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Covenant & Conversation 
he Korach rebellion was an unholy alliance of 
individuals and groups unhappy with Moses' 
leadership. There was Korach himself, a member of 

the tribe of Levi, angry (according to Rashi) that he had 
not been given a more prominent role. There were the 
Reubenites, Datan and Aviram, who resented the fact 
that the key leadership positions were taken by Levites 
rather than members of their own tribe. Reuben had 
been Jacob's firstborn, and some of his descendants felt 
that they should have been accorded seniority. Then 
there were the two hundred and fifty "princes of the 
congregation, elect men of the assembly, men of 
renown" who felt aggrieved (according to Ibn Ezra) that 
after the sin of the golden calf, leadership had passed 
from the firstborn to a single tribe, the Levites. Plus a 
change, plus c'est la mme chose. The Korach story is an 
all too familiar tale of frustrated ambition and petty 
jealousy -- what the sages called "an argument not for 
the sake of heaven." 
 What is most extraordinary about the episode, 
however, is Moses' reaction. For the first and only time, 
he invokes a miracle to prove the authenticity of his 
mission: "Then Moses said: 'This is how you will know 
that the Lord has sent me to do all these things and that 
it was not my idea. If these men die a natural death and 
experience only what usually happens to men, then the 
Lord has not sent me. But if the Lord brings about 
something totally new, and the earth opens its mouth and 
swallows them with everything that belongs to them, and 
they go down alive into the grave, then you will know that 
these men have treated the Lord with contempt.'" 
 In effect, Moses uses his power to eliminate the 
opposition. What a contrast this is to the generosity of 
spirit he showed just a few chapters earlier, when Joshua 
came to tell him that Eldad and Medad were prophesying 
in the camp, away from Moses and the seventy elders. 
Joshua regarded this as a potentially dangerous threat 
to Moses' leadership and said, "Moses, my lord, stop 
them!" Moses' reply is one of the most majestic in the 
whole of Tenakh: "Are you jealous for my sake? Would 
that all the Lord's people were prophets and that the Lord 
would put his spirit on them." 
 What was the difference between Eldad and 
Medad on the one hand, and Korach and his co-
conspirators on the other? What is the difference 

between Moses saying, "Would that all the Lord's people 
were prophets," and Korach's claim that "The whole 
community is holy, every one of them, and the Lord is 
with them"? Why was the first, but not the second, a 
legitimate sentiment? Is Moses simply being 
inconsistent? Hardly. There never was a religious leader 
more clear-sighted. There is a distinction here which 
goes to the very core of the two narratives. 
 The Sages, in one of their most profound 
methodological observations, said that "the words of the 
Torah may be poor in one place but rich in another." By 
this they meant that, if we seek to understand a 
perplexing passage, we may need to look elsewhere in 
the Torah for the clue. A similar idea is expressed in the 
last of Rabbi Ishmael's thirteen rules of biblical 
interpretation: "Where there are two passages which 
contradict each other, the meaning can be determined 
only when a third passage is found which harmonises 
them." 
 In this case, the answer is to be found later in 
the book of Bemidbar, when Moses asks God to choose 
the next leader of the Israelites. God tells him to take 
Joshua and appoint him as his successor: "So the Lord 
said to Moses, 'Take Joshua, son of Nun, a man of spirit, 
and lay your hand on him. Make him stand before Elazar 
the priest and the entire assembly and commission him 
in their presence. Give him some of your splendour so 
that the whole Israelite community will obey him.'" 
 Moses is commanded to perform two acts over 
and above presenting Joshua to the priest and people. 
First he is to "lay his hand" on Joshua. Then he is to give 
him "some of your splendour." What is the significance 
of these two gestures? How did they differ from one 
another? Which of them constituted induction into office? 
The sages, in Midrash Rabbah, added a commentary 
which at first sight only deepens the mystery: "'Lay your 
hand on him' -- this is like lighting one light from another. 
'Give him some of your splendour' -- this is like pouring 
from one vessel to another." 
 It is this statement that will enable us to decode 
the mystery. There are two forms or dimensions of 
leadership. One is power, the other, influence. Often we 
confuse the two. After all, those who have power often 
have influence, and those who have influence have a 
certain kind of power. In fact, however, the two are quite 
different, even opposites. 
 We can see this by a simple thought-
experiment. Imagine you have total power, and then you 
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decide to share it with nine others. You now have one-
tenth of the power with which you began. Imagine, by 
contrast, that you have a certain measure of influence, 
and now you share it with nine others. How much do you 
have left? Not less. In fact, more. Initially there was only 
one of you; now there are ten. Your influence has 
spread. Power operates by division, influence by 
multiplication. With power, the more we share, the less 
we have. With influence, the more we share, the more 
we have. 
 So deep is the difference that the Torah 
allocates them to two distinct leadership roles: king and 
prophet. Kings had power. They could levy taxes, 
conscript people to serve in the army, and decide when 
and against whom to wage war. They could impose non-
judicial punishments to preserve social order. Hobbes 
famously called kingship a "Leviathan" and defined it in 
terms of power. The very nature of the social contract, 
he argued, was the transfer of power from individuals to 
a central authority. Without this, there could be no 
government, no defence of a country and no safeguard 
against lawlessness and anarchy. 
 Prophets, by contrast, had no power at all. They 
commanded no armies. They levied no taxes. They 
spoke God's word, but had no means of enforcing it. All 
they had was influence -- but what influence! To this day, 
Elijah's fight against corruption, Amos' call to social 
justice, Isaiah's vision of the end of days, are still capable 
of moving us by the sheer force of their inspiration. Who, 
today, is swayed by the lives of Ahab or Jehoshaphat or 
Jehu? When a king dies, his power ends. When a 
prophet dies, his influence begins. Returning to Moses: 
he occupied two leadership roles, not one. On the one 
hand, though monarchy was not yet in existence, he had 
the power and was the functional equivalent of a king. 
He led the Israelites out of Egypt, commanded them in 
battle, appointed leaders, judges and elders, and 
directed the conduct of the people. He had power. 
 But Moses was also a prophet, the greatest and 
most authoritative of all. He was a man of vision. He 
heard and spoke the word of God. His influence is 
incalculable. As Jean-Jacques Rousseau wrote, in a 
manuscript discovered after his death: "... an astonishing 
and truly unique spectacle is to see an expatriated 
people, who have had neither place nor land for nearly 
two thousand years... a scattered people, dispersed over 
the world, enslaved, persecuted, scorned by all nations, 
nonetheless preserving its characteristics, its laws, its 
customs, its patriotic love of the early social union, when 
all ties with it seem broken. The Jews provide us with an 
astonishing spectacle: the laws of Numa, Lycurgus, 
Solon are dead; the very much older laws of Moses are 
still alive. Athens, Sparta, Rome have perished and no 
longer have children left on earth; Zion, destroyed, has 
not lost its children." 
 The mystery of Moses' double investiture of 
Joshua is now solved. First, he was told to give Joshua 

his authority as a prophet. The very phrase used by the 
Torah -- vesamakhta et yadekha, 'lay your hand' on him 
-- is still used today to describe rabbinic ordination: 
semikhah, meaning, the 'laying on of hands' by master 
to disciple. Second, he was commanded to give Joshua 
the power of kingship, which the Torah calls 'splendour' 
(perhaps majesty would be a better translation). The 
nature of this role as head of state and commander of 
the army is made quite clear in the text. God says to 
Moses: "Give him some of your splendour so that the 
whole Israelite community will obey him... At his 
command, he and the entire community of the Israelites 
will go out, and at his command they will come in." This 
is the language not of influence but of power. 
 The meaning of the midrash, too, is now clear 
and elegantly precise. The transfer of influence ("Lay 
your hand on him") is "like lighting one light from 
another." When we take a candle to light another candle, 
the light of the first is not diminished. Likewise, when we 
share our influence with others, we do not have less than 
before. Instead, the sum total of light is increased. 
Power, however, is different. It is like "pouring from one 
vessel to another." The more we pour into the second, 
the less is left in the first. Power is a zero-sum game. The 
more we give away, the less we have. 
 This, then, is the solution to the mystery of why, 
when Joshua feared that Eldad and Medad (who 
"prophesied within the camp") were threatening Moses' 
authority, Moses replied, "Would that all the Lord's 
people were prophets." Joshua had confused influence 
with power. Eldad and Medad neither sought nor gained 
power. Instead, for a while, they were given a share of 
the prophetic "spirit" that was on Moses. They 
participated in his influence. That is never a threat to 
prophetic authority. To the contrary, the more widely it is 
shared, the more there is. 
 Power, however, is precisely what Korach and 
his followers sought -- and in the case of power, rivalry 
is a threat to authority. "There is one leader for a 
generation," said the sages, "not two." Or, as they put it 
elsewhere, "Can two kings share a single crown?" There 
are many forms of government -- monarchy, oligarchy, 
and democracy -- but what they have in common is the 
concentration of power within a single body, whether 
person, group or institution (such as a parliament). 
 Without this monopoly of the legitimate use of 
coercive force, there is no such thing as government. 
That is why in Jewish law "a king is not allowed to 
renounce the honour due to him." 
 Moses' request that Korach and his followers be 
swallowed up by the ground was neither anger nor fear. 
It was not motivated by any personal consideration. It 
was a simple realisation that whereas prophecy can be 
shared, kingship cannot. If there are two or more 
competing sources of power within a single domain, 
there is no leadership. Had Moses not taken decisive 
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action against Korach, he would have fatally 
compromised the office with which he had been charged. 

Rarely do we see more clearly the stark 
difference between influence and power than in these 
two episodes: Eldad and Medad on the one hand, 
Korach and his fellow rebels on the other. The latter 
represented a conflict that had to be resolved. Either 
Moses or Korach would emerge the victor; they could not 
both win. The former did not represent a conflict at all. 
Knowledge, inspiration, vision -- these are things that 
can be shared without loss. Those who share them with 
others add to spiritual wealth of a community without 
losing any of their own. 
 To paraphrase Shakespeare, "The influence we 
have lives after us; the power is oft interred with our 
bones." Much of Judaism is an extended essay on the 
supremacy of prophets over kings, right over might, 
teaching rather than coercion, influence in place of 
power. For only a small fraction of our history have Jews 
had power, but at all times they have had an influence 
over the civilization of the West. People still contend for 
power. If only we would realize how narrow its limits are. 
It is one thing to force people to behave in a certain way; 
quite another to teach them to see the world differently 
so that, of their own accord, they act in a new way. The 
use of power diminishes others; the exercise of influence 
enlarges them. That is one of Judaism's most 
humanizing truths. Not all of us have power, but we are 
all capable of being an influence for good. Covenant and 
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RABBI SHLOMO RISKIN 

Shabbat Shalom 

nd they assembled themselves together 
against Moses and Aaron, and said unto them: 
‘You take too much upon you, for the entire 

congregation is holy…’” (Numbers 16:3) Korach, the 
arch-rebel against Moses and the Aaronic priestly 
leadership, is usually regarded as an evil, if brilliant, 
scoundrel, who received the just desserts of his mutiny 
when he and his followers were swallowed up by the 
earth. But there is an alternate, almost radical view of 
Korach which also exists, specifically in the Hasidic 
tradition. The famed Kotzker Rebbe used to refer to him 
as “our holy grandfather” – “unzer heilige zeide.” What 
could this sage possibly have had in mind? Will the real 
Korach please stand up? 
 From the usual, more traditional perspective, the 
very first word in our Torah portion establishes Korach’s 
true character: “Vayikach Korach ben Yitzhar ben Kehat 
ben Levi veDatan veAviram bnei Eliav,” “and Korach the 
son of Yitzhar, the son of Kehat, the son of Levi, with 
Datan and Aviram, the sons of Eliav… took” (Numbers 
38:1). The Torah doesn’t spell out exactly what it was 
that he “took,” since no object for the verb in question 

appears in the text. This leads Rashi to quote the 
Midrash Tanchuma: “And Korach took: he took himself 
to one side with the intention of separating himself from 
the community so that he might raise a protest regarding 
the [validity of the authority of the] priesthood.” 
 But there may also be a more general 
interpretation to this opening verse. Despite the fact that 
Korach uses noble and inspiring language by invoking 
the democracy of sanctity – “all the congregation are 
holy, every one of them, and God is among them; why 
then do you lift yourselves above the assembly of the 
Lord?” (Numbers 16:3) – he was merely couching self-
serving ambition in idealistic words. If that which sums 
up all of Korach’s true motivations is the verb “and he 
took” – minus the objective case – then Korach was a 
“taker”; his real desire was to take the leadership away 
from Moses and Aaron, to take the leadership for 
himself! 
 But if that is the case, how can we understand 
the appellation which the Kotzker Rebbe bestowed upon 
Korach, “our holy grandfather”? 
 In his work Pri Tzaddik, Rabbenu Tzadok 
HaKohen of Lublin studies this alternative view of 
Korach, revealing what the Kotzker Rebbe might have 
had in mind when he called Korach holy, “unzer heilige 
zaide.” In his explanation, the Pri Tzaddik alerts us to a 
concept of creation found in the teachings of the Ari 
HaKadosh. The Ari speaks of two ways of looking at 
human communities; linear (yashar) or circular (igulim). 
In a circle, everyone is equally distributed, the distance 
between the center and the edges is always the same, 
and everyone is equally important; there is neither head 
nor tail. But a linear format expresses something quite 
different: there are those who progress more rapidly, 
those who progress less rapidly, and those who hardly 
progress at all. 
 How does this relate to Korach? The Pri Tzaddik 
cites a Talmudic passage at the conclusion of Ta’anit 
(31a): “In the days to come, God will hold a circle for the 
righteous. He will sit in their midst in the Garden of Eden, 
and everyone will point with his finger towards Him.” 
Apparently, the Talmud is teaching us that at some point 
in the future, “when all the wicked of the earth will be 
turned to You [God] and everyone will accept upon 
themselves the yoke of Your kingship” (the Aleinu 
prayer), at the time of universal repentance and 
redemption, then all of humanity will sit in a circle in 
which everyone will be equidistant from or rather equi-
near to God, with no need for a head table and a rear 
guard. The Divine Presence will rest upon every 
individual equally. 
 Although the Talmud speaks of this stage of 
“circularity” as being reserved for the World to Come, the 
period of the culmination of history, Korach apparently 
maintained that the thunder, lightning, and divine 
Revelation at Sinai were indeed the signposts of that 
new era – the exodus of a lineal society and the entrance 
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of a new circular (or igul) reality. With Sinai, Korach 
believed that humans had become transformed into 
angels, everyone had been equally infused with the 
divine spirit, from serving-maid to prophet, and that 
equality was the order of the “new day.” 
 This is what the Midrash means when it has 
Korach mock Moses for insisting that a prayer-shawl 
completely made of tekhelet (purple-blue dye) still 
requires a thread of purple-blue in its fringes and that a 
house filled with Torah scrolls still requires the Torah 
portion of the mezuza on its doorposts. The Jews post-
Sinai, argued Korach, are to be compared to a garment 
which is wholly tekhelet (purple-blue), to a house filled 
with Torah scrolls. In the light of such all-encompassing 
spirituality, a single ritual fringe or a lone parchment 
scroll hardly seems necessary or salutary; indeed, the 
commandments – whose purpose was, after all, to bring 
us close to God – are superfluous, and no longer 
mandatory. 
 In this reading, Korach represents a pattern that 
would constantly repeat itself in Jewish history; various 
“religious” figures and their representatives would claim 
that the millennium is at hand, the circular model is about 
to be enacted and therefore the ritual commandments 
could be seen as unnecessary and might be abrogated. 
Christianity adopted this philosophy, insisting that divine 
grace equalized humanity and rendered halakhic fealty 
– commitment to religio-legal details – anachronistic; this 
was the position of Shabbetai Tzvi, who himself claimed 
to be the Messiah, as well as of Reform Judaism from a 
certain perspective, which taught that the Enlightenment 
together with nationalism predicated upon universal 
human rights had rendered ritualistic religion obsolete. 
The Pri Tzaddik – and the Kotzker Rebbe – would argue 
that Korach must have felt this way because he himself 
had become so inspired and infused with sanctity as a 
result of the Revelation at Sinai that he had truly 
emerged as the holy grandfather. Unfortunately, 
however, he misread the status of the Israelite nation in 
general. The people at large was not yet ready, had not 
yet left the linear reality for the circular millennium; 
indeed the Israelites were yet to serve the Golden Calf 
and refuse to conquer the Land of Israel. 
 The Jewish people were still in the desert, 
surrounded by a linear reality replete with successes and 
failures, progress and retrogress, leaders and followers, 
righteous religionists and hypocritical charlatans. The all-
purple-blue prayer shawl still requires the one thread of 
purple-blue tekhelet; even the house filled with Torah 
scrolls still requires the single mezuza parchment. After 
all, such shawls and such houses are the exception 
rather than the rule. The commandment is “you shall 
become holy.” Yes, we are a people of becoming, not yet 
(perhaps never yet) of being; perhaps the most important 
commandment is the very striving, the striving which 
spurs us on to ever greater heights. Moses understood; 
Korach did not. The above article appears in Rabbi 
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RABBI BEREL WEIN ZT”L 

Wein Online  
abbi Moshe ben Nachman (Ramban) is of the 
general opinion that events, as recorded in the 
Torah, occurred in a linear timeline. This is in spite 

of the maxim that there is no late or early in the Torah. 
He limits that rule to certain halachic instances as they 
appear in the Talmud. Thus the story of Korach and his 
contest against Moshe that forms the central part of this 
week’s parsha occurred after the tragedy of the spies 
and their negative report about the Land of Israel. 
 As I have commented before, the negative 
report of the spies was motivated, according to rabbinic 
opinion, by personal interests having no objective value 
as to the issue of the Land of Israel itself. So too, this 
uprising against Moshe led by Korach is also not an 
issue of justice or objective benefit to the people, but 
rather it is motivated purely by the personal issues and 
jealousies of Korach and his followers. 
 Both Korach and the spies masked their own 
personal drives for power and position with high-
sounding principles of public good, social justice and 
great concern for the future of the people of Israel. The 
very shrillness of their concern for the good of society 
itself calls attention to their true motives – they protested 
too much! 
 Pious disclaimers of any self-interest seem to 
always accompany those that clamor for social 
betterment and a more just society. But it is often 
personal ambition and the drive to acquire power over 
others that is the true face of these movements and 
individuals. All of the dictators of the past and present 
centuries promised great improvements for their peoples 
and countries and yet all, without exception, eventually 
only pursued their own personal gain and power. Always 
beware of those who speak in the name of the people. 
Most of the time they are only imitations of Korach. 
 This is perhaps an insight as to why Moshe took 
such a strong stand against Korach and demanded an 
exemplary punishment from Heaven. It is extremely 
difficult for humans to judge the true motives of others in 
their declarations and policies. Only Heaven, so to 
speak, can do so. Moshe’s plea to Heaven is directed 
not only against the current Korach that he faces, but it 
is also against the constant recurrences of other Korachs 
throughout Jewish and world history. 
 Only a shocking miracle of the earth swallowing 
Korach and his followers and of a fire consuming those 
who dared to offer incense in place of Aharon, would 
impress the historical psyche of Israel, as to be wary of 
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Korach’s imitators through the ages. 
 There is an adage in Jewish life that one should 
always respect others but also be wary of their true 
motives. Only regarding Moshe does the Torah testify 
that as the true servant of God, he is above criticism and 
suspicion. But ordinary mortals have ordinary failings 
and self-interest is one of those failings. Moshe is true 
and his Torah is true. After that, no matter how fetching 
the slogan or how glorious the promise, caution and 
wariness about the person and cause being advocated 
are the proper attitudes to embrace. © 2011 Rabbi Berel 
Wein - Jewish historian, author and international lecturer 
offers a complete selection of CDs, audio tapes, video 
tapes, DVDs, and books on Jewish history at 
www.rabbiwein.com. For more information on these and 
other products visit www.rabbiwein.com 
 

RABBI DAVID LEVIN 

The Punishment 
he rebellion led by Korach was a continuation of the 
decline that has been evident over the last few 
parshiot.  The complaint about meat and the terrible 

sin of lashon hara, gossip, which ended Parashat 
B’haalotcha, the sins of the spies and the people who 
believed their negative report in Parashat Sh’lach, and 
now with the rebellion against Moshe and Hashem, we 
witness the decline of the people and the punishment 
that they were to receive.  The rebellion was not a minor 
incident led by a few disgruntled individuals, but a 
community wide expression of disappointment with not 
being allowed to enter the land.  It was the equivalent of 
a coup designed to question Hashem and Moshe’s 
leadership.  The punishment for this rebellion had to be 
extremely harsh to discourage future rebellions of this 
nature. 
 The Torah states: “Hashem spoke to Moshe and 
Aharon, saying, ‘Separate yourselves from amid this 
assembly, and I shall destroy them in an instant!’  They 
fell on their faces and said, “O, Keil (G-d), Elokim of the 
spirits of all flesh; The one shall sin, but you will be angry 
with the entire assembly!’  Hashem spoke to Moshe 
saying, ‘Speak to the assembly, saying, “Get yourselves 
away from all around the abode of Korach, Datan, and 
Aviram.’”  So Moshe stood up and went to Datan and 
Aviram, and the elders of Yisrael went after him.  He 
spoke to the assembly saying, ‘Turn away now from near 
the tents of these wicked men, and do not touch anything 
of theirs, lest you perish because of all their sins.’  So 
they got themselves away from near the dwelling of 
Korach, Datan, and Aviram, from all around.  Datan and 
Aviram went out erect at the entrance of their tents, and 
their wives and their children, and their infants.  Moshe 
said, ‘Through this shall you know that Hashem has sent 
me to perform all these acts, for it was not from my heart.  
If these 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 creation, and 

the ground will open its mouth and swallow them and all 
that is theirs, and they will descend into the pit, then you 
shall know that these men have provoked Hashem!’”  
 The same question that troubled Moshe and 
Aharon and caused them to say to Hashem, “The one 
shall sin, but you will be angry with the entire assembly!” 
is also asked by the Ramban.  The Ramban states: “One 
may ask: If [the whole people of] Israel did not sin and 
did not rebel against their teacher, why was Hashem’s 
wrath upon them saying, ‘and I shall destroy them in an 
instant?’  And if [on the other hand] they also rebelled 
[against Moshe] as did Korach and his company, how 
could Moshe and Aharon say [on their behalf], ‘The one 
shall sin, but you will be angry with the entire assembly?’”  
The Ramban quotes Rabbeinu Chananel who explains 
that, “Separate yourselves from amid this assembly,” is 
referring to the assembly of Korach and his followers, not 
that of the B’nei Yisrael.  But Moshe and Aharon thought 
that Hashem was speaking of destroying all of Israel, not 
just Korach and his followers.  That is why Hashem 
qualified His statement with the words, “Get yourselves 
away from all around the abode of Korach, Datan, and 
Aviram.” 
 Moshe’s order to the people to remove 
themselves from the abode of Korach, Datan, and 
Aviram was necessary not only so that the sinners could 
be punished without killing the innocent, but also so that 
even those who had already sinned could repent and 
receive Hashem’s forgiveness.  That is clear from the 
fact that Moshe did not say, “from the abode of Korach, 
Datan, and Aviram, and the other two hundred and fifty 
men,” but only mentioned the names of those who were 
beyond repentance.  HaRav Zalman Sorotzkin explains 
that Moshe did not instruct the people who had 
surrounded the tents of Korach, Datan, and Aviram to do 
teshuvah (repent).  Moshe only asked the people to 
separate from the rebels so that they could demonstrate 
that they did not side with them.  The Ramban suggests 
that before the rebels had tested Moshe and Aharon by 
bringing their firepans and incense to the Tent of 
Meeting, the B’nei Yisrael were left out of the dispute.  At 
the Tent of Meeting, Korach insisted that he was acting 
on behalf of all the B’nei Yisrael, thus, including them 
among the rebels.  It was then necessary to remove 
themselves from around the rebels to indicate that they 
did not see themselves as part of this rebellion. 
 One of the more striking requests from Moshe 
was: “Through this shall you know that Hashem has sent 
me to perform all these acts, for it was not from my heart.  
If these 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.”  HaRav Sorotzkin explains that this death 
could not be a natural death, not from a plague or illness, 
and not from a decision of the Courts.  HaRav Sorotzkin 
tells us that if the men had died by any of these means, 
it could have caused people to seek mercy for them, or 
it could have given them the opportunity to confess their 
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sins and gain absolution, thus insuring their part of the 
next world (olam haba).  HaRav Hirsch explains that the 
death could not come from any source that occurred 
within the term “natural death.”  This included famine, 
fire, flood, or war, as these were natural causes of death 
and could be explained.  Hirsch also reminds us that all 
things that happen to Man are under the guidance and 
Providence of Hashem.  But, if “they had died ordinary 
deaths and met with ordinary fatal accidents, which 
would be no less the fulfillment of Hashem’s 
pronouncement, still, such death and such a fate could 
not serve as a proof of the mission of Moshe’s being at 
Hashem’s behest.  For that mission was accomplished 
in a manner beyond the natural order of things, by which 
Hashem wished to show Himself as the One from whom 
these laws originated.” 
 Datan and Aviram were singled out by Moshe 
because of their haughtiness, and we can see that they 
deserved this focus by the fact that they brazenly stood 
outside their tents together with their wives and children 
in opposition to Moshe and Aharon.  One would have 
thought that they would have tried to protect their families 
even while opposing Moshe, but they jeopardized their 
lives to prove that they were right.  The punishment that 
Datan and Aviram received was also received by their 
families. 
 Was this punishment correct for questioning 
some of the decisions made by Moshe?  Had the 
argument been l’sheim shamayim, for the sake of 
heaven and truth, there likely would have been no 
punishment at all.  Had they been seeking only truth, 
Moshe would have welcomed their voices.  May all our 
arguments be only to discover Hashem’s Will. © 2026 

Rabbi D. Levin 
 

RABBI AVI SHAFRAN 

Reflections 
ew contrasts are as striking as the one between 
Moshe, the "most humble of all men," who had to be 
Divinely drafted to lead the Jewish people, and 

Korach, who was consumed with a desire for a 
leadership role. 
 And, like deceitful populists over ensuing 
millennia, Korach insisted that he was merely standing 
up for the masses, advocating for their democratic rights. 
Who needs a mezuzah (i.e. a leader) if the house is filled 
with holy books (i.e. the magnificent masses)? 
 Many contemporary leaders, some more 
shamelessly than others, advanced their aspirations in 
Korach-fashion, lusting for power while claiming to be 
championing the people. (A rare exception was Dwight 
Eisenhower, the only American president who had to be 
drafted to run for that office.) 
 In the authentic Jewish religious world, true 
leaders are always drafted -- that is to say, "elected," not 
by campaigns and misleading claims but rather by 
unsought public acclaim. I have been privileged to have 

spent time in the vicinities of several, and was deeply 
affected by their selflessness and modesty. My rebbe, 
Rav Yaakov Weinberg, was one. His yahrtzeit is Shiva 
Asar B'Tamuz. 
 And, just like Moshe was accused of sins he 
didn't commit, so are Gedolim today sometimes attacked 
for imagined misdeeds. And not only by people lacking 
any relationship to Torah, but even some who are 
meticulously observant. Frumkeit doesn't necessarily 
imply ehrlichkeit. 
 Ohn ben Peles, the Midrash recounts, a 
confederate of Korach's, was saved from the latter's fate 
by Mrs. Ohn. After plying her husband with enough wine 
to put him to sleep, she sat outside their tent and 
uncovered her hair. So when Korach's supporters came 
to fetch her husband and saw the immodest woman, 
meticulously religious folks that they were, they turned 
on their righteous heels and left. 
 The upshot: Even religious people can fall for 
would-be-dictators' lies. © 2026 Rabbi A. Shafran & 

torah.org 
 

ENCYCLOPEDIA TALMUDIT 

Guarding the Temple 
Translated by Rabbi Mordechai Weiss 

-d told Aharon, “Bring your fellow Levites from your 
ancestral tribe to join you and assist you when you 
and your sons minister before the Tent of Meeting” 

(Bamidbar 18:2). What will you be doing there? You will 
be guarding the Temple. But why would G-d’s Temple 
require guards? This “guarding” was to show the proper 
respect due to the Temple. In fact, this guard duty was 
considered one of the sacred services performed by the 
Kohanim and Leviim, and the Kohanim wore their 
priestly garments when they carried it out. (They would 
change out of the garments when sleeping between 
shifts, as it was forbidden to sleep while wearing them.) 
Since guard duty was considered a priestly service, 
some say that children could not take part in it, and that 
the watchmen had to be twenty or older. Even at the age 
of twenty, Kohanim and Leviim were not authorized to 
perform all the services, but they were permitted to do 
this. 
 Because guard duty was a type of divine service, 
it should have been performed while standing. However, 
because it was for an extended period of time, the 
watchmen were permitted to sit when they were tired 
(though not to sleep, of course). In general, sitting in the 
courtyard of the Temple was not allowed, but in this case 
it was allowed as it was to enable the proper guarding of 
the Temple. 
 There is a disagreement as to the extent of the 
guarding. The Rambam says it was done at night only. 
However, according to some commentaries on Mishnah 
Tamid, the guarding was done around the clock. Others 
distinguish between the different places that were 
guarded saying that some areas were guarded around 
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the clock, while others were guarded only part of the 
time. Within this opinion, there is a disagreement about 
whether the part-time guarding was during the day or 
night. © 2017 Rabbi M. Weiss and Encyclopedia Talmudit 
 

RABBI DOV KRAMER 

Jewish Geography 
he rebellion had been quelled. The rebels were 
swallowed alive by a giant sinkhole created just for 
this purpose (Bamidbar 16:31-33). The political 

leaders who insisted on also being religious leaders 
were burnt by a fire sent by G-d to devour them (16:35). 
Many who had supported the rebellion perished in a 
plague (17:12-14). Aharon’s blossoming staff proved 
that the Tribe of Levi had been chosen by G-d to serve 
in the Mishkan (17:23-24). After all of this, the nation still 
had a major concern: whoever tries to get too close to 
G-d will perish (17:28). They had just seen quite a 
number of people who seemed to have wanted to 
increase their connection with G-d perish when they tried 
to get too close; how can a nation that is supposed to 
strive to get closer to G-d avoid the consequences of 
getting too close? G-d’s answer was that the Tribe of 
Levi would “safeguard the Tent of Meeting” (a.k.a. the 
Mishkan) so that a “stranger,” (anyone who doesn’t 
belong) “does not come close” (18:4). By making the 
priestly class responsible for the sanctity of the Mishkan, 
including forbidding entry to anyone who shouldn’t be 
there, this concern was addressed. But was that really 
enough? 
 The Levi’im didn’t first become responsible to 
safeguard the Mishkan after Korach’s rebellion; it was 
included as one of their roles from the time they replaced 
the firstborn (see 1:53, 8:19, and Rashi on 3:6). What 
changed now that made everyone confident that their 
concern would no longer be a problem? 
 I addressed this issue in 5773 
(https://tinyurl.com/yuzsvpxy), but would like to suggest 
another, more direct answer, based on something I 
wrote in 5784 (https://tinyurl.com/yw52ecub). There, I 
discussed the “other” Mishkan, Moshe’s expanded tent 
that operated not only as a Beis Midrash where Moshe 
taught the nation the laws that G-d commanded him, but 
was also where G-d communicated with him. Shemos 
Rabba (51:2) and Midrash Tanchuma (Pekuday 2/5) tell 
us that Moshe had asked G-d what he should do with the 
extra material collected for the Mishkan, with G-d telling 
him to use it to make a second Mishkan. Midrash 
HaGadol (Shemos 38:21) refers to the regular Mishkan 
as the “משכן שכינה” and the second Mishkan as the “  משכן
 ”.לבית מדרשו של משה
 In order to deal with issues a second Mishkan 
raises, including G-d communicating with Moshe in two 
separate structures, I suggested that any communication 
only relevant for that generation (e.g. the census taken 
at the beginning of Sefer Bamidbar) took place in 
Moshe’s tent (the second Mishkan), whereas 

commandments that were relevant for all generations 
were communicated to Moshe “between the two Keruvim 
that covered the ark” (Shemos 25:22) in the regular 
Mishkan. Both structures are referred to as “ מועד  ”אהל 
(see Shemos 33:7), but since the “other” Mishkan isn’t 
as relevant for us, it’s only hinted at in the Torah (and 
expounded upon in the Midrashim). Midrash HaGadol 
(Bamidbar 9:1) implies that wherever the Torah says that 
G-d spoke to Moshe “in the Sinai desert” (e.g. Bamidbar 
1:1 and 9:1) it’s referring to this “other” Mishkan. 
 The second Mishkan is relevant for Parashas 
Korach on several fronts. First of all, the communication 
between G-d and Moshe regarding the rebellion (16:15, 
16:20, 16:23, 17:1, 17:9, 17:16) took place there, since 
it dealt with something specific to that generation. 
Secondly, when Korach’s (and Dasan and Aviram’s) 
headquarters is referred to as a “(16:24/27) ”משכן, it is 
(likely) not being contrasted with the “regular” Mishkan, 
even though the rebellion was, to a large extent, against 
G-d. Rather, Korach and Dasan and Aviram likely 
intended for their “mishkan” to compete with Moshe’s 
tent, i.e. the second Mishkan, since their rebellion was 
primarily against Moshe’s leadership. 
 Getting back to the initial question, the existence 
of the “second Mishkan” also impacted the role of the 
Levi’im, as their responsibilities were expanded after 
Korach’s rebellion in response to the nation’s concern 
that whoever gets too close to G-d would perish. 
 If someone wanted to get closer to G-d, they 
could bring an offering in the “regular” Mishkan, which 
had boundaries that those who didn’t serve in the 
Mishkan couldn’t cross – boundaries enforced by the 
Levi’im to prevent “strangers” from getting too close. 
However, those boundaries didn’t exist in the second 
Mishkan, where “whoever was seeking G-d would go” 
(Shemos 33:7), including to speak with Moshe and to 
hear his “shiurim” (which is why this Mishkan is referred 
to as “Moshe’s Beis Midrash”). Without the Levi’im 
safeguarding Moshe’s tent (the “other” Mishkan) and 
preventing people from getting too close when G-d’s 
presence was there, there was still a concern that 
someone who craved getting closer to G-d might get too 
close and suffer the consequences. 
 Sifre Zuta (18:4; also see Yalkut Shimoni 737) 
quotes R’ Shimon, who says that the word “אהל” is used 
twice when describing the role of the Levi’im guarding 
against “strangers” getting too close (18:4) precisely 
because the Levi’im were being tasked with protecting 
two tents; the “regular” Mishkan (“אהל העבודות,” referred 
to as such because that’s where the Karbanos were 
brought) and the “other” Mishkan (“אהל הדברות,” referred 
to as such because – unless it was about a Mitzvah that 
was meant for all generations – it was where G-d spoke 
to Moshe). In other words, the role of the Levi’im to make 
sure no one got too close to G-d was expanded to 
include the “other” Mishkan. And since this was exactly 
where the nation was concerned they might get too close 
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to G-d, their concern was now alleviated. © 2026 Rabbi D. 

Kramer 
 

RABBI SHLOMO RESSLER 

Weekly Dvar 
arshat Korach relates the story of Korach, Datan, 
Aviram and 250 members of the shevet (tribe) or 
Reuven challenging Moshe's choice for Kohen 

Gadol (high priest). The end result was that the 250 
members were burned by a heavenly fire, and the other 
3 were miraculously swallowed by the earth. From a 
motive perspective, Korach makes the most sense, 
because he felt slighted for not having been chosen 
himself. But why would 250 people follow him to their 
certain death, with apparently little to gain? 
 The answer can be found in Rashi, the great 
medieval commentator, who writes that just as Korach's 
family camped on the southern side of the Mishkan 
(Tabernacle), so did the tribe of Reuven. Rashi quotes 
the words of Chapters of the Fathers, "woe to an evil 
person, and woe to his neighbor." The 250 people met 
their death, simply because they were influenced by their 
neighbors! This points to the awesome influence that 
friends, neighbors and associates have on us. So who 
do we surround ourselves with? Do we have positive 
friends and neighbors? Are WE positive friends and 
neighbors to others? © 2012 Rabbi S. Ressler & LeLamed, 

Inc. 
 

RABBI LABEL LAM 

Dvar Torah 
hey assembled against Moshe and Aaron, and 
said to them, '(RAV LACHEM) -- You have too 
much for yourselves, for the entire congregation 

are all holy, and HASHEM is in their midst. So why do 
you raise yourselves above the HASHEM's assembly?'" 
(Bamidbar 16:3) 
 "'You have too much for yourselves': You took 
by far too much greatness for yourselves!" -- Rashi 
 (Moshe speaking to Korach and his followers) 
"Place fire into them and put incense upon them before 
HASHEM tomorrow, and the man whom HASHEM 
chooses he is the holy one; (RAV LACHEM) you have 
too much for yourselves, sons of Levi." (Bamidbar 16:7) 
 The Torah treats us to the actual statement of 
Moshe in his brief retort-rebuke to Korach and his 
rebellious troops, "(RAV LACHEM) you have much for 
yourselves, sons of Levi." These words no doubt are 
packed with multiple layers of meaning. What was 
Moshe saying? 
 On a simple level he was responding to their 
false accusation. The Talmud says, "Kol HaPosel, 
B'Mumo Posel" -- Anyone who faults another, it is with 
his own fault!" They were accusing Moshe of being 
"politically" ambitious when in fact it was they who were 
trying to usurp power. Moshe was holding a mirror for 
them to see themselves. 

 It could also be that Moshe was referring to an 
exchange between Yaakov and Eisav. When Eisav at 
first tried to rebuff the gifts of his brother he stated, "Yeish 
Li Rav" -- "I have plenty!" Yaakov responded to Eisav 
with the words, "Yeish Li Kol". "I have everything!" 
Implied in Eisav's words is that he has plenty in 
quantitative terms and he is open to receiving even 
more! Yaakov's claim is that he has everything 
qualitatively and needs no more! Eisav in 
contradistinction wanted more and more! 
 While Korach spoke in high platitudes about the 
whole nation being holy, Moshe detected that it was his 
familial claim to authority that was fueling the uprising. 
By referring to "Bnei Levi" -- "Sons of Levi" he was 
exposing Korach true selfish motive. 
 There is another obvious reason for Moshe to 
tell Korach and his followers that they have plenty. There 
is a simple test for jealousy. I have tried it on many 
children with surprising results. Offer a child the following 
theoretical scenario. What if...I give you a candy!? The 
child will be very happy about that proposition. What if...I 
offer you and your brother or sister one candy as well?! 
The child will be OK with that no doubt. Now ask, and 
what if I give you two candies... (the face will begin to 
blossom into a big smile before you finish) but only on 
the condition that your brother gets three candies!?!? 
 In most cases, but not all, the smile collapses 
and the child will opt for deal number one where they get 
one and the sibling gets one. They are willing to forego 
a 100% raise so long as their brother or sister does not 
have more. Such is the nature of jealousy! 
 Even more! Rabbi Yonason Eibshitz pointed out 
a percentage point difference between two statements of 
the sages. One insight into human psychology states, "If 
someone has 100 he wants 200!" Another sagely 
statement says, "A person does not leave this world 
having filled half of his desires!" That means he did not 
get to 50%! The first one says he got to 50%. It may 
seem like a joke but it's not. What's the answer? 
 The answer I found very useful when answering 
a request, a frequent request from one of my daughters. 
The refrain was, "Can I go to Marshalls and get another 
pair of shoes?" I realized that she has dozens and 
dozens of shoes in her closet and yet she still wants 
more, so I shared with her the seering insight of Rabbi 
Yonason Eibshitz. 
 He says that the half that the person does not 
have is more-dear to him than the half he does have. The 
shoes in the store are more-dear to you dear than the 
ones in your closet. 
 Therefore our sages (Avos 4:1) also remind us, 
"Who is truly wealthy? One who celebrates what they 
have!? Moshe was no 
doubt more than warning 
them that they have so 
very much and all is at risk! 
© 2018 Rabbi L. Lam and 
torah.org  
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