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Noach 5724. 

Alef. 

  ח פרק בראשית

בֹא( יא) יו וַתָּ ף זַיִת ֲעֵלה וְִהנֵה ֶעֶרב ְלֵעת ַהּיֹונָּה ֵאלָּ רָּ ָאֶרץ ֵמַעל ַהַמיִם ַקּלּו כִי נֹחַ  וַּיֵַדע ְבִפיהָּ  טָּ  :הָּ

And the dove came in to him at eventide; and lo in her mouth an olive-leaf freshly plucked; so Noah 

knew that the waters were abated from off the earth . 

1. Grammatical issue:  

  .fem—בפיה ;.masc—טרף ;.fem—ותבא   

    Content issue: 

       What is the significance of the olive leaf in the mouth of the dove, beyond the simple    

meaning of the text? 

2. RaMBaN takes issue with both of RaShI’s points. He does not agree that the biblical text 

would arbitrarily move back and forth between declining יונה in male and female forms, and 

he disagrees that the Midrash is suggesting that the dove verbally spoke to Noach, conveying 

to him a message about how it prefers to obtain its food. 

3.  RaMBaN’s two linguistic issues with RaShI’s commentary:  

a. If יונה is usually declined in the feminine form, why should that rule not be followed in this 

case? 

b. The Midrash is not based upon understanding 'בפי as suggesting that the dove said 

something, but rather since it would appear that it was not necessary to mention what 

sort of tree the leaf came from, by the text stating זית, specifically, a leaf from a tree that 

typically birds would not sit in due to its low height, it allowed the Midrash to make its 

interpretation. 

4.  The diference between RaShI and RaMBaN regarding the Midrash is whether it has to be 

posited that some sort of miracle took place in terms of the communication between the 

dove and Noach, or whether this simply reflects Noach’s (through the eyes of the Rabbis) 

personal  interpretation of the meaning of the type of leaf that the dove is presenting to him. 

Furthermore, it also presumes different levels of self-consciousness on the part of the dove. 

According to RaShI this is deliberate and premeditated, in light of the verbal explanation 

being suppled. According to RaMBaN, the dove might not have realized what it was doing, 

but its having taken specifically this leaf becomes the basis for a homiletic interpretation. 

5.  By saying אם נאמר שאירע כן, RaMBaN seems to be suggesting that it is possible to assume 

that this incident as well as its interpretation was part of a prophetic vision that Noach had, 

rather than something that actually took place in the real world. Consequently RaMBaN goes 

on to present the possibility that it did actually happen, and then focusses upon the 

implication of the text’s mentioning the species of leaf that the Yona brought back. By placing 

this interpretation in the secondary position, rather than beginning with it, RaMBaN is 

illustrating a naturalistic, miracle-free approach to the text whenever possible. 

6.  If the olive tree is not particularly tall, then it would have been more likely for the dove to 

bring back a leaf from a taller species of tree upon which it would have been more likely for it 
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to have rested. By bringing back a leaf from a tree that would be atypical to the normal 

habits of a bird, it suggests that this fact is in need of spiritual interpretation. 

7.  RaMBaN is reflecting the work ethic that a person prefers to earn his own keep rather than 

be supported by another without expending any of his own effort or relying on his own 

ability. 

8.  Sanhedrin 108b—טרף = food. 

     RaMBaN—טרף  is not a verb in masculine form describing something that the dove did.  

     Peshuto Shel Mikra—טרף is an adjective describing the leaf, i.e., it had been ripped from the 

tree. 

9.  RaMBaN means that while ordinarily two “Kamatz’” in a word indicate that it is an adjective, 

there are cases regarding “them”, i.e., words with two “Kamatz’”, which will not follow this 

rule, as in the examples that RaMBaN provides from Hoshea 6 and VaYikra 5. 

10.  

  ו פרק הושע

ה ְלכּו( א) ֵאנּו ָטָרף הּוא ִכי יְקֹוָּק לאֶ  וְנָּׁשּובָּ  :וְיְַחְבֵׁשנּו יְַך וְיְִרפָּ

  ה פרק ויקרא

יָּה( כג) א ִכי וְהָּ ֵׁשם יֱֶחטָּ עֶֹׁשק ֶאת אֹו ָגָזל ֲאֶׁשר ַהְגזֵלָּה ֶאת וְֵהִׁשיב וְאָּ ק ֲאֶׁשר הָּ ׁשָּ דֹון ֶאת אֹו עָּ  ֲאֶׁשר ַהִפקָּ

ְפַקד ה ֶאת אֹו ִאתֹו הָּ ֲאֵבדָּ צָּא ֲאֶׁשר הָּ  :מָּ

  ה פרק ויקרא

ִמים ַאיִל וְֵהִביא( יח) ם ְבֶעְרְכָך ַהצֹאן ִמן תָּ ׁשָּ יו וְִכֶפר ַהכֵֹהן ֶאל ְלאָּ לָּ  ֹלא וְהּוא ָשָגג ֲאֶׁשר ִׁשְגגָּתֹו ַעל ַהכֵֹהן עָּ

 :לֹו וְנְִסַלח יַָּדע

The words in question are not presented as adjectives, but rather two verbs and a noun! 

Hoshea 6:1 

      'Come, and let us return unto the LORD; for He hath Torn (v.), and He will Heal us, He hath 

smitten, and He will bind us up.’ 

 VaYikra 5:23 

 Then it shall be, if he hath sinned, and is guilty, that he shall restore that which he took by 

robbery (n.), or the thing which he hath gotten by oppression, or the deposit which was 

deposited with him, or the lost thing which he found. 

 Ibid. 18 

 And he shall bring a ram without blemish out of the flock, according to thy valuation, for a 

guilt-offering, unto the priest; and the priest shall make atonement for him concerning the 

error which he committed (v.), though he knew it not, and he shall be forgiven.)   

Beit.  

  ח פרק בראשית

ה ֶאת עֹוד ְלַקֵּלל אִֹסף ֹלא ִלבֹו ֶאל יְקֹוָּק וַּיֹאֶמר ַהנִיחֹחַ  ֵריחַ  ֶאת יְקֹוָּק וַּיַָּרח( כא) מָּ ֲאדָּ ם ַבֲעבּור הָּ ָאדָּ  וְֹלא הָּ

ִשיִתי ַכֲאֶׁשר ַחי כָּל ֶאת ְלַהכֹות עֹוד אִֹסף  :עָּ

One could have interpreted כי as “if”, i.e., if man is evil, then I am not Going to Curse the 

ground—the nature of man has yet to be determined. Ibn Kaspi understands כי as “because”, 

i.e., if this is the intrinsic nature rather than the choice of man, what is the point of punishing 

him? He can’t change this aspect of himself.  

  יח פרק בראשית י")רש
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 (:דהא, אלא, דילמא, אי לשונות: בארבע משמש "כי" רבותינו ...שאמרו - צחקת כי' וגו יראה כי( טו)

Gimel. 

1.  Abrabanel and Ashkenazi are concerned whether the description in Beraishit 8:21 : 

ם ֵלב יֵֶצר כִּי... ָאדָּ יו... ַרע הָּ  ִמנְֻערָּ

     is a permanent condition for humanity or is it only a stage that can be “outgrown”? 

     ShaDaL raises the question of even should we posit that man is not intrinsically evil, who is to 

say that he will ever move past his childish silliness? 

2.  Abrabanel offers three answers to the issue that he raises: 

a. Just as an individual human being matures and ceases to engage in sophomoric behavior, 

so too all of humanity. 

b. The impact that the Flood makes will have a long-term affect upon human beings and 

prevent them from repeating the follies of the generation of the Flood. 

c.  Since post-Flood, everyone derives from Noach’s three sons, Shem, Cham and Yefet, 

rather than the single point of origin of Adam HaRishon, the possibility that all of 

humanity will be unified and engage in the same type of corruption that could lead to 

another disaster, will no longer be possible.  

3.  Abrabanel could respond that while it could very well be that everyone, without exception, 

has a childish, foolish stage, as a result of the Flood and the tri-partite division of humanity 

beginning post-Flood, there is little likelihood that man will permanently act in accordance 

with his childish tendencies. 

4.  In the same manner that God Assured multiple approaches by disrupting the Tower of Babel 

project that was fueled by everyone being unified (Beraishit 11:1, 6-7): 

  יא פרק בראשית

ל וַיְִהי( א) ָאֶרץ כָּ ה הָּ פָּ ת שָּ ִרים ֶאחָּ ִדים ּוְדבָּ  :ֲאחָּ

ד ַעם ֵהן יְקֹוָּק וַּיֹאֶמר( ו) ה ֶאחָּ פָּ ם ַאַחת וְשָּ ם וְֶזה ְלֻכּלָּ ה ַלֲעשֹות ַהִחּלָּ צֵ  ֹלא וְַעתָּ  יָּזְמּו ֲאֶׁשר כֹל ֵמֶהם ריִבָּ

 :ַלֲעשֹות

ה( ז) בָּ ה הָּ ה נְֵרדָּ ם וְנְָּבלָּ ם ׁשָּ תָּ  :ֵרֵעהּו ְשַפת ִאיׁש יְִׁשְמעּו ֹלא ֲאֶׁשר ְשפָּ

so too by having everyone defining themselves as descendants of one of three traditions and 

cultures, there is no chance that everyone will do everything exactly the same, for good or 

bad. 

Daled. 

1.  Ibn Ezra and Ibn Kaspi are debating whether there is an objective end to the existence of the 

world.  

Ibn Ezra’s position is based upon the word עוד, i.e., “as long as”. Consequently the 

commentator thinks that an outer limit is implied.  

Ibn Kaspi would respond that the text merely says that as long as the world exists, which 

could be infinitely long, these meteorological conditions will apply, but not that there 

necessarily will be an end point. 

2.  Aristotle was a pagan and therefore, however much admiration RaMBaM had for the Greek 

philosopher, there were going to be areas, particularly theological ones, which by definition 

RaMBaM could simply not accept.  

Heh. 
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1.  Usually, the term תשב  is associated with a conscious decision to not continue to do certain 

actions. The laws of nature that control natural phenomena and the phenomena themselves, 

are not subject to any such decision. Something from without could impose a שבת state on 

these things, like the Tora describes regarding Shmita: 

  כה פרק ויקרא

נִים ֵׁשׁש( ג) ֶדָך ִתזְַרע ׁשָּ נִים וְֵׁשׁש שָּ ּה ֶאת וְָאַסְפתָּ  ַכְרֶמָך ִתזְמֹר ׁשָּ  :ְתבּוָאתָּ

נָּה( ד) תֹון ַׁשַבת ַהְשִביִעת ּוַבשָּ ָאֶרץ יְִהיֶה ַׁשבָּ ת לָּ ְדָך ַליקֹוָּק ַׁשבָּ ע ֹלא שָּ  :ִתזְמֹר ֹלא וְַכְרְמָך ִתזְרָּ

ָאֶרץ יְִהיֶה ַׁשבָּתֹון ְׁשנַת ִתְבצֹר ֹלא נְזִיֶרָך ִענְֵבי וְֶאת ִתְקצֹור ֹלא ְקִציְרָך ְסִפיחַ  ֵאת( ה)  :לָּ

  כו פרק שם

ָאֶרץ ִתְרֶצה ָאז( לד) ה יְֵמי כֹל ַׁשְבתֶֹתיהָּ  ֶאת הָּ ָאֶרץ ְׁשַבתתִ  ָאז אֹיְֵביֶכם ְבֶאֶרץ וְַאֶתם ֳהַׁשמָּ  ֶאת וְִהְרצָּת הָּ

 :ַׁשְבתֶֹתיהָּ 

ה יְֵמי כָּל( לה) ַשמָּ ה ֹלא ֲאֶׁשר ֵאת ִתְׁשבֹת הָּ ְבתָּ ֶליהָּ  ְבִׁשְבְתֶכם ְבַׁשְבתֵֹתיֶכם ׁשָּ  :עָּ

Otherwise, simply because nature would stop functioning, would not constitute a Shabbat, 

but simply a cessation. Therefore RaShI is trying to redefine the verb so that it could apply to 

natural things without man’s intercession. 

2.  There was no reason to define Shabbat in Beraishit 2:2 because HaShem is a “conscious” 

“Being” and fits the definition of “Choosing” to cease His Creative Activity. 

  ב פרק בראשית

ה ֲאֶׁשר ְמַלאְכתֹו ַהְשִביִעי ַבּיֹום ֱאֹלקים וַיְַכל( ב) שָּ ה ֲאֶׁשר ְמַלאְכתֹו ִמכָּל ַהְשִביִעי ַבּיֹום וַּיְִׁשבֹת עָּ שָּ  :עָּ


