
1 
 

Shemini 5728 “Aharon and His Sons that Remained” http://www.nechama.org.il/cgi-

bin/pagePrintMode.pl?Id=33  

(Con’t. of Alon HaDeracha: 

הם משפטים משועבדים למשפט  י"א-הפסוקים י'להבנת שאלה ב יש קודם לראות את הקשיים התחביריים: האם 

או הם בעצמם משפטים ראשיים? ואם משפטים משועבדים של זמן הם, למה לא נאמרו בצורה ' ,(וק טפס )הראשי

מקבילה למשועבד הראשון שבסוף פסוק ט', היינו: למה לא נאמר "בהבדילכם בין... ובהורותכם" כמו שנאמר 

לו ולמען תורו" או "בבואכם אל אהל מועד"? ואם משפטים משועבדים של תכלית הם, למה לא נאמר "למען תבדי

והורו". " "הן יחסר בהם הנושא והיה לו לומר: "והבדילו –פשוט "להבדיל" אך בלי וי"ו? ואם משפטים ראשיים הם 

וכן גם קשה: אם זו מצווה לדורות היא שתפקיד הכהנים ללמד )"כי שפתי כהן ישמרו דעת ותורה יבקשו מפיהו", 

מקומו? במפרשים שהבאנו בגיליון נמצא את התפישות התחביריות "יורו משפטיך ליעקב"(, אם כן מה עניינו ל

י"א הינם משפטים משועבדים של תכלית, ואילו את הוי"ו של "ולהבדיל" יסביב כוי"ו -פסוקים י' רש"יהשונות. לפי 

 לכאורהנראה  שד"ללא ישיב...". פירושו של ולא יסור", "לא ירבה לו סוסים ולא ירבה לו נשים " (דברים י"ז ט"ז )של

", אל אהל מועד" ובין "ולהבדיל בבואכם "כפשוטו של מקרא ואולם אין הוא מבאר כלל את חוסר ההקבלה בין

 .""ולהורות

 ויקרא פרק י
ת עֹוָלֵ֖   √ תּו ֻחַקֹ֥ א ָתֻמֻ֑ ֵֹּ֣ ד ְול ֵ֖ ֶהל מֹועֵׁ ְך ְבֹבֲאֶכֶ֛ם ֶאל־ֹאֹ֥ ה׀ ּוָבֶנֵּ֣יָך ִאָתָּ֗ ְשְת׀ ַאָתֵּ֣ ֵּ֣ ר ַאל־תֵׁ ָכָ֞ ם:)ט( ַיִֵַּ֣֣ין ְושֵׁ יֶכֶֽ  ם ְלֹדֹרתֵׁ

ין ַהָטהֶֽ   √ ֹ֥ א ּובֵׁ ֵ֖ ין ַהָטמֵׁ ֹ֥ ל ּובֵׁ ין ַהֹחֻ֑ ֵּ֣ ֶדש ּובֵׁ ין ַהֹקֵ֖ ֹ֥ יל בֵׁ ֲלַהְבִדִּ֔  ֹור:)י( ּוֶֽ

ה: פ  √ ם ְבַיד־ֹמֶשֶֽ יֶהֵ֖ ר ְיֹקָוֶ֛ק ֲאלֵׁ ר ִדֶבֶּ֧ ים ֲאֶשֶׁ֨ ֻחִקִּ֔ ת ָכל־ַהֵּ֣ ל אֵֵׁ֚ ֻ֑ ֵּ֣י ִיְשָראֵׁ ת ֶאת־ְבנֵׁ  )יא( ּוְלהֹוֹרֵ֖

ה ַהנ ּו ֶאת־ַהִמְנָחָּ֗ ֹוָתִרי֒ם ְקחֵּ֣ ר׀ ָבָני֘ו ַהנֶֽ יָתָמֹ֥ ְלָעָזר ְוֶאל־ִאֶׁ֨ ל ֶאֶ֠ ן ְוֶאֵּ֣ ל־ַאֲהֹרָּ֗ ה ֶאֶֽ ר ֹמֶשֶׁ֜ ֶרתֶ֙ )יב( ַוְיַדבֵֶׁׁ֨ ּוָה ֹוֶתֶ֙ ק ְוִאְכלֹ֥ י ְיֹקָוִּ֔ ֵּ֣ ִאשֵׁ  מֵׁ

וא: ים ִהֶֽ ָדִשֵ֖ ֶדש ָקֶֽ י ֹקֹ֥ ַח ִכֶ֛ ֻ֑ ֶצל ַהִמְזבֵׁ ֵּ֣ ֹות אֵׁ  ַמצֵ֖
יִתי: ֶֽ ן ֻצּוֵׁ ֵ֖ י ְיֹקָוֻ֑ק ִכי־כֵׁ ֵ֖ ִאשֵׁ וא מֵׁ יָךֶ֙ ִהִּ֔ י ָחְקָךֶּ֤ ְוָחק־ָבֶנֶ֙ ֹוש ִכֵּ֣ ֹום ָקדִּ֔ ם ֹאָתהֶ֙ ְבָמקֵּ֣  )יג( ַוֲאַכְלֶתֶּ֤

ה  ה ַהְתנּוָפֶׁ֜ ֩ת ֲחזֵֶׁׁ֨ י־ָחְקָךֶּ֤ ְוָחק־ָבֶנֶ֙ )יד( ְואֵׁ ְך ִכֶֽ יָך ִאָתֻ֑ ה ּוָבֶנֹ֥יָך ּוְבֹנֶתֵ֖ ֹור ַאָתָּ֕ ֹום ָטהִּ֔ אְכלּוֶ֙ ְבָמקֵּ֣ ֶֹֽ ה ת ֹוק ַהְתרּוָמָּ֗ ת׀ שֵּ֣ ֵּ֣ ּו ְואֵׁ יָךֶ֙ ִנְתנִּ֔

ל: ֶֽ ֹ֥י ִיְשָראֵׁ י ְבנֵׁ ֵ֖ י ַשְלמֵׁ ֹ֥  ִמִזְבחֵׁ
י ַהֲחָלִביםֶ֙  ֶּ֤ ל ִאשֵׁ ה ַעֵּ֣ ֵּ֣ה ַהְתנּוָפָּ֗ ה ַוֲחזֵׁ ֹוק ַהְתרּוָמָ֞ ם  )טו( שֵּ֣ ה ְלָךֶׁ֜ ּוְלָבֶנֶּ֤יָך ִאְתָךֶ֙ ְלָחק־ עֹוָלִּ֔ ֵּ֣י ְיֹקָוֻ֑ק ְוָהָיֶׁ֨ ה ִלְפנֵׁ יף ְתנּוָפֵ֖ יאּו ְלָהִנֹ֥ ָיִבִּ֔

ר ִצָּוֹ֥ה ְיֹקָוֶֽק:  ַכֲאֶשֵ֖
יָתָמרֶ֙ בְ  ִיְקֹצף ַעל־ֶאְלָעָזֶּ֤ר ְוַעל־ִאֶֽ ף ַוֶ֠ ֵּ֣ה שָֹרֻ֑ ה ְוִהנֵׁ ש ֹמֶשֵ֖ ש ָדַרֶ֛ את ָדֹרֹ֥ ַחָטָּ֗ יר ַהֶֽ ת׀ ְשִעֵּ֣ ֵּ֣ ר:)טז( ְואֵׁ אֹמֶֽ ם לֵׁ ן ַהנֹוָתִרֵ֖ ֵּ֣י ַאֲהֹרִּ֔  נֵׁ

 

Alef.  

1.  a) Question of Ba’al Akeidat Yitzchak: (If the Tora states why they died—VaYikra 10:1 “1 And 

Nadav and Avihu, the sons of Aharon, took each of them his censer, and put fire therein, 

and laid incense thereon, and offered strange fire before the LORD, which He had not 

Commanded them,” why do commentators seek additional reasons, e.g., that they were 

drunk in light of Ibid. 9’s proximity to what happened to Aharon’s two sons?) 

 When the tragedy occurred, people did not realize that they had offered a Korban that 

hadn’t been Commanded. Therefore, they sought other reasons, such as those that were 

specifically articulated both before and after the tragedy. Only once the Tora was written 

down—see Gittin 60a where the two alternatives, i.e., either the Tora was written piece 

by piece as things happened or were revealed, or even more likely with regard to this 

particular question, the Tora was first written down all at once at the end of Moshe’s life, 

at that point there may have been greater awareness of the basic reason for Nadav and 

Avihu’s deaths, but not before.  

 It is also possible that there was not a single reason, but rather multiple reasons, and 

among them was the problem of drunkenness.  
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b)  Question of a number of commentators on RaShI: (If the prohibition against Kohanim 

being drunk is only first Revealed after the deaths of N. and A., why should they be 

punished if no one had told them before?) 

 Perhaps it should have been logical for those engaged directly in serving HaShem in the 

Mishkan that they would need their wits about them at all times in order to carry out the 

Avoda with the requisite precision. Furthermore, it was also a matter of disrespect to be 

involved in an important procedure but to not care enough that you present yourself in 

the best possible state. One could also say that just because something is written down at 

a certain point does not mean that there wasn’t already a tradition regarding this practice 

that was extent previously. Can one imagine that the preparations that the Kohanim 

underwent would not include mentioning such a basic understanding?  

The problem with all of these explanations is the drastic punishment, i.e., death, that was 

meted out to these two individuals. Before any punishment is given, let alone the death 

penalty, we usually expect some sort of definitive statement to be made in the text. Could 

it be that what happened to these individuals was intrinsic to their mistaken Avoda, as 

opposed to a specific punishment in response to it? 

2.  The author of the Midrash cites the story of the son who tries to reform his father’s serious 

drinking habit in order to demonstrate how pernicious a life of alcoholism is. It is obviously an 

addiction, as much of R. Abraham I. Twerski’s writing attest (see for example numerous 

comments in his interpretation of passages of the Haggada in From Bondage to Freedom: The 

Passover Haggadah, with a Commentary Illuminating the Liberation of the Spirit, with R. Hirsh 

Chinn and R. Benzion Twerski, Shaar Press, 2010, New York.)  

The particular point of the Midrash’s story is that the effects of being drunk eventually wears 

off, leading the alcoholic to feel that he needs to continually “remedicate”. The father tells 

the son that only when he is in a state of inebriation does he feel good. The Midrash claims 

that the Simcha that comes about via spiritual activity of learning Tora and carrying out 

Mitzvot never dissipates, and therefore there will never be a time when a person feels so 

deprived or depressed.  

Beit.  

1.  RaShI: Drunkenness on the part of the Kohanim prevents them from properly distinguishing 

between that Divine Service which is appropriate, and that which is inappropriate, resulting 

in all Avoda under the influence of alcohol being rendered disqualified. 

 ShaDaL: There are three distinct areas of responsibility assigned to Kohanim that would be 

negatively impacted were they to be inebriated: 

  a) The actual Divine Service in the Mishkan; 

b) The rendering of Pesak Halacha in matters of holiness vs. non-holiness, and ritual 

purity vs. ritual impurity; 

c) Teaching the Jewish people all sorts of Halachot.  

HaEmek Davar: It is very difficult for Kohanim to maintain the proper Kavana of joy when 

involved in personal hardship. Consequently, it might be tempting for such a person to 

attempt to artificially improve his mood via alcohol. Comes the prohibition in the biblical text 

to specifically prohibit such a practice.  

2.  If ShaDaL were correct, i.e., that inebriation is prohibited to Kohanim because of all three 

areas defined as their responsibilities, then the phrase at the end of v. 9, “ ת תּו ֻחַקֹ֥ א ָתֻמֻ֑ ֵֹּ֣ ְול
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ם יֶכֶֽ  should have been placed at the end of v. 11, once all three of the tasks of the “ עֹוָלֵ֖ם ְלֹדֹרתֵׁ

Kohanim have been mentioned. By virtue of its coming after only category a), suggests that it 

is drunkenness during the Avoda that is being specifically addressed by the prohibition. 

3.  The “Vav”’s at the beginning of the words “U’LeHavdil” and “U’Lehorot” serve the purpose to 

tell the reader that the prohibition against drunkenness on the part of the Kohanim will, in 

addition to mainly setting an absolute standard with respect to the Avoda, also tangentially 

improve the Kohanim’s ability to distinguish between opposites as well as teach the laws to 

the Jewish people.   

 In the verse:  

 דברים פרק יז

ֹו סּוִסי֒ם  יב ֶאת־ָהָעםֶ֙ מִ וְ  )טז( ַר֘ק לֹא־ַיְרֶבה־לֵּ֣ א־ָיִשֶּ֤ ֶֹֽ ְיָמהל   ְצַרִּ֔

ֹוד: ה עֶֽ ֶרְך ַהֶזֵ֖ ּוב ַבֶדֹ֥ ּון ָלשֶ֛ א ֹתִספָּ֗ ֵֹּ֣ ם ל ר ָלֶכִּ֔ יֹקָוקֶ֙ ָאַמֵּ֣ ּוס ַוֶֽ ֹות סֻ֑ ַען ַהְרבֵּ֣  ְלַמֵ֖
The second clause at the beginning of the verse is not the essential reason for the prohibition 

against a king’s not multiplying unnecessarily the number of horses that he owns, but rather 

a side-effect once the main prohibition is put into place.  


