is clear that here the translation of nachalis ‘valley’.



the side of the mountain of Moav and the protrusions entered into the
crevices and killed the Emorites who were waiting to ambush Israel.
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Hashem said, ‘Who will inform My children about these miracles? After
Israel passed through the valley, the mountains returned to their place and
the well descended into the valley and brought up from there the blood,
the limbs and the organs of the killed Emorites, and made them circle the
Camp of Israel and Israel saw and they said Shira [just like the Shira that
was said at the Red Sea.]

If we consider what occurred at this event, an event that happened immediately
before the episode of our Parsha we will have a new insight into what was
expected of Israel and what is expected of us.

At Arnon, there was hostile activity planned against Israel. It was an ambush
that was plotted meticulously and should have been successful. We can be
certain that the brief description that Rashi brings and that we find in the
Midrashim is not exhaustive.

Undoubtedly, Emorites recruited many troops, supplied them with the necessary
armaments and battle tools and stationed those troops strategically above the
narrow passageway that Israel was about to enter. There were certainly generals
and commanders who waited for the appropriate signals to begin their attack in
which they hoped to maximize the number of casualties and inflict a punishing
blow to Israel so that Israel would retrace its steps and no longer be a threat to
the Emorites and the Moabites.



Except that they left out one factor-Yad Hashem. They ignored the history of
Israel which was so well-known to all**. And, of course, that was the factor that
could allow success or assure defeat.

And they were defeated resoundingly.

But, all of this took place far from the awareness and cognition of Israel. It seems
certain that even Moshe Rabbenu Olov Hashalom was unaware of this terrible
threat. Were Moshe Rabbenu to have been aware of the threat he would have
taken some preventative measures, whether militarily or through prayer. But
since he did not take those measures we see that G-d chose to keep even Moshe
Rabbenu, Av HaNevi’im in the dark.

14 Forty years after the splitting of the Red Sea, the wonderment of that miracle
was just as fresh to non-Jews as were the more recent events.

We read the words of Rachav to the spies that Yehoshua sent to Yericho (Yehoshua
Perek 2/P’sukim 9-10):
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She said to the men, “I know that Hashem has given you the land and that
your fear has fallen upon us and that all the inhabitants of the land dissolve
before you. Becuase we have heard how Hashem dried up the Red Sea before
you when you went out of Egypt and that which He did to the two Emorite
kings that are on the other side of the Jordan River, to Sichon and to Og, that
you vanquished them.

And, centuries later, as we read in the Haftorah of Parshas Chukkas, the memories
were as fresh as ever. The Novi (Shoftim Perek 11/Posuk 13) tells us the response
of the king of Amon to Yiftach HaGiladi:
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The King of B'nei Amon said to the messengers of Yiftach, ‘Because Israel
took my land when it went up from Egypt, from Arnon to the Yabbok and to
the Jordan River; now, return them to me.



Thus, there was a deathly threat and Israel was saved, not knowing of the threat
and not knowing of their salvation.

The Ribbono Shel Olom decided that, after the fact, Israel should know of their
salvation and thus the life-giving well brought the tidings of another life-saving
event.

Why did G-d want them to know that they were saved? He was surely able to let
them know of the threat in real-time and the salvation in real-time!>, but He
didn’t.

| think that the reason may have been that there was to have been a lesson for
Israel:

G-d is always protecting Israel. Never take anything for granted and do not
assume that if things go well that it is because ‘that is the way it is’.

Israel was greatly endangered and they didn’t know it. They would not
have been able to defend themselves against such a deadly attack if it
would have occurred.

It was Yad Hashem that prevented its occurrence.

With that lesson having been taught, what should we have expected from Israel?
Should we not have expected Israel to be more aware when the seductive
practices of their enemies began?

We read at the end of our Parsha (Perek 25/P’sukim 1-3):
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Israel dwelled in Shittim and the people began to behave promiscuously
with the daughters of Moav. The daughters of Moav invited the people to

15 It would seem that Israel was unaware of the movement of the mountains or that
they did not directly see the result of the movement or hear the cries of the stricken
Emorites.



the offerings of their gods and the people ate and prostrated before their
gods. Israel became attached to Ba’al P’or and Hashem’s anger was
ignited against Israel.

It was not only the promiscuity and idolatry that brought about G-d’s anger. It
was, as well, ignoring the Guiding Hand of G-d that they had so recently seen.
That explains the unusual expression that we read in the instructions given
regarding the punishment of the sinners. The Torah writes there (Posuk 4):
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Hashem said to Moshe, ‘'Take the heads of the people [as judges-Rashi] and
hang [the sinners-Rashi] before Hashem in the sun and G-d’s anger will
recede from Israel.

What is the meaning of ‘in the sun’?
Rashi writes:
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Before the sun-Visible to all. The Midrash Aggadah says-‘The sun would
make known who the sinners were. The Divine cloud would fold itself up
[from above the sinner] and the sun would shine on him [pointing out his
guilt].

The p’shat cannot be that the people were tried and found guilty by this Divine
indication. There were trials as the Halachah dictates; that is why Moshe was told
to appoint judges to deal with the cases?®.

16 Or Hachaim HaKodosh explains that there was judicial justice and Divine justice.
Where judicial justice could be applied, that is when there were proper witnesses
and warning providing the necessary evidence for the courts, the judges appointed
by Moshe Rabbenu adjudicated properly.



The idea is, though, that their behavior was guilty because they had the sun-like
clarity of the events of Arnon to make them beware of such untoward behavior.
There should not have been surprises. G-d taught them that He ‘works behind
the scene’. They should have been aware of His Presence and not have sinned.

This, | believe is the message of Parshas Bolok to us. This is why we see the
events unfolding as they do and the behavior of Bolok and Bil’lam and their
legions being so absurd as it seems to be in retrospect.

Bolok thought that he ‘saw’, but we saw that he was blind. He thought that he
was a leader of the event but he was led, no less than Bil'am. He and Bil’am
became puppets in the Hand of G-d when they thought that they would

However perpetrators against whom court-acceptable testimony was not available
were punished by Heaven.

We find a precedent for this explanation of Or Hachaim in the events surrounding
Eigel HaZahav.

We read in Parshas Ki Sisa (Sh’'mos Perek 32/P’sukim 26-28):
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Moshe stood at the gate of the camp and said, ‘Whoever is for Hashem, to me;
all of the Levites gathered to him. Moshe said to them, ‘So said Hashem the
G-d of Israel, ‘Each man should place his sword on his thigh and to
throughout the camp, from one gate to the other and each man should kill his
brother and his neighbor and his relative [who sinned]. The Levites did as
Moshe spoke and there fell from the people that day about 3,000 men.

However, we read just a few verses later (Posuk 35):
IR NYY WK 7300 DY WY WX 7Y DY DR D 9l
Hashem put a plague upon the people that made the calfthat Aharon made.

Certainly, the question begs to be asked: if all those who worshipped the calf were
killed, upon whom was the plague visited?

Rashi writes:

:NINOINN X721 DTYY ,0MY T NN - DYN DR N
Hashem put a plague upon the people-Death from heaven for those against
whom there were witnesses but no warning.



manipulate Him Yisborach. And that is why Bil'am was empowered to give the
blessings. He was empowered to give the blessings to show that his intentions
and actions were meaningless when he thought that he would defeat the Ribbono
Shel Olom.

The perspective was fixed at Arnon. G-d is there. Shlomo HaMelech taught us in
Sefer Mishlei (Perek 19/Posuk 21):

DIPN X'D N NYYL YR A% niavnn nian

There are many thoughts in the heart of a person; but it is the counsel of
Hashem which will stand.

Davka, the blessings were given by Bil'am to show that blessings come from G-d
alone and He alone will choose the vehicle by which they are delivered. With the
overview that the Torah gives us of his absurd behavior, his extraordianary failure
to attend to the reality surrounding him, we know that the words that he utters
were not his own. As the angel of Hashem told Bil’'am (Perek 22/Posuk 35):

MK "X 2T WYX 12TD NN 09KI D'YIXD DV 77 DY72 7% N X MmN

The angel of Hashem said to Bil’am, ‘Go with the men; but the word that |
will speak to you-that is what you will speak; Bil’'am went with the officers
of Bolok.

If we were studying literature and the ‘story’ of Bolok and Bil’am was a short story
it surely would have been called a ‘farce’. It is silly. But, of course, so was the
emperor who had no clothes.

The donkey saw, but not the prophet.

What is the message of Parshas Bolok us? | think that it is no different than it was
for Israel three millennia ago.

Just a week ago Medinat Yisrael and the Jewish People marked the 40%"
anniversary of the Entebbe Rescue. Most of the readers here were born long



after the event. But | remember it clearly. It was a ‘mission impossible’. It had no
chance of success.

Some 9 years before Entebbe there was the Six Day War. It was 144 hours of
terrible suspense that was preceded by weeks of anguish and fear of what would
be. And vyet, Israel defeated its enemies against all odds; it was humanly
impossible.

| remember the Six Day War well, too. | remember it far more intensely than
Entebbe that was finished before we even knew that it happened.

Can we speak about the evident miracles of the Six Day War and of Entebbe and
then immediately forget that there is a Divine Guiding Hand?

Perhaps it would seem farcical to suggest such a possibility. But we know that
such is the fact so often.

We can be enthralled with Divine salvation and then ignore His Existence the next
minute.

That is the message of Parshas Bolok.

If we mock the foolishness of the king, his prophet and their cohorts, let us
remove ourselves from being objects of the very same ridicule that we level
against others.

We can fulfill the dictate of the Novi Michah who, after exhorting us to remember
the events of our Parsha, concludes with a prescription, as we read (ibid. Perek 6/
Posuk 8):

VIXNI TON NADXI VYN NIYY DX D AN YIIT 'N Nt 2iv NN DTX 7 Tan
"N DY NDY

Man, G-d has told you what is good and what Hashem seeks from you-only
to do justice, to love kindness and going modestly with your G-d.

ndY%7 yaxn



Going modestly.

vi¥xnmeans to be hidden. If one goes ‘hidden’ with G-d that means that he
mutes his prominence so that the prominence of G-d which may not always be
visible is allowed to come to the fore and to present itself.

G-d keeps Himself hidden almost all the time. We are able to remove the veil if
we stand to His side and not block His visibility. That is the antidote to our
misdeeds at the end of our Parsha and our misdeeds throughout history and in
our own lives.

If we allow G-d to become visible in our lives then we can hope to merit Divine
protection so that regarding us, too, our enemies can say:

N DYT N7 DUTN Nt 7.8 DA N7 2px Nn

How can | curse someone that G-d did not curse? How can | be angry at
someone who Hashem is not angry at?

Shabbat Shalom

Rabbi Pollock
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One of the ‘behind the scene’ goals of our Parshas Pinchos is to protect the
national and personal reputations of the maligned. Dozens of verses in our
Parsha are dedicated to the purpose of affirming the positive nature of our people
as an entirety and of one specific individual in particular.

There were aspersions cast upon the tribes of Israel. As Rashi writes in our Parsha
(Perek 26/Posuk 5):

NX7v DN |'M20 ,0N'0AvY 7)Y, |'on'nn 17N NN D"NINI DNIX I'TAN NIIXRN I'N
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The other nations would shame the tribes and say, ‘How can they trace
their patriarchal lineage to their individual tribes? Do they think that the
Egyptians did not take advantage of their mothers? If the Egyptians ruled
over the men as slaves, certainly they ruled over their wives.

The context of this comment of Rashi is the census that appears in our Parsha.
This census is the final one of the tribes of Israel in the desert and it serves a dual
purpose. After the thousands of deaths that occurred following the episode with
the daughters of Midian and as the successor of Moshe Rabbenu is about to be
appointed?’, Israel is counted once again. And that which calls Rashi’s attention
to make his comment is the seemingly unnecessary repetitiveness of the family
names, one after the other, of those who are being counted.

Thus we read at the beginning of the census (Posuk 5):
X290 NNOYN K179 21NN NN9YN JiN [2IRY 22 78I 1D [2IXRY

Reuven was the first-born of Yisroel; the children of Reuven — Chanoch, the
Chanochi family, Pa’lu, the Pa’lu’i family.

Why were the names of Chanoch and Pa’lu written twice? Could not the Torah
have written only ‘the Chanochi family’ and omitted ‘Chanoch’? Could not the

17 Rashi provides both of these explanations in his commentary to Posuk 1 there.



Torah have written only ‘the Pa’lu’i family’ and omitted Pa’lu? And such is the
pattern for the remaining family names of this part of the census.

It is upon these verses that Rashi made his comment, as brought above, and Rashi
continues:
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Therefore, Hashem added His Name to them. Hashem added the letter heh
on one side and the letter yud on the other side, to say that | G-d testify
upon them that the children are the offspring of the fathers [listed here].

If the names of the fathers were written only once, not twice, | would not have
attributed special significance to the fact that they were written in the Chanochi
family style. Such style is certainly acceptable in L’shon HaKodesh. The fact that
the name was written twice, however, directs me to note the Mishpachas
HaChanochi style and to interpret it as such.

In fact, the proof to the repetition of the name being the source of this
interpretation can be seen in the second census of our Parsha, that of Shevet Levi.

Shevet Levi is counted independently of the other tribes because they did not
receive a portion of Eretz Yisroel as an inheritance. When we read their census,
we find that the style in which they are presented mimics the style of the verses
of the tribes.

Thus, we read (P’sukim 57-58):

NN NN9YN NDP? IWIan NN9YN [iY1a7 DNN9YNYT 170 "HR9 NN
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These are the numbers of Levi according to their families; Gershon, the
Gershuni Family, Kehos, the Kehosi Family, M’rori the M’rori Family. These
are the families of Levi, the Livni Family, the Chevroni Family, the Machli



Family, the Mushi Family, the Korchi Family and Kehos was the father of
Amram.

Although the form in the first of these two verses is identical with the form of the
census of the other tribes, when the individual Levite families are mentioned,
there is no repetition of the name. Didn’t the reputation of the Levites require
the same defense as that of the other tribes?

The answer is that the Levites did not require that same defense. The reason that
the nations doubted the veracity of the paternity of the tribes was that they
understood that the Egyptian enslavement of Israel went beyond the work that
they were required to do and included complete mastery and control of their
personal lives as well. Thus, the Torah had to write extra words to provide the
defense.

However Shevet Levi was never enslaved in Egypt!® and thus they did not require
a defense of the moral fiber of their families.

Rashi continues and tells us that this interpretation was already intimated by
Dovid HaMelech in Tehillim (Perek 122/Posuk 4) where we read:

N DYT7 NITAY AW 1Ty N0y 010y 17y DY

18 We read at the end of Parshas Sh’mos (Perek 5/Posuk 4):
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Par’o, the King of Egypt, said to them, “Why do you, Moshe and Aharon,
disturb the people from what they need to do; go to your burdens.

Rashi writes:
N7 D¥n TIAYwW NOX7A 72X .DO'N12 NivwyYh DOY7 w'w DDNOXYNY? 1DY7 - Dd'M7a07 1DY
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Go to your burdens‘Go to your work that you have to do in your homes.’
However, the work of slavery in Egypt was not put upon Shevet Levi.

The proof is that Moshe and Aharon were going out and in without having to
secure permission.



There [to the Beis HaMikdosh] the tribes of Hashem [Yud Heh] ascended; a
testimony for Israel to give thanks to the Name of G-d.

Israel would give thanks to the Name of G-d spelled with the letter Yud and Heh
because that Name of G-d provided testimony of the propriety of their lineage.

The need for the Torah to mount this protective shield for Shivtei Koh is apparent.
They did nothing wrong. They were being accused falsely. How could they defend
themselves? What would be an irrefutable proof? Only the Word of G-d and He
provided it.

There is a second time in the Parsha that the Torah seemingly serves as a
‘character witness’. That instance, preceding the census, is for an individual and
the circumstances are quite different and bear our consideration.

At the very beginning of our Parsha, the Torah lauds Pinchos for the action that he
initiated, as we were told at the end of last week’s Parshas Chukkas.

The Torah expresses itself thus (B’'midbar Perek 25/P’sukim 10-11):
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Hashem spoke to Moshe saying: ‘Pinchas the son of Elazar the son of
Aharon the Kohen turned My anger away from upon B’nei Yisroel when he
acted zealously for My sake in their midst and | did not destroy B’nei Yisroel
because of My zealousness.’

It is rare that the Torah identifies someone by his grandfather’s name as well as
that of his father, unless the Torah is teaching us someone’s lineage.

We have already been told of the lineage of Pinchos in Parshas Vaeira where
there is a partial genealogy of some of the tribes. We read there (Sh’'mos Perek
6/Posuk 25):

'WiN) NN ONY'9 NIX 17 TIAI NYXT 7 7019 Nidan 7 NR'7 DX |2 TYINI
:DNN9YNYT D470 Niax



Elazar the son of Aharon took for himself from the daughters of Putiel for a
wife and she bore him Pinchos; these are the heads of the fathers of the
Levi’'im according to their families.

Even if this biographical information may be considered insufficient, when the
actual incident of Pinchos killing Zimri and Kozbi was told in last week’s Parsha,
just a few verses before this opening verse of our Parsha, his identity was clearly
stated. We read (Posuk 7):

T N0 NP NTYD AR DAL D30 DX |2 TV [2 0NY'9 K
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Pinchos the son of Elazar the son of Aharon the Kohen saw and he stood up
from the midst of the congregation and he took a spear in his hand.

Once he was identified by his father’s and grandfather’s name, why was such an
unusual identification repeated? One cannot suggest that such is the way that
the Torah always wished to present him because when the participation of
Pinchos is mentioned in the war against Midian he does not receive three-
generation identification. We read there in Parshas Mattos (B’'midbar Perek
31/Posuk 6):

'721 QX7 |05D TY7X [2 ONI'D NXI DNKR KQY¥7 NYAT7 97K NYn DDR N7Y
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Moshe sent them, one thousand per tribe to the army, them and Pinchos
the son of Elazar the Kohen to the army and the holy vessels and the
trumpets for sounding the t’ru’ah in his hand.

Thus, the question focuses on our Parsha. Why is Pinchos named here with his
father and his grandfather?

Rashi’s answer to this question is famous. He writes on our verse:

'019 |2 DN'XN LINIR D'TAN 0D'0AYN I'nY 199 - [NON NNR |2 ITYIN A ON1'S
X2 ']3'9'7 SNIYM VDAY XK'WY 2N DT NTIAYY? D72V X AN DLOY DT
JONX ANK 10N'I AINON



Pinchos the son of Elazar the son of Aharon the Kohen-Because the tribes
would shame him saying, ‘Did you see this son of Puti, whose mother’s
father fattened calves for idolatry? He killed a prince of a tribe of IsraelV’

Therefore the verse comes and ascribes his parentage to Aharon.

We already saw that the grandfather of Pinchos, on his mother’s side, was Putiel.
Who was this Putiel? Rashi writes there in Sh’mos:

N7 NTIAYY 072y DLOYW NN YT - IX'VI9 NIDAN

From the daughters of Putiel-from the seed of Yisro who fattened calves for
idolatry?®.

Because Pinchos was belittled for his dishonorable ancestry, there was wide-
spread condemnation of his action in attacking an individual with a much higher
pedigree. In response, the Torah reminded the Shevatim that the pedigree of
Pinchos was no less respectable than that of Zimri. Pinchos was the grandson of
Aharon the Kohen HaGodol!

And this is what | do not understand. Let us say that Pinchos did not have such
distinguished ancestry. Let us say that on his father’s side his yichus was
nondescript. Let us say that the only part of his yichus that was noteworthy of
mentioning was his maternal grandfather whose actions were not a source of
pride, to say the least.

If such was true, does that detract from Pinchos and what he did? If such was
true perhaps | would need to ascribe even greater accolades to this person of

19 Rashi continues there:
.NX" UOLVOBY qoI' yamMi
And from the seed of Yosef who stimulated his Yetzer Hara’.

Rashi attributes both Yisro and Yosef as being the symbols of Putiel. Zohar on our
Parsha discusses the combined nature of Yosef and Putiel and their influence on the
personality of Pinchos. We will cite the Zohar shortly but not discuss this aspect
which focuses on gilgulim.



humble background who nonetheless overcame the limitations of his ancestry
and was a hero of Israel®,

If Pinchos needed to be defended against an unjust onslaught, why shouldn’t the
focus of the defense be against the intemperate charges? Why aren’t the
accusers being put in their place? Why was the accusation not rebuffed as it
should have been?

In order to gain a perspective on what occurred when Pinchos killed Zimri and
Kozbi, let us revisit the initiative and independent action that Pinchos undertook.

As we read earlier, Pinchos saw and he took a spear. What did he see? The verse
could certainly refer to the behavior of Zimri and Kozbi. The difficulty with such a
statement is the fact that the Torah would not have written that Pinchos saw.
Everyone saw, not only Pinchos. Why, then, does the Posuk emphasize that it
was Pinchos who saw?

As we know, quite often in the Torah ‘seeing’ refers to understanding, intellectual
perception, and not necessarily visual perception.

What was it that Pinchos perceived when the Torah writes that he ‘saw’?
Rashi writes:

N'MOX 7wIaN N 272170 nwn? 17 K ,N0%N 101 NWYNn AR - 0N XY
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20 There are additional points as well. Yisro was a hero. He added an entire section
to the Torah as we read in Parshas Yisro and as Rashi explains there (Sh’mos Perek
18/Posuk 1). Moshe pleaded with Yisro to stay with Bnei Yisroel as we read in
Parshas B’haalosecha (B'midbar Perek 10/Posuk 29). Yisro’s legacy remained with
his descendants. See Parshas Bolok (B'midbar Perek 24/Posuk 21) and Rashi’s
commentary there. See also Shmuel I Perek 15/Posuk 6.

Thus, the focus of the shevatim on Yisro prior to joining Israel was in and of itself
Inappropriate.



Pinchos saw-He saw the act of Zimri and Kozbi and he was reminded of the
Halachah. Pinchos said to Moshe, ‘I have a tradition from you that one who
has relations with a non-Jewess, the ka’na’im-zealots can kill him.” Moshe
responded, ‘He who reads the letter should be the one to do its mission’.

Immediately, ‘Pinchos took the spear in his hand, etc.’

It is clear from this explanation of Rashi that Pinchos would not have undertaken
his action without the approbation of Moshe Rabbenu. Pinchos turned to Moshe
expecting him to fulfill this Halachah and only then, when Moshe directed Pinchos
to take the spear did he do so.

In fact, this explanation of Rashi is only one opinion expressed by Chazal in
describing the thoughts and actions of Pinchos.

Chazal discuss Pinchos’ actions at length in Masseches Sanhedrin (82 a) in
relationship to the Mishnah (81 b) that teaches the Halachah that

12 ['VAID |'KI7 N'NOIX 7v1an
One who has relations with a non-Jewess, the ka’na’im-zealots can kill him.

The first explanation that the Gemara brings is that of Rav. Rashi adopts that
explanation.

The Gemara continues, however, and tells us that Shmuel understood the event
differently. This is what Shmuel says:
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Shmuel said, ‘Pinchos saw that “there is no wisdom and no understanding
and no counsel in opposition to G-d.” [He interpreted], “Wherever there is
Chilul Hashem, one not need not apportion honor to the Rav.

21 The details of this Halachah are mentioned in the sugya in Masseches Sanhedrin
to which we will refer shortly.



This implies that when there is a public desecration of the Name of G-d, thenone
has to respond vigorously in order to nullify the desecration. One need not wait
for rabbinical approval®.

Rashi writes there:
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Shmuel said, ‘What did he see?; He saw that there is no wisdom-this means
to say that he was reminded of the verse that there is no wisdom and no
understanding in opposition to Hashem and where there is Chillul Hashem
one need not apportion honor to the Rav.

Therefore, Pinchos decided a Halachah in the presence of his Rav and did
not wait to receive permission from Moshe Rabbenu so that observers who
were observing this event should not see and learn to allow a non-Jewess.

This is an extraordinary explanation®.

22 This concept of
277 T2 |'P'7IN 'R DU 717'N W'Y DIpn ‘DY

Where there is Chillul Hashem one need not apportion honor to the Rav

1s a Halachah in and of itself. The Gemara there in Masseches Sanhedrin makes it
very clear. Therefore, only one who knows the Halachah well, as did Pinchos, can
attempt to fulfill it.

The fact that there are Halachic boundaries governing such a response

distinguishes it from an independent vigilante initiative that more often than not is
forbidden.

23 The Gemara tells us that there is a third explanation of what ‘Pinchos saw’. We
read there:
.0Y2 N'NWNI XA NAW DX TYYN 120 NN PRx a0



We read in Masseches B’rachos (31 b):
NN 2N 120 1192 D070 mn ‘D

One who decides a Halachah in the presence of his Rav deserves the death
penalty.

Rambam (Hilchos Talmud Torah Perek 5/Halachah 2) cites this as Halachah:
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Who is considered one who is disputing his Rav? One who establishes a
Beis Midrash and expounds and teaches without the permission of his Rav,
and his Rav is alive, even though he is in a different country. It is alwasys
forbidden for a person to instruct a Halachah in the presence of his Rav
and anyone who instructs a Halachah in the presence of his Rav deserves
the death penalty.

We certainly remember that one of the reasons attributed to the deaths of Nodov
and Avihu on the day of the dedication of the Mishkan was this very sin. Rashi
writes there (Vayikro Perek 10/Posuk 2):

20 NWN 191 N0 NINY T 7Y KX DR 21NN X7 IR ATYIYR 0

Rabi Eliezer says, ‘The sons of Aharon died only because they decided a
Halachah in the presence of their Rav, Moshe.

Shmuel tells us that Pinchos was audacious. He did not wait for permission; he
did not seek authorization. He was correctly convinced of his responsibility and
he did not hesitate to fulfill it.

Rabi Yitzchak said in the name of Rabi Eliezer-Pinchos saw the angel [of
death] destroying the people.

Although Rabi Yitzchak argues regarding what ‘Pinchos saw’, it is not relevant to
the nature of the character of Pinchos.



We may wonder if there is a connection between these two seemingly unrelated
commentaries of Rashi. Is there a relationship between the nature of the
undertaking of Pinchos and the improper way in which the Shevatim related to
him?

Of course, such a possibility only exists if there is an alternative explanation as to
why the Torah repeats Pinchos’ name with its connection to his grandfather
Aharon.

In fact, we do find an alternative explanation for the association of Pinchos with
Aharon in the words of the Zohar in our Parsha. We read (213 a):
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Rabi Shimon said, “At that time [of the events of the daughters of Midian
because they did not all protest against Zimri?*] Israel deserved extinction
were it not that Pinchos came first to the event and caused the anger [of G-
d] to subside. That is why is written, “Pinchos the son of Elazar the son of
Aharon.”

The Zohar does not explain itself, but i think that the explanation is self-evident.

The avodah of all of the Kohanim was to bring Israel closer to HaKodosh Boruch
Hu. If such was the need always, certainly the need was far more pronounced
when Israel, as individuals or as a nation, sinned.

Thus, when offerings were brought, they sought to expiate the sins of the
individual or of the people. All Kohanim shared in that function.

However, there was a daily function done only by the Kohen Godol and an annual
one, exclusive to him as well.

24 Both of these points are mentioned in the contemporary authoritative
commentary to the Zohar HaKodosh- Mosok MiDvash.



The daily function was the Minchas Cohen Godol brought every morning and
every afternoon?®.

The annual function was, as is so well-known, the service of the Kohen Godol on
Yom HaKippurim, a service that was exclusive to him.

And so we read in Parshas Acharei Mos (Vayikro Perek 16/P’sukim 3, 30, 34):
N7VT7 X IRVNYT P2 12192 YT X [DDX N2 NINT

With this shall Aharon come to the Holy Place with a bullock of the cattle
for a sin-offering and a ram for a burnt-offering.
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Because on this day He will atone for you to purify you from all of your sins;
before Hashem you will be purified.
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This will be for you an everlasting statute to atone for B’nei Yisroel from all
of their sins, once a year; Aharon did as Hashem commanded Moshe.

Thus, the Mishnah at the end of Masseches Yoma (Perek 8/Mishnah 7) writes:

NIN NNMNN 2y nWyn X7 291 nwy v Ni7p DNy 9y n15on naivn...
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Repentance brings atonement for ‘light’ sins, the nullification of positive
Mitzvos and the violation of negative Mitzvos. Regarding ‘severe’ sins,
repentance keeps the punishment suspended until Yom HaKippurim comes
and brings atonement.?®

Disaster was about to befall Israel. Who would rise to the task to avert disaster?

25 See Vayikro Perek 6/Posuk 13 and Rashi there.

26 See the rest of the Mishnah there and the relevant passages in Rambam in
Hilchos Teshuva.



The Torah concludes last week’s Parshas Bolok with these verses (Perek
25/P’sukim 7-9):
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Pinchos the son of Elazar the son of Aharon the Kohen saw and he stood up
from the midst of the congregation and he took a spear in his hand. He
entered after the Israelite man to the tent and he speared both of them,
the Israelite man and the woman to their insides and the plague was
stopped from B’nei Yisroel. Those who died in the plague were 24,000.

Pinchos was chosen to be a Kohen, in the footsteps of his illustrious grandfather,
Aharon, because he performed a kohen-act, he averted disaster. The impending
destruction of Israel would have severed the relationship between them and G-d
for eternity.

Pinchos prevented the punishment of the plague from spreading. He saved Israel.

That is the meaning of the Zohar. The reason that the Torah lists his name
together with that of Aharon is not for the purpose of identifying the person
under discussion. That question of personal identification was done sufficiently a
few verses earlier.

The reason that the Torah lists Pinchos’ name here together with his grandfather
Aharon is to underscore the scope and importance of the action that he
undertook. He was an ‘Aharon HaKohen HaGodol’ at that moment!

Thus, we have two approaches to the use of Aharon’s name in connection with
Pinchos and we have two approaches to the way that Pinchos undertook his
action.

In fact, the explanation that Rashi brings, that of Rav in Masseches Sanhedrin,
lowers the prestige of the action that Pinchos undertook.



The zealot acts without consultation. In fact, were he to enter a Halachic
discussion?’ before Beis Din regarding the question of whether or not Zimri was
liable for the death penalty, the response would have been ‘no’.

According to this explanation, therefore, Pinchos displayed a lack of self-
assuredness. He knew the Halachah. He was aware of its parameters and at that
moment he alone was authorized to take action based on the Halacha of

12 |'VAI9 |'Nap?
Ka’na’im-zealots can kill him.

We may therefore understand the reason for the association of his name with
that of Aharon as Rashi explains but have a greater insight into Rashi’s
explanation.

Rashi wrote:

'019 |2 DN'XN LINIR D'TAN 0D'0AYN I'nY 199 - [NON NNKR |2 TR A ON1'S
X2 ']3'9'7 SNYM VY XK'WY 2N T NTIAYY? D72V X AN DLOY T
X ANK 10N'I AINON

Pinchos the son of Elazar the son of Aharon the Kohen-Because the tribes
would shame him saying, ‘Did you see this son of Puti, whose mother’s
father fattened calves for idolatry? He killed a prince of a tribe of Israel!’

Therefore the verse comes and ascribes his parentage to Aharon.

We expressed difficulty with Rashi’s explanation. We asked two questions: would
it have been disreputable if Pinchos came from a lesser parentage? Why did the
shevatim deserve a reply; they should have been reprimanded for their audacity?

The answer now appears to be quite different than what we thought at the
beginning.

27 Evidently, the interchange between Pinchos and Moshe was less than a Halachic
discussion.



Hashem associated the name of Aharon with that of Pinchos not for the sake of
the shevatim. If, after they saw that the plague was averted from its potential
culmination, they still found it within themselves to denigrate Pinchos, they did
not deserve a response.

But Pinchos did. Pinchos who doubted himself, as is evidenced by his initial
approach to Moshe, required uplifting.

Pinchos who saw himself as a descendant of a person who, for a period of time
worshipped and promulgated idolatry, questioned whether he, Pinchos, could
have or should have done that which he did.

HaKodosh Boruch Hu responded to Pinchos and said, ‘You are the descendant of
the Kohen Godol. You saved Israel from extinction and thus you are rewarded
with the kehunah and My covenant of peace’.

And so we read at the beginning of our Parsha (Perek 25/P’sukim 12-13):

DYIY TIN2 NN IMDX AT 17 AL IDI7Y MM2 X7 N M0 N DY
XY N2 7Y 190 IMFT...NT KA YR NN

Therefore, say to him, ‘I, Hashem, am giving him My covenant of peace. He
and his seed after him will have an eternal covenant of Kehunah because he
showed zealousness for his G-d and he atoned for B’nei Yisroel.

The second approach, that of Sh’muel in Masseches Sanhedrin, teaches that
Pinchos acted in complete accordance with the concept of

12 |'VAID |'NIf?
Ka’na’im-zealots can kill him.

He knew the Halacha and he knew the danger in which he was placing himself-but
he did not hesitate.?®

28 We read in Masseches Sanhedrin there:
MAT W'D ORY XX TIY X71.17 "m 'R - 717107 Xan e 121 Nk 02N 0212 N0 X
XIN QTN AW L1M7 2001 'R - 0N197 120N1 AT 1901 .1'7Y 21N - 0N1D 1N



But, Pinchos also knew the reason for his action. It was not motivated out of
personal anger or hatred. It was motivated because ‘he showed zealousness for
his G-d’.

It could very well be that according to this approach as well, the shevatim were
demeaning Pinchos. But, according to this approach, Pinchos did not care!

Pinchos knew that what he was doing was correct. Pinchos knew that he should
disregard the mockers and those who derided him. He wasn’t discouraged by his
parentage. He was aware of the idolatrous past of his ancestor Yisro and of how
Yisro gave up a position of prestige and power and was willing to be ostracized for
his belief in One G-d.

That is what Rashi explains in Parsha Sh’mos at the initial meeting of Moshe and
Yisro’s daughters. We read (Perek 2/P’sukim 16-17):

QK [N NiPWDT7 'O DY NINTARL NI7TAI NINANI NN VY [T 237
DINX NIX 7Y [YYi']l N DY D1YN' D'YAD IR

T

The Priest of Midian had seven daughters and they came and drew water
and filled the troughs to give drink to the sheep of their father Yisro. The
shepherds came and drove them away, and Moshe arose and saved them
and gave drink to their sheep.

Rashi writes:

:D7¥NN INITI AT NTIAVN 17 waol [NAY 21 - |'TN |ﬂ3'7|

Rabba bar bar Chana said in the name of Rabi Yochanan, ‘If the potential
zealot comes to consult [whether or not he should kill the perpetrator in this
case of N'nX 7vial, we do not pasken for him to do so.

And not only that [that we do not instruct him to do sol, if Zimri and Kozbi
had separated themselves from their relations and then Pinchos would have
killed him, Pinchos would be liable the death penalty.

[And not only that] but if Zimri would have turned around [when Pinchos
was coming to spear him] and had killed Pinchos, Zimri would not have been
killed [because it wasn’t considered as murder] because Pinchos was
considered a rodefpursuer [and why may kill an attacker].



The Priest of Midian - He was their leader. He separated from idolatry and
they excommunicated him.

ST 19N - DIV
They drove them away-because of the excommunication.

At the same time, Pinchos was aware of the self-indulging nature of his other
ancestor, Yosef, as a youth. He knew what we read in Parshas Vayeshev (B’reishis
Perek 37/Posuk 2):

NN W2 KNI RX2 I'DX DX YYD MY NWY V1Y 12 q0it 2py! NiTR nX
DNMN 7N NYY DNAT NN 901 K2 AN 'Y N9YT 12 NN N7 12

These are the generations of Yaakov: Yosef was seventeen years old and
shepherded with his brothers with the sheep; he was a lad with the sons of
Bilhoh and the sons of Zilpoh the wives of his father, and Yosef brought the
bad reports of his brothers to their father.

Rashi writes:

n'N'Y 10 ,1"1'V YUnvunn Nyvwl 7NN NNVl nyyn aviy n'ny - 1yY1 KRinl
N9 NXM

He was a lad-He acted childishly. He would fix his hair and his eyes so that
he would look handsome.

At the same time, Pinchos was aware of the courage that his ancestor Yosef
displayed when he overcame his childish behavior and rebuffed the wife of
Potifar.

That is what we read there in Parshas Vayeshev (Perek 39/P’sukim 7, 10-12):
TMY N2Y INNRAL 90I* X DY DX IITX NYK RWNL NIXD DN2TD 0K '

After these things, the wife of his master raised her eyes to Yosef and said,
‘Lay with me’.



DD 'l INRY NIY AR 22Y7 DN vy K7 DIt Di' QoI 7 ANRTY Nl
NYSNNI N'A2 DY NAD 'YIRN WU'R 'R1 AR NiYY? nnfan N2l nfn

When she spoke to Yosef daily, he did not listen to her to lay next to her, to
be with her. And it was on that day that Yosef came to the house to do his
work and no one from the people of the house was there in the house. She
grabbed him by his garment saying, ‘lay with me’ and he left his garment in
her hand and he fled and went out to the outside.

Rashi writes, in one explanation:
...NNY 1"DIX NIYYY...- INDXN NIWYY
To do his work-to do his needs with her [i.e. to accede to her seduction].

Pinchos knew his personal genealogy. He was well-aware of his family tree.
Pinchos knew that others may refer to his heritage as being one from Putiel, a
reason to hide his ancestry of Yosef and Yisro. But, Pinchos saw the actions of his
ancestors and was not embarrassed. On the contrary, he was empowered by his
lineage.

Yisro turned his back on the very idolatry that Israel was now embracing. Yosef
refused the seductress, in complete opposition to what Pinchos’ compatriots
were doing at that very moment.

Pinchos was not an unwilling descendant of Yosef and Yisro; he was their proud
heir.

He did not need a reminder from HaKodosh Boruch Hu that that which he did

was correct. He knew he was correct because he knew the Halachah.

But, Pinchos did not understand the magnitude of his action. Since his action was
‘zealousness for his G-d’ only, he made no assessment of its impact. Pinchos
acted with outward boldness and yet retained his inward humility.



Hashem told Pinchos the truth that he did not perceive. Pinchos was a worthy
descendant of Aharon and therefore was rewarded with the two unique aspects
of Aharon.

He would have the potential to be the peacemaker that Aharon was. Pinchos was
given the covenant of peace so that he could?® imitate Aharon about whom the
Mishnah (Masseches Ovos Perek 1/Mishnah 12) writes:

NINaN DX 2NIXK DI7Y QTN DI7Y QNIR NNXR 7Y 17200 10 ik 770
“NNINY7 |20l

Hillel says, “Be among the students of Aharon who loves peace, pursues
peace, loves people and draws them near to Torah.”

Pinchos was rewarded with the gift of Kehunah, even though he was not born as a
Kohen. Rashi writes thus at the beginning of our Parsha (Posuk 13):

N7 NN X7 ,NNR 79 1YIT7 MINd "IN N2OW '9 7Y R — D71V N1nd NN
oN1'® 7aX ,NNwnn NN IT2'Y DNMIT2NY My INWNy ,1M2%1 NNy
(2 Xj7) D'NATA W IR TY NAIND 7737 X2 K7 ,nwna X721 PY7 0TIp 1w

INT7 1ANY TY 0N1'S [NdNI RY

An eternal covenant of Kehuna-Even though the Kehuna was already given
to the children of Aharon, it was only given to Aharon and his sons who
were anointed with him and to their children that would be born after their
anointment.

29 We have many sources (see Midrash Shochar Tov Perek 63) that teach us:
IN'7X NIN ON1'O
Pinchos and Eliyahu are one and the same individual.

Thus, we can understand why Eliyahu’s anger with B’nei Yisroel brought about
such a powerful Divine response. See, for example, Melachim I, Perek 19 with
Rashi and the Midrashim.

If he was given a unique potential to make peace and squandered it, he was
considered culpable.



Pinchos, however, who was born prior to their anointment and was not
anointed [with them], did not enter the Kehuna until this moment. And so
we learned in Masseches Zevachim: Pinchos did not become a Kohen until
he killed Zimri.

The awarding of the double covenants of peace and Kehuna were the just reward
for Pinchos that informed him, and us, of the majesty of his actions.

Thus, we have two approaches to view the intent of Pinchos and the response
that HaKodosh Boruch Hu gave him.

At this point, | do not know why Rashi chose the approach that he did. Certainly,
there is something in the Parsha that taught him to teach us that this is the
p’shat.

And, even if we discover the reasoning behind Rashi’s choice, we still have two
disparate approaches to the inner-thinking of Pinchos and the response of
HaKodosh Boruch Hu, whether it was reparative and rewarding or informative
and rewarding.

What we do have, through Chazal and Rashi, is two approaches that we can use
to examine ourselves. We have approaches that demand of us to look into our
intentions, not only our actions.

We have approaches that demand that we are personally insightful and that we
see the ramifications of that insight.

The more that we are truthful with ourselves, understanding our actions, along
with their performance, we will be able to do our service of G-d with greater
dedication and intent and seek to also be recipients of the Divine blessing of
peace and the blessings that the Kohanim bestow upon us.

Shabbat Shalom

Rabbi Pollock






