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39b) explains that Moshe wanted to 
unmask Korach’s guise of an advocate 
for unity. Korach argued, “For the entire 
assembly - all of them - are holy and 

Hashem is among them; why do you 
exalt yourselves over the congregation of 
Hashem?” (Bamidbar 16:3, Artscroll 
translation) Rabbi Yosef Chaim 
references the Talmud’s statement that 
when one visits a sick person, he 
accepts upon himself one-sixtieth of the 

patient’s suffering (ibid.) Thus, bikur 
cholim demonstrates profound empathy 
for one’s fellow Jew, to the extent that 
one is willing to share in the pain of 
another. Moshe’s wager was as follows:  
• If Korach was genuinely seeking to 

cultivate unity among the entire 

nation, he would merit to see it 
actualized, and benefit from visitors 
in his old age.  

• However, if Korach’s true intentions 
were to sow discord and undermine 
the status quo, he and his followers 
would die immediately and not have 
the opportunity to perform and 

benefit from this great mitzvah, since 
its fulfillment is predicated on 
genuine feelings of unity and 
empathy.  

 
Bikur Cholim: Equality 
Furthermore, the laws of bikur cholim 
demonstrate that Korach was wrong, 

and the Torah does recognize the innate 
holiness of every member of the 
community. A b’raita states, “Visiting 
the sick has no limit.” Abbaye 
understands this to mean that even a 
person of high stature must visit a 
person of lesser stature who is sick. 

(Nedarim 39b) Rabbi Bezalel Ashkenazi 

explains that this means that a great 
person should not say, “How can I visit 
a person of lesser stature than me?” The 
most distinguished member of the 

community must visit the lowliest of the 
low - and even one hundred times per 
day! If G-d Himself “visited” Avraham 
when he was recovering from 
circumcision (Rashi to Bereishit 18:1, 
citing Bava Metzia 86b), no person can 
claim that it is beneath his dignity to 
visit another person who is ill. Granted, 

there are mitzvot which preserve a 
hierarchy; regarding the mitzvah of 
returning lost objects, one may decline 
to retrieve an object which is so far 
beneath his dignity that he would not 
retrieve it for himself. However, bikur 
cholim supports the Torah’s respect for 
each individual. (Shitah Mekubetzet, 
Nedarim 39b) 
 
The mitzvah of bikur cholim represents a 
defeat of Korach’s uprising. In order to 
maximize the effect of this mitzvah, one 

has to be willing to share in the 
suffering of another. Unity is not 
cultivated by empty catchphrases and 
populism, but by sacrifice and 
selflessness, in which Korach and his 
fol lowers were proven lacking. 
Furthermore, a hierarchy and 
designation of roles within the Jewish 

people does not contradict the fact that 
every person is equally valuable. No one 
is exempt from bikur cholim and no one 
is unworthy of being visited, because, 
precisely as Korach argued, “the entire 
assembly - all of them - are holy, and 
Hashem is among them”. (Bamidbar 
16:3, Artscroll translation) 
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“Where in the Torah do we find an 
allusion to the mitzvah of bikur cholim 
[visiting the sick]?” asks the Talmud. 

Reish Lakish proposes that the 
scriptural source can be found in our 
parshah.  
 
Moshe told the nation that Hashem 
would prove his legitimacy as a leader 
through supernatural means: “If 
[Korach and his followers] die like the 

death of all men, and the destiny of all 
men is visited upon them, then it is 
not Hashem Who has sent me. But if 
Hashem will create a phenomenon, 
and the ground will open its mouth 
and swallow them and all that is 
theirs, and they will descend alive into 
the pit - then you shall know that 

t h e s e  m e n  h a v e  p r o v o k e d 
Hashem.” (Bamidbar 16:29-30, 
Artscroll translation) Rava explains 
that dying “like the death of all men” 
alludes to the reality that death is 
usually preceded by illness, and that it 
is expected that the sick will receive 
visitors. (Nedarim 39b) 

 
On the surface, the connection 
between Moshe’s wager and the 
mitzvah of bikur cholim seems to be 
derived from an incidental word: a 
term associated with visiting [pekidah] 
appears in Moshe’s language. (Ran to 

Nedarim 39b) But can we find a deeper 
connection between Korach’s dispute 
with Moshe, and the mitzvah of bikur 
cholim? 
 
Bikur Cholim: Empathy 

Rabbi Yosef Chaim of Baghdad (Ben 
Yehoyada, Commentary to Nedarim 
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Rabbi Isserlein noted that shemitah was a rabbinic 
obligation in his day, as “a memorial” for the biblical 

mitzvah of shemitah. (Gittin 36a-b) Since the biblical 
mitzvah of shemitat karka applies only in Israel, perhaps the 
rabbinic memorial to shemitah - including shemitat kesafim 
- should apply only in Israel. At most, the memorial might 
apply in lands near Israel, but not beyond.  
 

As a basis for this idea, Rabbi Isserlein quoted a statement 
of Rabbeinu Yitzchak (“Ri”), one of the Tosafists. Ri had 
suggested that after the destruction of the Beit haMikdash, 

Jews observed laws of tithing in Israel and in lands near 
Israel, but not beyond. [See Rashba to Beitzah 12b, on the 
case of Rav Tuvi son of Rav Nechemiah.] So, too, the 
shemitah memorial – both for land and for loans - should 
apply only in Israel, and in lands near Israel. 
 
One weakness in Rabbi Isserlein’s justification is that 12th 

century Tosafists, like Rabbeinu Tam, observed shemitat 
kesafim even though they lived in Western Europe. (Tosafot 
Gittin 36b d’alimi) However, Rabbi Isserlein noted that 
Rabbeinu Tam disagreed with Ri’s proposed distinction 
between Israel and elsewhere regarding tithes. Perhaps 
Rabbeinu Tam did not accept the distinction, but Ri did, 

and he might extend it to shemitat kesafim. 
 
Rabbi Isserlein’s justification was not intended as Halachah; 
in practice, he agreed with the rabbinic consensus that 
shemitat kesafim applies globally even when it is rabbinic.  
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The Torah commands lenders to cancel debts which are owed 
to them, with the shemitah year; this is called shemitat 
kesafim. (Devarim 15:2) This is related to the mitzvah of 
shemitat karka, which requires us to leave Israeli land fallow 
during the shemitah year. When shemitat karka and shemitat 
kesafim are biblically binding, then shemitat karka applies in 
Israel, and shemitat kesafim applies everywhere. However, 
some have argued that when shemitat karka and shemitat 
kesafim are rabbinic, shemitat kesafim also applies only in 
Israel. 
 
This idea was expressed in response to a medieval problem: 
widespread ignorance of shemitat kesafim.  
• When Rabbeinu Asher fled persecution in 13th century 

Germany and arrived in Spain, he noticed that the 

Sephardic community did not observe shemitat kesafim. 
He suggested that this may have been due to a popular 
misunderstanding that their own intent to have loans 
survive shemitah would be effective. (Rosh 77:2, 77:4; 
Tur Choshen Mishpat 67)  

• By the 14th century, Ashkenazi communities were also 

dropping shemitat kesafim; Maharil (Likutim 17) sought 
to find a justification there, while Ran (Gittin, 20a 
b’dapei Rif) wrote about it in Spain.  

• In 15th century Germany, Mahari Colon described the 
problem in Italy. (Maharik 92) In Germany, Rabbi Yisrael 
Isserlein attempted to justify popular failure to observe 
shemitat kesafim there, by linking it to the Land of Israel. 

(Terumat haDeshen 304) 
 

Summary 
This chapter describes the emergence of 
Shimshon’s character. 

 
The Marriage Proposal 
Shimshon sees a Philistine woman and 
asks his parents to take her for him as 
a wife. His parents ask him why he 
can’t just marry a “nice Jewish girl”. 
Shimshon insists on marrying the 
Philistine woman. The text informs us 
that unbeknownst to the people 

involved, this is part of G-d’s plan to 
avenge the Jews from the Philistines 
who had been oppressing them. 
 
The Lion 
While travelling down to Philistine 
territory, Shimshon encounters a lion. 
Overtaken by the spirit of G-d, he tears 

the lion to pieces, and continues on his 
way to betroth his bride. Some time 
later, on his way back to the Philistine 
settlement for the wedding, Shimshon 
passes by the carcass of a lion and sees 
that bees have built a hive inside. 
Delighted, he scoops up the honey with 
his hands and eats it. 

 
The Riddle 
During the wedding celebrations, 
Shimshon presents a challenge to the 
thirty Philistines in attendance. If they 
can answer his riddle during the seven 
day wedding celebrations, he will give 

them thirty linen sheets and thirty sets 
of clothing. If they cannot answer, they 
must give him the same. The 
Philistines accept, and Shimshon asks 

them to explain how, “out of the eater 
came food, and the strong became 
sweet.” [The answer is the lion and the 
honey.] The Philistines cannot answer, 
and eventual ly they threaten 
Shimshon’s bride to extract the 
information from him, which she 
manages to do. Shimshon recognizes 

the cheat, and, inspired by the spirit of 
G-d, pays his debt by killing thirty 
other Philistines, and stripping them of 
their clothes. 
 
Analysis 
This chapter raises eyebrows for many 
reasons. Let us focus on two: 

 
1) G-d has apparently inspired 
Shimshon to exclusively desire a 
Philistine woman. [Per Rambam, the 
woman did convert to Judaism. 
(Hilchot Issurei Biah 13:14-17)] 
 
2) The episode with the riddle is 

generally surreal. One specific 
question: In the context of our chapter, 
it seems clear that the riddle was 
culled from Shimshon’s very specific 
personal experience. If so, how were 
the Philistines ever expected to guess 
the answer? 

Rabbi Shalom Carmy (Tradition 14:3, 
1974) suggests that these points 
provide an insight into Shimshon’s 
unique character. He was a physically 

powerful and courageous person, who 
fit better in the powerful (albeit 
oppressive) Philistine society, than the 
(at the time) downtrodden Israelite one. 
He, therefore, desired to join the former.  
 
However, the Philistines viewed him not 
as an equal, but as a freakish and 

dangerous enemy in their midst. 
Shimshon hoped that, like the lion, his 
position of strength would turn to 
sweetness and a familial-type relation. 
It was this message that he conveyed in 
the riddle. In the end, however, he was 
spurned by the Philistines, and it was 
exactly this that ignited the wrath 

within him and caused the Philistines’ 
downfall.  
 
This conflicted relationship with the 
Philistines continues throughout 
Shimshon’s story. His character is 
further coloured by the religious 
aspects of his personality, which come 

to light later on. 
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Journey Through Tanach: Shoftim, Chapter 14 Rabbi Adam Friedmann 



Torah and Translation 

External Arguments, Internal Division 

Commentary of Malbim to Bamidbar 16:1 

Translated by Ezer Diena 

Biography 

Rabbi Meir Leibush 

“Malbim” 

Ezer Diena 

Call our office at: 416-783-6960 3 

Rabbi Meir Leibush ben Yehiel Michel 
Weisser (MaLBYM) was born in 
Volochysk, Volhynia on March 7, 1809. 

At the age of 13 he moved to Warsaw, 
and he married one year later. 
Unfortunately, his marriage ended a 
short while later in divorce, leaving 
behind one young child. He would marry 
again in 1836, and he had five more 
children with his second wife, Helena 
Rosenthal-Lifshitz.  
 

All the while, Malbim was deeply 
committed to his studies, both secular 
and religious (under various Rabbis 
throughout Eastern Europe), and he 
acquired a phenomenal reputation, 
leading to his selection as Rabbi of 
Wreschen, Prussia, around age 30. 
Seven years later, he was appointed 

Rabbi of Kempen, Poland, where he 
remained until he was appointed as 
Chief Rabbi of Bucharest, Romania, in 
1859. However, following great battles 
with Reform communities in the 
following cities he lived in, he lasted only 
a short period of time in Bucharest, 
Paris, Lunshitz, Kherson, Mogilev, and 

Konigsburg. In 1879, he was offered a 
position in Vilna, but the local governor 
refused since he had been classified as a 
political criminal based on his previous 
activities. After he rejected an offer to 
become Chief Orthodox Rabbi of New 
York, he accepted a position in 
Krememnchuk, but he fell ill and died 

that Rosh Hashanah (September 18, 
1879). 
 
A remarkable Torah scholar whose first 
published work was on Shulchan Aruch 
(and is quoted extensively by the 
Mishnah Berurah), Malbim became 
extremely well-known for his approach to 

Tanach. He believed that there are no 
true synonyms in Lashon HaKodesh, 
and that each seeming repetition in the 
text serves to illustrate a new point. On 
this basis, he published commentaries to 
almost every book in Tanach, in addition 
to a detailed commentary on the Torah 
explaining the Halachic Midrashim, 

connecting the Written and Oral Torah in 
a way never seen before. Both of these 
works served as responses to reformers 
of the day who challenged traditional 
Jews on many aspects of their texts and 
traditions, something Malbim idealized 
in his (tragic) personal life as well.  
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“And Korach took”: The Rabbis taught 
(Mishnah Avot 5:17) that in a disagree-
ment that is for the sake of Heaven, each 
of the groups on the two sides [of the 

disagreement] are unified among them-
selves, because all of them are focusing 
on one goal, for the sake of Heaven. How-
ever, in a disagreement which is not for 
the sake of Heaven, and only [comes 
about] due to love of honour and love of 
oneself, then there is disagreement and 
opposition even between those people 

who have unified to stand on one side 
[together], since each one of these indi-
viduals focuses on only their personal 
gains, [which is] opposed to his friend’s 
focus, as he too was focused only on per-
sonal gains. [This was] the case of Korach 
and his congregation, as each member of 
this evil congregation focused on a differ-

ent focus that was in opposition to the 
other.  Behold, Korach wanted the High 
Priesthood, as he thought that since Am-
ram, who was the firstborn [of Kehat], 
took his portion in that Moshe (Amram’s 
son) became king, it would be appropri-
ate that the High Priesthood be given to 
the son of Yitzhar (i.e. Korach), who was 

the second son of Kehat. 
 
However, the argument of Datan and 
Aviram and On Ben Pelet was different. 
They complained that the firstborn rights 
were taken from Reuven [their ancestor], 
as since Reuven was the firstborn, it 
would have been fitting for the Kingship 

and Priesthood to emerge from him, as 
Yaakov said (Bereishit 49:3, JPS transla-
tion) “Reuben, thou art my first-born, My 
might, and the first-fruits of my strength; 
The excellency of dignity [se’et], and the 
excellency of power [oz].” – as se’et is the 

Priesthood, and oz is the Kingship and 
the precedence in the camping of the 
organized troops, which were given to 
Yehudah, and it also [refers to] the 
firstborn rights which were given to Yosef 
(see Divrei HaYamim I 5:1-2)… 
 
Additionally, the 250 men [who accompa-

nied them], claimed that they were 
“princes of the congregation, the elect 
men of the assembly, men of re-
nown” (Bamidbar 16:2, JPS translation), 
and they wanted that the Priesthood be 
given to the “princes of the congregation” 
who were fitting to receive based on their 
[personal] stature, not that it should be 

given to an entire tribe [and] passed by 
inheritance without a glance at the stature of the priests and their wholesomeness. 
It can also be said, as Ibn Ezra [did], that these 250 men were firstborns 
[themselves], and they claimed that the Priesthood was deserved by them. 

ויקח קרח: חז"ל לימדונו שמחלוקת שהיא 
לשם שמים כל כת משני צדדי החולקים 
מתאחדת בעצמה, כי כולם מתכוונים 
לתכלית אחת לשם שמים. אולם מחלוקת 
שאינה לשם שמים רק מפני אהבת הכבוד 
ואהבת עצמו, אז יש מחלוקת וניגוד גם בין 
האנשים שהתאחדו לעמוד בצד אחד, כי כל 
אחד מן היחידים מכוון תועלת עצמו 
ומתנגד לכוונת חברו, שהוא גם כן מכוון 
תועלת עצמו, כעניין שהיה מחלוקת קרח 
ועדתו, כי כל אחד מהעדה הרעה הזאת 
התכוון כוונה אחרת מתנגדת לזולתו; 
שהנה קרח רצה בכהונה גדולה, שלדעתו 
אחר שעמרם שהוא הבכור לקהת נטל חלקו 
במה שמשה )בן עמרם( היה מלך, ראוי 
שהכהונה הגדולה תנתן לבן יצהר )קרח( 

 שהוא בן השני לקהת. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

אמנם מחלוקת דתן ואבירם ואון בן פלת 
היה עניין אחר, שהם התלוננו על שניטלה 
הבכורה מראובן, שלפי מה שהיה ראובן 
הבכור ראוי שתצא ממנו המלוכה והכהונה 
כמו שאמר יעקב )בראשית מ"ט( "ראובן 
בכורי אתה כחי וראשית אוני, יתר שאת 

ש"שאת" הוא הכהונה, ו"עוז"   –ויתר עז"  
המלוכה והקדימה בדגלים ליהודה, וגם על 
הבכורה שניתנה ליוסף )דברי הימים א' ה' 

 ב'(... -פסוקים א'
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

והמאתים וחמשים איש טענו שהם "נשיאי 
ו  רצ ו  " שם שי  ד, אנ ע מו אי  רי , ק עדה
שהכהונה תנתן לנשיאי העדה הראויים לזה 
כפי מעלתם, לא שתנתן לשבט אחד כולו 
על מעלת  שיהיה בירושה מבלי הבט 
הכהנים ושלמותם. וגם יש לומר כמו שאמר 
וחמשים איש  ראב"ע שהיו המאתים 

 בכורות וטענו שהכהונה מגיעה להם.
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Time Speaker Topic Location Special Notes 

     July 5-6 שבת

8:40 AM Ezer Diena Parshah: Chushim and On BAYT TFBM 

After hashkamah R’ Alex Hecht Parshah Analysis Clanton Park  

Before musaf Ezer Diena Derashah Zichron Yisroel  

Before Avot Ezer Diena Daf Yomi BAYT Rabbi’s Classroom 

After minchah Ezer Diena 
Requesting Kings, 

Establishing Sanhedrin 
The Conservatory 343 Clark Ave W. 

After minchah R’ Mordechai Torczyner Gemara Avodah Zarah BAYT Simcha Suite 

Tue. July 9     

7:30 PM R’ Mordechai Torczyner Shoftim: Chapter 3 129 Theodore Pl. Men 

Wed. July 10     

10:00 AM R’ Mordechai Torczyner 
Jew of the Future 3: 

Must an Artificial Intelligence 

Observe Shabbat? 

Yeshivat Or Chaim 
159 Almore Ave. 

 

7:45 PM R’ Alex Hecht Non-Jews in Jewish Law Shaarei Tefillah  

8:15 PM R’ Mordechai Torczyner Agnon: B’ma’aglei Tzedek 
Email 

info@torontotorah.com 
 

Thu. July 11     

8:30 PM Ezer Diena Gemara Beitzah ediena@torontotorah.com Men, Advanced 

Fri. July 12     

10:30 AM R’ Mordechai Torczyner Kiddushin Yeshivat Or Chaim Advanced 

 

For University Men, at Yeshivat Or Chaim 
10:00 AM Sunday, R’ Aaron Greenberg, Gemara Shabbat—Now on Summer Hiatus 

11:00 AM Sunday, Beit Midrash Rotation: Contemporary Halachah: Ezer Diena: Semichah Today 
8:30 AM Wednesday, Ezer Diena, Stories and She’eilot 

8:30 AM Friday, R’ Mordechai Torczyner, Parshah 
 

WOMEN’S BEIT MIDRASH for University and Adult Women, at Ulpanat Orot: On summer hiatus  

 

Seder Boker for Adult Men 
10:00 AM to Noon, Monday - R’ Moshe Yeres: Masechet Megilah and Olat Ra”ayah 

As of July 9, Seder Boker is on summer hiatus  

(Mishneh Torah, Hilchot Geneivah 9:2) However, Rav Saadia 
Gaon and Rav Hai Gaon disagreed, regarding the “and”s as 
“or”s. One is liable for death even just for the act of 
kidnapping. (Minchat Chinuch 36, footnote 3 in Mechon 

Yerushalayim edition) 
 

The Torah’s prohibition against kidnapping is more than a dry 
law; it is also a statement of values: people are not 
commodities, such that one might use them for material gain. 
Along the same lines, our prophets invoked the image of 
kidnapping when rebuking the Jews for taking advantage of 
the needy and helpless. Amos (2:6), for example, indicted the 
Jews of his day for "selling the righteous for silver, and the 

pauper for shoes." He invoked the sale of Yosef as an example 
of such venal brutality, and he noted (5:15) that we should 
view ourselves as the descendants of Yosef, rather than re-
enact the sale of Yosef in our pursuit of profit. 
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The Torah’s prohibition against kidnapping is actually 
worded as a generic warning against theft, "Do not 
steal." (Shemot 20:13) Its context, though, deals with life-
and-death issues, and crimes punishable by capital 

punishment, and so the sages understood this to refer 
specifically to stealing a life, i.e. kidnapping. [Separate 
biblical prohibitions address armed robbery as well as 
breaking-and-entering.]  
 
This prohibition also applies for non-Jews, under the 
general Noachide prohibition against theft. 
 

The Torah reiterates and expands upon this prohibition in 
Devarim 24:7, stating (as explained in Sanhedrin 85b), 
“When one is found to have stolen one of his brethren from 
the Children of Israel, and he made use of him and sold 
him, that thief shall die, and you shall eradicate the evil 
from your midst.” As read by Rambam, the “and”s of this 
verse are specific – the death penalty applies only if the 
kidnapper also made use of the victim, and sold the victim. 

The 613 Mitzvot: #36 - Kidnapping Rabbi Mordechai Torczyner 


