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FROM THE PRESIDENT

Give Me Your
Money
by George Silberman

Lighting in
the Spirit
of the Nesi’im
by Rabbi Yaakov Bieler

The Shulchan
         Aruch1 des-

      ignates the
verses from Parshat
Naso, BaMidbar 7:1
ff., as the source of
the Tora readings

during the eight days of Chanuka.
These verses describe the donations
to the Tabernacle made by the
Nesi’im (lit. princes, the political
leaders) of the various tribes. In yet
another instance where Jewish his-
tory is perceived as cyclical rather
than linear, with history quite liter-
ally repeating itself, just as the
“Chashmonayim” (Hasmoneans)  re-
paired the physical damage and re-

dedicated the Temple in Jerusalem
following its desecration by the Syr-
ian Greeks on the 25th of Kislev,
Mishna Berura notes that the 25th of
Kislev also marks the date upon
which the original Tabernacle was
completed and dedicated, hence the
beginning verse (7:1) of the Chanuka
Tora readings, “And it was on the day
when Moshe completed erecting2 the
“Mishkan” (Tabernacle)….”

In addition to the parallelism be-
tween the dedications of the
“Mishkan” and the “Mikdash,” the
Tora reading also suggests another
intriguing theme that is shared by
BaMidbar 7 and Chanuka. A central
premise with which the Tora student
approaches the verses of the Tora
SheB’Ktav (the Written Tradition) is
that since it is expected that the
verses of the Tora are written in a la-
conic fashion, extra letters or super-
fluous words must be accounted for
via special interpretation.

One example of how this premise
facilitates Rabbinic interpretation is
associated with a particular turn of
phrase in Beraishit 7:8. When the
types of animals that enter Noah’s
ark in order to escape the impend-
ing flood are categorized, the Tora
employs the terminology “… From
among the animals that are ritually
pure, and from the animals ‘Asher
Einenna Tehora’ (that are not ritually
pure)…,” instead of the more effi-
cient and less wordy term
“HaTemei’a” (that are ritually im-
pure). On the basis of this particular
description of non-Kosher animals
by the Tora, R. Yehoshua ben Levi
concludes in Pesachim 3a that “An
individual should never utter an un-
toward coarse expression, since the
Tora added eight additional letters3

when it stated, ‘…And from the ani-

mals Asher Einenna Tehora.’”4 It is
clear that even the addition of a few
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My earliest
                memories
         of syna-
gogue—as a four-
and five-year old go-
ing to Shomrei
Emunah on 14th Av-

enue in the Boro Park section of
Brooklyn—are mostly positive. I
liked the calm of the davening brack-
eted by the bustle of crowds rushing
in and out, the dozens of older kids
who seemed so fascinating, and the
feeling of security I got during
davening as I sat on the wooden
benches lodged between the consid-

erable bulk of my father and any one
of my three uncles.

Once we moved to Bensonhurst—
I was six at the time—going to shule
became a less pleasurable experi-
ence. Many factors contributed to the
changed perspective (or so it seems
from this increasing distance). Cer-
tainly, my increasing lack of zitzfleish
(that would now secure some ADD-
related diagnosis) made any activity
that required sitting in one place dif-
ficult for me. Also, the absence of my
cousins and the fact that I was sud-
denly the only child in the synagogue
who spoke with an accent, contrib-
uted to making the transition harder.

However, the two realizations
that I now see were perhaps most
responsible for my negative feelings
about the weekly Shabbos morning
visits to the Avenue O Synagogue

were (1) the recognition that we were
poorer than most families around us,
and (2) understanding that being
poor (or poorer) meant that we could
not fully integrate into the Kehilla.

The role of money, and its strati-
fying effect, played out in many ways.
There were the almost weekly an-
nouncements of events—Purim and
Chanukah carnivals, boy scout troop
meetings, theater trips—in which we
could never participate because “we
don’t have money for narishkeit.”
There were periodic appeals during
which ushers would go through the
aisles, row by row, and stare at each
congregant until they relented and
offered some pledge. My father,
raised with a philosophy of giving,
was simply unable to offer anything
more than what invariably turned out
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letters to a verse5 must be under-
stood as teaching a religious lesson.

A second Talmudic passage to
this effect appears in Bava Metzia
31a-b, where the doublings of the
verbs, e.g., “Hocheach Tochiach” (you
will surely rebuke), “Hashev Teshiv”
(you will surely restore), in fifteen dif-
ferent verses are each explained to
convey  particular Halachic dimen-
sions. Once again, such interpreta-
tions are legitimate only if it is as-
sumed that the doubling is essen-
tially unnecessary for purposes of
conveying the simple meaning of the
text, and the Tora’s “going out of its
way” to add additional words is de-
signed to present important extra
detail.

This brings us back to BaMidbar
7 and the donations of the Nesi’im,
the Chanuka Tora reading. It would
appear that this Biblical chapter con-
tains the most extreme example of
superfluity in the entire Tora. When
one looks closely at the gifts that
each of the Princes of the Tribes pre-
sents, they are exactly identical! With
variations only in terms of the day of
dedication and the name of the Nasi,
a set of five verses describing dona-
tions of specific amounts and types
of precious metals, implements,
flour, oil, and animals is repeated
verbatim twelve times throughout
the chapter.6 Furthermore, verses 84-
89 present a summary of the total
that was donated, a passage that
would appear to convey all necessary
information about what was pre-
sented.

RaMBaN on BaMidbar 7:2 sug-
gests an explanation for why the Tora
opts to repeat the offerings of the
individual Nesi’im—a rationale that
has relevance for the performance of
Commandments in general, and the
Mitzva of lighting the Chanukia on

Chanuka in particular. The commen-
tator suggests that just as each of the
Princes decided independently to
bring the same specific objects and
amounts to the dedication of the
Mishkan, they proceeded to carry out
their donations as individuals, dis-
tinct from one another. Just as
Nachshon (the Nasi of Yehuda, who
brings his donation on the first day
of the Tabernacle’s dedication—7:12
ff.) was inspired by certain thoughts
and associations to bring what he
decided to bring, each of the other
princes as well, while in the end
bringing the same material objects,
thought that his contribution sym-
bolized particular ideas and con-
cepts, unique to himself and distinct
from those of his colleagues. Accord-
ing to RaMBaN, therefore, the Tora
wishes to draw attention to and
honor inner, thoughtful, human dis-
tinctiveness. To emphasize this
point, the Tora adds not only “eight
letters” as in the instance of Parshat
Noach, or numerous extra verb forms
as in the list appearing in Bava
Metzia, but at least sixty extra verses
(5 verses x 12)!

When the Jewish people perform
Commandments, it is certainly a lev-
eling and unifying experience. In the
Midrash7 on Mishlei 30:5 “Every
Word of God is ‘Tzerufa’ (tried, tested,
smelted in a furnace, etc.)…” Rav
explains, “The Tora was given to Is-
rael in order LeTzaref (to join to-
gether) the people.” However, as
RaMBaN points out, even if many
Jewish households comply in an
identical way with the commands of
the Tora, each member of each fam-
ily can have very diverse intents,
thoughts, and associations in doing
so. The memories of childhood, per-
haps in a different country and as a
member of a different culture, that a
grandparent or a parent recalls while

lighting the Chanukia, cannot be un-
derstood by the younger generation.
The sense of awe and anticipation
that a child experiences the first time
s/he is sufficiently reflective about
his/her surroundings will not be rep-
licated by those who are older and
less awe-struck or possessed by a
sense of wonder. The newly married
couple who light candles for the first
time in a home of their own are pro-
foundly swept away by how happy
they are to be together performing
such a time-honored Jewish practice.
And the Jewish soldier protecting
his country’s interests, assuming
that s/he is in a position to even
light a Chanukia, will be thinking very
different thoughts than will a civil-
ian who is not regularly beset by dan-
ger. Do we remember the past—the
battles against the Syrian-Greeks or
merely where we all were last year at
this time, who was with us, and who
was not, and what has happened be-
tween now and then? Is this
Chanukia a family heirloom that has
been handed down through the gen-
erations and therefore calls to mind
those who have come before us as
we are reciting the blessings and
lighting the wicks, or is it a new pur-
chase reflecting our aesthetic sensi-
bilities and aspirations to perform
the Mitzva in the most glorious man-
ner—“Hiddur Mitzva”? And while
each of the Nesi’im got a single op-
portunity to offer his donation, each
of us can light eight different times,
perhaps with not only additional
lights distinguishing one day of
Chanuka from another, but also the
potential for eight different Kavanot
distinguishing each lighting and
each night of the festival from its
counterparts.

While Judaism is noted for its
commitment to action and Mitzva
performance, Kavana, reflectiveness

Rabbi continued from page three
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and intent all serve to make these
practices truly meaningful and
deeply spiritual. The example of the
Nesi’im reaches across thousands of
years to challenge us to endow our
Chanuka lighting ceremonies with
profundity and personal meaning.

Chag Urim Sameach!

 NOTES:
1Orach Chayim, 684:1.
2While there is a Rabbinic tradition
(e.g., Avot D’Rabbi Natan, Chapt. 9)
that this verse is to be taken quite
literally, and that Moshe himself ac-
tually put up and took down the Tab-
ernacle repeatedly during the course
of the seven days of Dedication, lead-
ing to the conclusion that he was of
heroic proportions—ten “Amot” (an
“Ama” is equivalent to a foot and a
half) tall—so that he could handle
the components of the “Mishkan,”
such as the “Kerashim” (vertical
beams) that are listed in Shemot
26:16 as being ten “Amot” tall them-
selves, it is also quite appropriate to

understand the verb in this verse as
indicating that Moshe supervised the
erection of the structure, eliminating
the need to assume that he was ex-
traordinarily tall. Nedarim 38a pos-
its that the Tablets upon which the
Ten Commandments were written
were six “Amot” by six “Amot,” simi-
larly implying that Moshe must have
been rather large in order to handle
them. The countercontention would
insist that Moshe wasn’t actually car-
rying the stones, but rather they were
levitating on their own, leading to
their falling to earth and shattering
when Moshe is confronted with the
people’s sinfulness in worshiping the
Golden Calf. Once again, rather than
insisting that Moshe possessed
Herculean strength, we could find
that the carrying of the “Luchot” was
supernatural, the miracle being
made even greater because Moshe
was only of average size and strength.
The two possibilities regarding
whether when a leader is described
as doing something, this should be

understood as if s/he actually carried
out the activity by him/herself, or
merely ordered that it be done by
underlings underlies the argument in
Beraishit Rabba 55:3, regarding the
verses Beraishit 22:3; 46:29; Shemot
14:10; BaMidbar 22:21. Nevertheless,
a textual basis can be cited that
would support attributing to Moshe
extraordinary height, in light of the
description of Shaul, who is tapped
to serve as the first Jewish king.
Shmuel Alef 9:2 describes Shaul prior
to his being informed by Shmuel that
he is to be coronated king as,
“…There is no one in Israel better
than him (RaDaK: in outward appear-
ance) in terms of from his shoulders
and upwards he is taller than all the
people.” Apparently, a person who is
remarkably tall commands alle-
giance and respect, at least initially,
and therefore, even if there weren’t
the literary allusion in the text in
BaMidbar, it would be reasonable to
assume that Moshe was unusually
tall.

continued on page thirteen
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AFTC TRAVEL - America’s Favorite Travel Company

Silver Spring, MD
email: sweinberger82@hotmail.com

3“Asher Einnena Tehora” is spelled: Alef, Shin, Reish; Alef,
Yud, Nun, Nun, Heh; Tet, Heh, Vav, Reish, Heh = 13.
“HaTemei’a” is spelled: Heh, Tet, Mem, Alef, Heh = 5.
4While using the word “HaTemei’a” hardly seems to be
an egregious misuse of the power of speech, R. Yehoshua
ben Levi assumes that the point is better made when
even in an extremely subtle instance, a more decorous
and positive term “Tehora” is substituted for the spiritu-
ally repugnant “Temei’a.”
5There are many subsequent instances where the phrase
“Beheima Temei’a” appears in the Tora text—VaYikra 5:2;
7:21; 11:6; 27:11. Consequently, it would appear that effi-
ciency ultimately trumps decorousness, once the point
has been made in the single instance of Beraishit 7.
6BaMidbar 7: 13-17; 19-23; 25-29; 31-35; 37-41; 43-47; 49-
53; 55-59; 61-65; 67-71; 73-77; 79-83.
7VaYikra Rabba 13:3.
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