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Looking Out for the Next Guy 

R. Yaakov Bieler 

Parashiot Acharei Mot—Kedoshim, 5775 

 

Parashat Kedoshim contains a series of important laws and values. 

Chapter 19 of Parashat Kedoshim is rife with “sound bites,” calling attention to some of 

the most important, well-known principles in Judaism. For example: 

 

v. 3 “You shall fear every man his mother, and his father…” 

v. 12 “And you shall not swear by My Name falsely, so that you profane the Name of 

your God…” 

v. 14 “You shall not curse the deaf…” 

v. 15 “…in righteousness shall you judge your neighbor.” 

v. 16 “You shall not go up and down as a talebearer among your people; neither shall 

you stand idly by the blood of thy neighbor…” 

v. 17 “You shall not hate your brother in your heart; you shall surely rebuke your 

neighbor…” 

v. 18 “You shall not take vengeance, nor bear any grudge against the children of your 

people, but you shall love your neighbor as yourself…” 

v. 30 “You shall keep My Sabbaths, and reverence My Sanctuary…” 

v. 32 “You shall rise up before the hoary head, and honor the face of the old man…” 

 

Each of these relatively brief phrases, in addition to paralleling other statements in the 

Tora,1 is also the subject of much discussion and clarification in the Oral Tradition.2 The 

continuation of v. 14,   

 

“…nor put a stumbling-block before the blind,”   

 

is no exception, because Jewish tradition does not confine itself to only a literal understanding 

of this phrase.3  In other words, to cause a handicapped individual who cannot see where he is 

                                                           
1 E.g., v. 3—Shemot 20:12; v. 12—Ibid. Devarim 5:17; v. 14—Shemot 22:27; etc. 
2Looking at the number of entries for each of these phrases in Tora Temima, where R. Baruch HaLevi Epstein non-
exhaustively cites and explains how biblical verses are used in the Midrash Halacha and the Talmud, gives an idea 
of the degree to which relatively short expressions become the subject of major analyses: 

v. 3—5; v. 12—3; v. 14—2; v. 15—5; v. 16—8; v. 17—7; v. 18—10; v. 30—3; v. 32—6. 
3 Some commentators make reference to Tzedukim and Kara’im who rejected the Pharasaic Tora SheB’Al Peh, and 
did take this phrase literally: 

Chullin 3a 
Abaye said: This is the interpretation of the Mishna: “ALL MAY SLAUGHTER”-- even a Cuthean ( a member 
of one of the groups that although they were careful regarding certain aspects of Jewish tradition like 
Shechita,  did not accept all of the implications of the Oral Tradition, including not allowing another to sin 
when it does not affect you directly, i.e.,  the “spirit” of “nor put a stumbling-block before the blind”). This 
applies only where an Israelite is standing over him (to assure that he is not allowing something that he 
himself would not eat to be given to others to consume); but if (an Israelite) is merely going in and out he 
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going, to stumble and possibly fall, is cruel and insensitive, constituting a violation of the high 

moral standard that the Tora promotes. And, “Ein Mikra Yotzeh Midai Peshuto”4 (the simple, 

literal meaning of any biblical passage cannot be ignored). However, it would appear that the 

obviousness of not deliberately undermining the welfare of such an unfortunate individual 

would render the Tora’s directive in this case superfluous, i.e., wouldn’t I be able to derive such 

a law from countless other statements in the Tora, such as,  

 

Ibid. 18  

…and you shall love your neighbor as yourself…  

 

rendered by Hillel in the converse as “What is hateful to you, you shall not do to your neighbor,”5  or  

 

 (Ibid. 24:19-20)  

 19 And if a man maim his neighbor; as he has done, so shall it be done to him: 20 Breach 

for breach, eye for eye, tooth for tooth; as he has maimed a man, so shall it be rendered 

unto him.6   

 

Therefore it is not remarkable that the Rabbis contend that not only the “letter,” but also the “spirit” of 

“nor put a stumbling-block before the blind” must be investigated and applied to real-life situations.  

 

A textual indication that the meaning of “stumbling block” cannot be taken exclusively 

literally.  

 In addition to logically reaching the conclusion that one must “read between the lines” 

regarding not placing a stumbling block before a blind person, based upon justifying the need 

for a verse to delineate such an intuitively obvious matter rather than treating it as superfluous, 

a textual basis for looking beyond the singular case of causing harm to the physically 

disadvantaged is the concluding phrase in the verse in question, “…VeYareita MaiElokecha, Ani 

HaShem” (and you shall fear your God, I Am HaShem). RaShI not only interprets this phrase in 

order to explain the role that it plays in this particular verse, but also formulates a rule 

concerning other similar terminologies that appear with respect to various biblical laws: 

                                                           
(the Cuthean) may not slaughter. If, however, he did slaughter, one cuts off an olive's bulk of the flesh and 
gives it to him; if he ate it, others may also eat of his slaughtering; if he did not eat it, others may not eat 
of his slaughtering. 

RaShI d.h. VeAfilu Kuti 
One can give him an animal to slaughter, because this is one of the Commandments that they 
observed. However, if a Jew is going to go in an out (without watching the entire process), then 
he should not be given an animal to slaughter. Even though they accepted the law for 
themselves, they were not concerned if a Jew would eat non-Kosher meat because they did not 
have as part of their tradition concerning “nor shall you put a stumbling-block before the blind”, 
any interpretation other than the literal one, i.e., you should not place a stone in the path of a 
blind person to cause him to fall. 

4 See e.g., Shabbat 63a; Yevamot 11b; 24a. 
5 Shabbat 31a. 
6 In this latter case, the defense could argue that technically the Tora enjoins only directly injuring another, as 
opposed to only causing the victim injury indirectly. Nevertheless the intent of the Tora is clear—one person 
should not be engaged in harming another.  



3 
 

 

RaShI, d.h. VeYareita MaiElokecha 

Because this matter is not something that human beings will readily be able to discern 

whether the intention of this individual was benevolent or not, and he could escape 

accountability and claim, “I meant well,” therefore the text states, “And you will fear 

your God”—Who Knows your thoughts.  

And so it is with everything that is given over to the heart of man who carries out the 

action and others are unable to know what his intention is, the text states, “And you will 

fear your God.”7 

 

Gur Aryeh, MaHaRaL MiPrague’s commentary on RaShI, explains that the literal case of waylaying a 

blind person is in fact often something that can be objectively determined and therefore there would 

not be recourse to depending solely upon God to punish the perpetrator: 

 

…This case (the actual blind person being caused to stumble) is not something relegated 

exclusively to the heart (of the transgressor) because sometimes the blind person is well 

aware of who has caused him to trip, or it is possible that others have observed what 

has taken place, or the offender can be recognized by his voice, etc.  

  

                                                           
7 Applying RaShI’s rule to not only the first part of v. 14—“You shall not curse the deaf”—even if the victim does 
not hear what you say, God “Hears” and will hold you accountable--, but also to other verses in the Tora, we find 
the following cases: 

VaYikra 19:32 
You shall rise up before the hoary head, and honor the face of the old man, and you shall fear your God: I 
Am the Lord. (In his defense, the individual who did not comply could say, “I didn’t notice the elderly 
individual,” “I didn’t want to insult him by treating him as if he is older than he thinks he is,” etc. 

Ibid. 25:17 
And you shall not wrong one another (monetarily); but you shall fear your God; for I Am the Lord your 
God. (The verse intends to counter the claim, “I didn’t realize that he was in financial difficulty,” “I didn’t 
realize that I had hurt his feelings by being so forceful in my demands for repayment,” etc.) Take you no 
interest of him or increase; but fear your God; that your brother may live with you. (The offender could 
say, “But in the end I lent him money when no one else would, benefiting him!” “He agreed to pay my 
interest charges so why should this be considered a sin?” etc.) 

Ibid. 43 
You shall not rule over him (a Jewish servant) with rigor; but shall fear your God. (“Since I paid off his 
debts, he is indebted to me and therefore should be prepared to perform any task that I present to him!” 
“If I can give him a non-Jewish slave with whom to procreate [see Shemot 21:4], I should also be able to 
give him all sorts of work to do,” etc.  

The methodological question that then presents itself is: since God’s Discernment of one’s true thoughts should 
apply to any and all cases of one’s interactions with others, why does the phrase “And you will fear your God” only 
appear in connection with a) not putting a stumbling block before someone who is blind, b) respecting the elderly, 
c) not being guilty of Ona’at Mamon (monetary oppression), and d) treating a Jewish slave too harshly? Are these 
examples of the principle “Dibra Tora BeHoveh” (the Tora presents common examples) but by extension the 
principle is also relevant to more infrequent cases, or is there something special about these four cases that causes 
the Tora to single them out for special warnings? RaShI’s terminology, “…so it is with everything that is given over 
to the heart of man…” implies that the rule applies to many other cases, so we are left with discerning why these 
four have been singled out for attaching to them the language of “and you shall fear the Lord, your God.” 
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Therefore, argues Gur Aryeh, the appearance of this phrase at the end of v. 14 reflects the fact 

that we are per force dealing with more subtle situations not at all susceptible to the 

perceptions of human beings.  

 

Examples of cases cited by primary and secondary sources that are in the “spirit” of “not 

putting a stumbling block before the blind.” 

The Talmud, as cited by Tora Temima, discusses seven scenarios: 

 

1)    Moed Katan 5a 

R. Shimon b. Pazzi said: Where is an indication in the Tora that gravesides should be marked 

(to prevent Kohanim and others who must not expose themselves to ritual impurity to be 

able to avoid such places)?... Abaye said (that the rule may be derived) from here: “And put 

not a stumbling-block before the blind.” (The concern in this case is to try to protect the 

interests of others, even when the requirements that apply to them do not necessarily apply 

to you. Even if a Yisrael is not as restricted as a Kohen to avoid ritual impurity, nevertheless 

the Yisrael should try to help the Kohen observe the standards that have been set up for 

him.) 

2)   Ibid. 17a 

For it is taught: “And put not a stumbling-block before the blind’, that text applies to one 
who beats his grown-up son. (The concern in this instance is that an older child, as opposed 
to one who is younger, is more liable to lose his temper and strike his parent in retaliation, 
thereby incurring the death penalty). 8  

3)  Kiddushin 32a 

As in the case of Rabba son of R. Huna: R. Huna tore up silk in the presence of his 

son Rabba, saying: “I will go and see whether he flies into a temper or not.” But perhaps he 
would get angry,9 and then he (R. Huna) would violate, “You shall not put a stumbling-block 
before the blind?”— He renounced his honor for him. (As opposed to the previous case where 
the father obviously was angry with his son, here the father wanted to test his son’s limits of 
patience and tolerance. However, once again there was the same danger, i.e., the son would 
“lose it” and strike the father out of anger and frustration. The father’s means for countering 
this was by forgoing the honor due him, thereby no longer obligating his son to act 
completely respectfully, at least in this instance.) 

4)  Nedarim 62b 
R. Ashi owned a forest, which he sold to a fire-temple (an idolatrous center for fire worship. If 
wood was sold to such an institution, it would appear that the seller was enabling idolatry to 
occur.) Said Ravina to R. Ashi: But there is (the injunction). “You shall not put a stumbling-
block before the blind!”   — He replied: Most wood is used for (ordinary) heating. (In this 
instance, R. Ashi appeared to be aiding and abetting the practice of idolatry, which even 
Noachides are prohibited from engaging in.10  By providing a component of the idolatrous 

                                                           
8 Shemot 21:15 
  And he that smites his father, or his mother, shall be surely put to death. 
9 Shemot 21:17 

And he that curseth his father or his mother, shall surely be put to death. 
10 Sanhedrin 56a 

Our Rabbis taught: Seven precepts were the sons of Noach commanded: social laws; to refrain from 
blasphemy, idolatry; adultery; bloodshed; robbery; and eating flesh cut from a living animal.  
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service. He explains that as long as the purchaser does not stipulate the exact use of the 
material, and since the majority of such material is utilized for legitimate rather than 
idolatrous purposes, he is not in violation of VaYikra 19:14.) 

5)  Bava Metzia 75b 
/Mishna/ The following transgress negative injunctions (when money is lent between Jews 
with interest): The lender, the borrower, the surety, and the witnesses. The Sages add the 
notary too. They violate …(in addition to four other prohibitions) ”And you shall not place a 
stumbling-block before the blind…” (Although a loan has many “moving parts,” serving in any 
capacity that facilitates the charging of interest is considered a violation of VaYikra 19:14.) 

6)  Ibid. 
 /Gemora/…Rav Yehuda said in Rav's name: He who has money and lends it without witnesses 

infringes  “And you shall not put a stumbling-block before the blind…” (In this  case, no 
transgression has been as yet violated, in contrast to the case of taking interest above. 
However, by virtue of the lender being too trusting so that an objective record of the 
transaction has not been created, in effect he is creating a major temptation for the borrower 
to deny that the exchange of funds ever occurred, allowing the borrower to contemplate 
avoiding repaying the money that he received.) 

7)  Chullin 7b 
When Rebbi heard of the arrival of R. Pinchas, he went out to meet him. “Will you 
please dine with me?” asked Rebbi. “Certainly,” he answered. Rebbi's face at once 
brightened with joy; whereupon R. Pinchas said: “You imagine that I am forbidden by 
vow from deriving any benefit from an Israelite. (He might have made such a vow in 
order to spare poor people the uncomfortable scenario of feeling they have to be 
hospitable even though they did not have the resources to do so. Or, because his 
own standards of Kashrut were so high, he created a mechanism that would preclude 
him having to accept any invitations.) Oh, no. The people of Israel are holy. (I trust 
their Kashrut.) Yet there are some who desire (to benefit others) but have not the 
means; whilst others have the means but have not the desire, and it is written: 
(Mishlei 23:6-7) “Eat not the bread of him that hath an evil eye, neither desire his 
dainties; for as one that hath reckoned within himself, so is he:  ‘Eat and drink,’ says 
he to you; but his heart is not with you.” But you have the desire and also the means. 
At present, however, I am in a hurry for I am engaged on a religious duty; but on my 
return.  I will come and visit you.” When he arrived, he happened to enter by a gate 
near which were some white mules. (One interpretation maintains that these are 
inherently dangerous animals. Because they constitute a threat of harm, R. Pinchos 
was put off and no longer wished to partake of Rebbe’s hospitality.) At this he 
exclaimed: “The angel of death is in this house! Shall I then dine here?” When Rebbi 
heard of this, he went out to meet him. “I shall sell the mules,” said Rebbi. R. Pinchas 
replied: “You shall not put a stumbling block before the blind.” (In other words, how 
can you sell dangerous animals? They will only become the problem of their new 
owners.)  “I shall abandon them.” “You would be spreading danger.”  “I shall 
hamstring them.” “You would be causing suffering to the animals.” “I shall kill them.” 
“There is the prohibition against wanton destruction.” Rebbi was thus pressing him 
persistently, when there rose up a mountain between them. (A miracle occurred 
precluding R. Pinchos from having to provide additional excuses to his potential 
host.) Then Rebbi wept and said, “If this is (the power of the righteous) in their 
lifetime, how great must it be after their death!” (“Kicking the can down the road” 
and passing on a difficult responsibility to another is a violation of VaYikra 19:14.) 
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Whereas the cases in the Talmud cited above all deal with actions11 that could lead to another 

doing the wrong thing, one Midrash, in addition to listing three cases ( 12) – 14) ) that are in fact 

concerned with actions,12 mostly discusses cases where various forms of inappropriate advice13 is given 

to individuals who may be naïve or inexperienced, when it presents additional applications of the Tora’s 

principle in VaYikra 19:14: 
 

Yalkut Shimoni, Parashat Kedoshim #609. 

Nor put a stumbling-block before the blind”--before someone who is “blind” 

 (figuratively rather than only literally) with regard to a particular issue.  

 

8) Someone says to you, “Is a particular woman a candidate to marry a Kohen?”14 You 

are not to tell him that she is a candidate when she is not. (If you aren’t privy to the 

information, it is up to you to disclose your lack of familiarity. When you do know the 

woman’s status, in addition to what you say constitutes a falsehood, since the 

person inquiring is likely to act upon it, you have violated “nor shall you place…”) 

9) A person is coming to you for advice, do not give him advice that is not appropriate 

for him. E.g., Do not tell him to travel in the afternoon in order for him to be 

overcome by the heat. (In this instance, as in the next one ( 10) ) as well, the bad 

advice results in endangerment of the inquirer.) 

10) Do not tell him to travel early in the morning so that he will be susceptible to attacks 

by bandits. (See my comments on 9) above.)  

11) Do not tell him to sell his field and to buy with the proceeds a donkey, when all 

along you want to come into possession of his field… (This case appears to be even 

more cynical and self-serving, since not only is the advice to the detriment of the one 

consulting, it is also intended to advance the interests of the advisor.) 

                                                           
11 1) Not providing grave markers for the benefit of Kohanim; 2) Not corporeally punishing an older child in order 
to protect him from doing something regrettable; 3) Not testing to see whether a child will become furious unless 
proper provisions have been made beforehand; 4) Not selling prohibited materials to those who may use them for 
idolatrous purposes; 5) Not lending to a Jew with interest; 6) Not lending to a Jew without witnesses; 7) Not selling 
dangerous animals to another person. 
12 Ostensibly, case 14) would appear to be more relevant to the examples brought in the Talmud ( 1) – 7)  ), than 
the situations listed by the Midrash ( 8) – 13) ). Perhaps that’s exactly R. Natan’s and R. Yehuda’s point, i.e., even if 
the preponderance of instances have to do with offering bad advice, one should not think that that is the only area 
where “nor put a stumbling-block before the blind” applies. It also is relevant with regard to causing another to sin, 
even inadvertently, due to withholding information that you were in a position to provide.  
13 By emphasizing cases where what was exchanged was conversation rather than some sort of physical action, the 
transgressor could perhaps think that he bears less responsibility since all that he did was talk, and speech is 
considered less of an active endeavor than some sort of physical action carried out by one’s body. Furthermore, 
the literal connotation of the verse has to do with someone who placed a stumbling block before another who was 
blind. The Midrash’s innovation, then, indicates that this is not the case, and knowingly sharing harmful 
information is also a violation of VaYikra 19:14.  
14 E.g., Kohanim are adjured from marrying prostitutes or divorcées: 

VaYikra 21:7 
They shall not take a woman that is a harlot, or profaned; neither shall they take a woman put away from 
her husband; for he (the Kohen) is holy unto his God. 
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12) R. Natan said: From where do we know that one is not to extend a cup of wine to a 

Nazirite?15  (The answer that we have come to expect is provided at the conclusion of  

13) below.) (See fn. 11. Another way in which cases 12) and 13) could be understood 

to be included with the first cases brought by the Midrash, is to consider whether the 

Nazirite or the Ben Noach know that what is being offered to him is in fact that it is 

off-limits. If the only one who knows this is the person offering the wine or limb from 

the living animal, then the cases have more in common with those that came 

before.)  

13) Nor a limb from a living animal to a non-Jew (bound by the seven Noachide 

Commandments)?16 As it is said, “nor put a stumbling-block before the blind.”  As in 

the case where one person is standing on one river bank, and the other is standing 

on the other river bank...17 (See my comment on 12) above.) 

14) Said R. Yehuda: A shepherd is considered disqualified from serving as a witness 

(because he is suspected of engaging in unnatural acts with his animals.)18 But this is 

where he shepherds his own sheep; if he shepherds sheep belonging to someone 

else, he is not disqualified (and therefore not suspected of wrongdoing with the 

animals). For if we don’t make such an assumption, how can we ever turn our 

animals over to a shepherd to watch (since this is providing him with opportunities 

to sin) and the Tora states, “nor put a stumbling-block before the blind.” But it is a 

reliable assumption that a person will not sin with something that does not belong 

to himself (out of fear of harming the property with which he has been entrusted). 

(This case appears to resemble most, cases 4) and 5) in the Talmud. In all of these 

situations, there is the potential that the recipient will transgress an explicit 

prohibition of the Tora. Although Jewish tradition maintains, “Ein Shliach LeDevar 

Aveira” (there is no surrogate when it comes to sinful behavior)—effectively 

                                                           
15 As part of his Nazarite vow, the individual is supposed to have nothing to do with grape products: 

BaMidbar 6:3 
He shall abstain from wine and strong drink: he shall drink no vinegar of wine, or vinegar of strong drink, 
neither shall he drink any liquor of grapes, nor eat fresh grapes or dried. 

16 Beraishit 9:4 
Only flesh with the life thereof, which is the blood thereof, shall ye not eat. (After the Flood, Noach was 
considered the progenitor of the whole human race, hence everyone is known as “Bnai Noach” [the 
children of Noach]. Consequently Commandments that were given to him became incumbent not only on 
the descendants of Avraham, the rules for whom were codified at Sinai, but all human beings, at least 
from the Tora’s perspective.) 

17 The Talmud, e.g., Avoda Zora 6b, distinguishes between “Lifnei Iver  D’Orayta” (a Tora violation of abetting 
someone carrying out a transgression, and “Lifnei Iver D’Rabbanan” (a Rabbinic version of the sin. The former is 
defined as where without the individual’s help, the sin couldn’t be carried out. Hence, two sides of the river bank, 
with the potential sinner on the far side not having available to him wine or the limb of a living animal, except by 
having it given to him across the river. On the other hand, if the sinner could just as well have transgressed without 
the assistance of the second person, i.e., if he is on the same river bank, it is assumed that the resources are 
available to him just as well as to the other, the level of aiding and abetting is considered less. You have 
participated, but not as egregiously as if the Aveira would never have taken place without your assistance.  
18 VaYikra 18:23 

And you shall not lie with any beast to defile yourself therewith; neither shall any woman stand before a 
beast, to lie down thereto; it is perversion. 
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precluding the “Nuremburg defense”-—and therefore the actual perpetrator in most 

instances must take responsibility for what has been done, nevertheless, VaYikra 

19:14 is interpreted to state that the individual who precipitated the action bears at 

least moral culpability for what transpired.) 

 
The commentator Rakanati19 adds one more scenario: 

 

15) A person who has not learned sufficiently to render Halachic decisions, and does so 

anyway… (is in violation of “nor put a stumbling block before the blind”) because he 

is depriving the next person, who acts in accordance with his ruling, of reaching the 

World to Come.  (In addition to conducting himself in a manner for which he is 

unqualified, he is potentially bringing harm to those who unknowingly have relied on 

his decisions.) 

 

And a final group of cases, including the following two, is mentioned by R. S.R. Hirsch:  

 

16) Selling weapons to suspected criminals.20 (As opposed to empowering someone to 

transgress a particular Tora prohibition, this case has more to do with the character 

of a particular individual and not equipping him to act upon his negative potential. 

An additional dimension might be a concern for both the criminal himself that he not 

be able to cause harm with the equipment, as well as any potential victims who will 

suffer injury or death as a result. The contemporary debate regarding licensing 

firearms in the interests of trying to limit criminal usage of them can be viewed as an 

extension of R. Hirsch’s contention.) 

17) Selling clothing made of prohibited mixtures without informing the purchaser.21 (See my 

comments at the end of case 14) ).  

 

Organizing the cases into specific categories.  

 Although the Talmud, Midrash and commentators list all of these cases under the same general 

umbrella of “nor put a stumbling-block before the blind,” it seems that we can organize them into five 

essential categories: 

 

a) Finding a marriage partner 8); 

                                                           
19 R. Menachem Recanati was born in Italy, ca. 1250, and he died ca. 1310. In addition to the halachic rulings 
collected in Piskei Recanati (his only halachic work), R. Menachem wrote a Kabbalistic commentary on the Tora, a 
commentary on the siddur, and discussions of the commandments. Piskei Recanati was first published in Bologna, 
1538, and was published several times thereafter… (Bar Ilan CD ROM) 
20 The commentator offers as a cross-reference Avoda Zora 15b: 

And it has further been taught: One should not sell them either weapons or accessories of weapons, nor 
should one grind any weapon for them, not may one sell them either stocks or neck-chains or ropes, or 
iron chains — neither to idolaters nor Cutheans. 

21 Ibid. 65b. 
If mixed stuffs occur in a garment, he may not sell it to a heathen, nor make a pack-saddle of it for an ass, 
but he may use it as shrouds for a Meit Mitzva.  Why may he not (sell it) to a heathen? Lest he dispose of 
it to an Israelite! 



9 
 

b) Recommendations involving personal safety 2),22 3), 7), 9), 10), 16); 

c) Recommendations involving spiritual safety 1), 4), 5), 12), 13), 14), 15), 17);  

d) Business recommendations 4), 11);  

e) Enabling spiritual transgressions 6), 7).   

 

Conclusion. 

 Perhaps R. Hirsch summarizes best the connotation of the approach to VaYikra 19:14 that 

appears in Rabbinic literature and the commentators: 

 

It is our responsibility to be very careful in our actions and our words, so that we do not 

endanger the welfare of our fellow human being either physically or ethically.  

 

 While I realize that this theme is a primary Jewish value, it is striking to me that it is necessary to 

spell out explicitly such a variety of cases—essentially the identical argument that was made at the 

outset of this essay regarding why it was even necessary to devote a verse to not placing an obstacle 

before the blind.  If we are assuming that Jews strive to be ethically, morally and religiously excellent, 

shouldn’t it be obvious that one should not say or do any of these things? I find it difficult to understand 

how someone could think that these various actions might be permissible, had it not been for the fact 

that they are delineated in these various sources. Must we think that most Jews vis-à-vis ethical matters 

are paradoxically comparable to those who reject the Oral Tradition, like the Cutheans, and therefore 

they will interpret biblical verses as narrowly as possible, whereas in the absence of such verses, they 

will justify and rationalize behavior that has not been explicitly prohibited?  

 

 A more positive approach would maintain that when we are young, we are very concrete and 

therefore need rules to be carefully delineated and exemplified. I would like to believe that over time, as 

we live this life and become more sophisticate and appreciative of the abstract, there are many Mitzvot, 

Mishpatim rather than Chukim,  that we come to realize are obvious and therefore not requiring 

objectification within the Tora itself. 

 

 

 

                                                           
22 When the Jewish court is capable of carrying out corporeal punishment, we are interested in literally protecting 
the life of the child. When the court has no such authority, since consequences are then left to the Heavenly Court, 
we are protecting the spiritual welfare of the child’s soul. 


