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1. 
 
TWO OPPOSITE INTERPRETATIONS 

 
Regarding the command,1 “Make the robe 

of the ephod...,”2 the Torah says,3 “Its neck 
opening shall have a woven hem all around it, 
like the neck opening of a coat of armor; it shall 
not be torn.” Rashi quotes the words, “it shall 
not be torn,” and explains: “So that it will not 
tear, and whoever tears it violates a 
prohibition...” (as will be discussed in section 2).  

 
We must clarify: Rashi (first) explains that 

“it shall not be torn” means, “So that it will not 
tear.” Thus, Rashi clearly maintains that “it shall 
not be torn” is not a separate point (and 
command). Rather, this clause serves to explain 
why the Torah instructs that “its neck opening 
shall have a hem... like the neck opening of a 
coat of armor, (so that) it shall not tear.” 

 
Why then does Rashi go on to add (using 

the letter ‘vav’ {‘and’} indicating an addition), 
“And whoever tears it violates a prohibition,” 
indicating that the clause, “it shall not be torn” 
is (not meant as a rationale, but as) a command, 
a separate prohibition?  

 
An even greater conundrum: The Talmud4 

records, “Rachava said in the name of Rabbi 
Yehuda: One who tears one of the priestly 
garments incurs lashes, as it says, ‘It shall not be 
torn.’ Rav Acha Bar Yaakov challenged: Perhaps 
the Torah means, ‘make a hem for it so that it 
will not tear?’ {The Talmud responds} Is it 
written ‘so that it will not tear’?” Meaning, if we 
explain the clause, “it shall not be torn,” as, “so 
that it will not tear,” this cannot be construed 
as a prohibition. 

 
[However, to address this issue, the Torah 

commentators5 follow one of two paths. Some 

 

 

 

צִיוּוּי  א. "וְעָשִיתָ אֶת מְעִיל הָאֵפוֹד בַּ
לְפִיו סָבִיב  'שָפָה יִהְיֶ כְתִיב: "וגו'" 

חְרָא יִהְיֶ  עֲשֵה אֹרֵג כְפִי תַּ לּוֹ לֹא  'מַּ
שִ"י "יִקָּרֵעַּ  כְדֵי  – לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ ". וּפֵירֵש רַּ

ע לֹא שֶ  קּוֹרְעוֹ עוֹבֵר בְלָאו יִקָּרַּ " וכו'וְהַּ
מָן ס"ב(.   )וּכְדִלְקַּ

 

 

 

שִ  ב רַּ ה שֶכָתַּ "י וְאֵינוֹ מוּבָן: מִמַּ
ת פֵירוּשוֹ( שֶ" יְינוּ לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ )בִתְחִילַּּ " הַּ

דֵי" עלֹא שֶ  כְּ ט שֶ"יִקָּרַּ לֹא ", מוּבָן שֶנָקַּ
צְמוֹ, יִקָּרֵעַּ  " אֵינוֹ עִנְיָן )וְצִיוּוּי( בִפְנֵי עַּ

כָתוּב לְעֵיל מִינֵי'  ל הַּ ם עַּ עַּ אֶלָּא נְתִינַּת טַּ
חְרָא ' גולְפִיו  'שָפָה יִהְיֶ  " – ' גוכְפִי תַּ
דֵי ש  )  –" לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ  (כְּ

 

 

שִ"י בְהֶמְשֵךְ לְזֶה  הוּ שֶהוֹסִיף רַּ וא"כ מַּ
קּוֹרְעוֹ עוֹבֵר  מוֹסִיף( "וְהַּ )וּבְוָא"ו הַּ

" לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ בְלָאו", אֲשֶר עפ"ז תֵיבוֹת "
ם, אֶלָּא( צִיוּוּי, לָאו  לאֹהֵן ) עַּ נְתִינַּת טַּ

 בפ"ע?

 

 

תְמִ  גְּמָרָא וְהַּ יהָה אַף גְּדוֹלָה מִזוֹ: בַּ
ר  –אִיתָא  מְקָרֵע  בָאחֲ רַּ "אָמַּ אר"י הַּ

ר וּבִגְדֵי כְה . לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ נָה לוֹקֶה שֶנֶאֱמַּ
תְקִיף לָ  ר מַּ הּ ראב"י וְדִלְמָא הָכִי קָאָמַּ
חֲמָנָא נַּ  י' שָפָה כִי הֵיכִי דְלָא יד לֵ בִ עֲ רַּ

ע, מִי כְתִיב שֶ נִיקַּ  עלֹא רַּ יְינוּ יִקָּרַּ ". וְהַּ
פֵירוּש בְ" י " –" לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ שֶהַּ י הֵיכִּ כִּ

ע" הוּא דְלָא נִיקַּ  ירָה רַּ תִּ סְּ פֵירוּשבִּ  לַּ
 שֶהוּא לָאו.

 

 

ם זֶה מָצִינוּ ב' שִיטוֹת   עַּ ]וְאָמְנָם מִטַּ
תוֹרָה: יֵש מְפָרְשִים שֶ" לֹא בִמְפָרְשֵי הַּ
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explain that “it shall not be torn” only provides 
a rationale for that which was stated previously 
{i.e., the instruction to make a hem}, and some 
explain that this clause serves as a separate 
prohibition.] 

 
As such, it is puzzling: How can Rashi 

combine two contradictory explanations in the 
same interpretation?6 

 
 

2. 
 
WHERE DOES PSHAT CONNOTE A MITZVAH COUNT?  

 
Rashi continues: 
  

This is enumerated among the Torah’s 
prohibitions. Likewise, {the commands} 
“and the breastplate shall not move,”7 
and likewise, “they shall not be removed 
from it,”8 said regarding the Ark’s poles 
{are enumerated among the Torah’s 
prohibitions}.  
 

At first glance, it appears that Rashi adds 
the point, “This is enumerated9 among the 

ק יִקָּרֵעַּ  דִלְעֵיל " הוּא רַּ ם אַּ עַּ נְתִינַּת טַּ
 מִינֵי', וְיֵש מְפָרְשִים שֶהוּא לָאו בפ"ע[.

 

 

 

שִ"י שְנֵי  : אֵיךְ צֵירֵף רַּ וא"כ תָמוּהַּּ
 לִכְדֵי פֵירוּש אֶחָד? יםהָפְכִיִ פֵירוּשִים 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

שִ"י שָם: "שֶזֶה  ב. בְהֶמְשֵךְ דִבְרֵי רַּ
ח  תוֹרָה וְכֵן וְלֹא יִזַּ מִמִנְיַּן לָאוִין שֶבַּ
נֶאֱמָר  חוֹשֶן וְכֵן וְלֹא יָסוּרוּ מִמֶנוּ הַּ הַּ

דֵי הָאָרוֹן".  בְבַּ

 

 

 

ת  שִ"י בְהוֹסָפַּ וָּונַּת רַּ שְטוּת נִרְאֶה, שֶכַּ בְפַּ
תוֹרָה" הִיא "שֶזֶה מִמִנְיַּן לָאוִי ן שֶבַּ

                                                
1 Shemos 28:31. 
2 {The Kohen Gadol, during his service in the Mishkan and Temple wore eight garments. Our parshah contains 
detailed instructions as to how these garments were to be made and how they were to appear. The ephod, or apron, 
was made from blue, red, and purple wool, white linen, and gold strands. The apron was tied by a belt around the 
waist and covered the lower half of the body in the back and partially in the front. Two straps protruded from the 
back, angled over the High Priest’s shoulders, where a gold chain connected them to the breastplate. At the end of 
the straps were two stones on which the names of the twelve tribes were inscribed.} 
3 Shemos 28:32. 
4 Yoma 72a. 
5 Rasag, Avrohom ben HaRambam commenting on this verse. 
6 Tzeidah Laderech, explains that Rashi offers two alternative explanations of this verse. However, this answer is 
unsatisfactory, for Rashi would have indicated as such. 
7  Shemos 28:28. {The context is as follows: “They must link the bottom of the breastplate by its rings to the rings 
of the ephod… The breastplate shall not move (come loose) from the ephod.”} 
8  Shemos 25:15. {The context is as follows: “The poles must remain in the Ark’s rings, they shall not be removed 
from it.”} 
9 {In the Hebrew original, “minyan hamitzvos, literally, the enumeration of the mitzvos. The Talmud (Makos 23b) 
writes that Moshe was given 613 mitzvos at Sinai, 365 prohibitions corresponding to the days of the year; and 248 
positive commandments corresponding to the limbs of the human body. Neither the Chumash nor the Talmud 
offer an exact list. Therefore, many of the great Sages of the early second millennium sought to write and compile 
exact lists of the mitzvos and their definitions, such as Rambam, Rav Saadia Gaon, and Sefer HaChinuch. } 
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Torah’s prohibitions” to prove  that “it shall not 
be torn” is a prohibition, despite the verse’s 
implication (as Rashi first explains) that {“it 
shall not be torn” is not a command, but an 
explanation as to why a hem is to be woven, i.e.,} 
“so that it will not tear.” 

 
This is difficult to understand. Rashi’s 

interpretations are always based on peshuto shel 
mikra.10 What is Rashi’s basis in pshat that “it 
shall not be torn” is counted as a prohibition? 

 
[Indeed, Rashi previously mentions the 

concept of minyan hamitzvos,11 and so this 
concept obviously plays a role in an explanation 
based on pshat. But we see no compelling 
evidence, based on the simple sense of these 
verses, that “it shall not be torn” is enumerated 
among the prohibitions.] 

 
 

3. 
 
IS IT A PROBLEM OR NOT? 

 
Rashi’s closing words are even more 

difficult: “Likewise, ‘the breastplate shall not 
move,’ and likewise, ‘they shall not be removed 
from it,’ mentioned regarding the Ark poles.” 
Commentators12 suggest that Rashi’s intention 
in bringing these two examples is to present 
parallel texts to the clause “it shall not be torn,” 
which serves both as a prohibition and as a 
rationale for that which was stated previously 
(“so that it will not tear”). This is because in both 
examples, the simple meaning of, “it shall not 
move,” and, “they shall not be removed,” is, “so 
that it shall not move,” and, “so that they will 

 –" הוּא לָאו לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ שֶ" 'רְאָיָ לְהָבִיא 
כָתוּב הִיא )כְמוֹ  שְמָעוּת הַּ אַף שֶמַּ

ת פֵירוּשוֹ( " שִ"י בִתְחִילַּּ ב רַּ דֵי שֶכָתַּ כְּ
עלֹא שֶ   ".יִקָּרַּ

 

 

 

שִ"י מְי סָד וּוְאֵינוֹ מוּבָן: הֲלֹא פֵירוּש רַּ
ל פְשוּטוֹ שֶל מִקְרָא  שִ"י  וּמִנַּיִן –עַּ לְרַּ

טוּת מִ  שְּ כְתוּבִים שֶ"פַּ " הוּא לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ הַּ
תוֹרָה"?  "מִמִנְיַּן לָאוִין שֶבַּ

 

מִצְווֹת כְבָר  ]אָמְנָם עֶצֶם עִנְיַּן מִנְיַּן  הַּ
שִ"י עה"ת  וּמִמֵילָא,  –הוּבָא בְפֵירוּש רַּ

שוּטוֹ וֹם יֵש לְזֶה מָק פְּ שֶל מִקְרָא, אֲבָל בִּ
שְטוּת  לִכְאוֹרָה אֵין כֹל הֶכְרֵחַּ בְפַּ

לָּאו " כְתוּבִים שֶהַּ " נִכְנָס לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ הַּ
 בְמִנְיָן זֶה[.

 

 

 

 

 

וְיוֹתֵר מִזֶה אֵינוֹ מוּבָן סִיּוּם פֵירוּש ג. 
חוֹשֶן וְכֵן לֹא  ח הַּ שִ"י "וְכֵן וְלֹא יִזַּ רַּ

נֶאֱמָר יָסוּרוּ מְפָרְשִים וכו' מִמֶנוּ הַּ ". הַּ
שִ"י  וָּונַּת רַּ הֲבִיאוֹ כָתְבוּ, שֶכַּ פְסוּקִים  בַּ
גְמָא לְפֵירוּשוֹ וּאֵלֶּה הִיא לְהָבִיא ד

צְמוֹ לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ שֶ" " הוּא הֵן לָאו בִפְנֵי עַּ
ם )"כְדֵי שֶ  עַּ עלֹא וְהֵן נְתִינַּת טַּ  –"( יִקָּרַּ

פֵירוּש מִפְנֵי  שֶאַף בִפְסוּקִים אֵלֶּה הַּ
ח" וּבְ"לֹא יָסוּרוּ"  פָשוּט בְ"וְלֹא יִזַּ  –הַּ

דֵי הוּא " דֵי שֶלֹּא יִזַּח" "כְּ שֶלֹּא יָסוּרוּ", כְּ
נִמְנִים  ומ"מ אֵלּוּ הֵן לָאוִין בפ"ע הַּ

לָּאוִין.  בְמִנְיַּן הַּ

 

 

                                                
10 {In the Hebrew original, “peshuto shel mikra,” often referred to as “pshat.” Rashi states in his commentary to 
Bereishis 3:8: “I have come only to explain the plain meaning of the Torah.” Though there are many levels and 
depths of interpretation on the Torah, Rashi adopts a straightforward approach.} 
11 Bereishis 32:5; Shemos 24:12; see also Bamidbar 15:39. 
12 Sifsei Chachamim’s gloss on Rashi (in the name of Gur Aryeh). 
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not remove them.” Nonetheless, both are 
independent prohibitions that are enumerated 
among the Torah’s prohibitions. 

 
What remains unclear [in addition to the 

difficulty (similar to that raised in section 2) 
regarding each of these examples: What is 
Rashi’s basis in pshat that they are to be 
counted as Torah prohibitions?]: 

 
In his remarks on the verses, “it shall not 

move,” and, “they shall not be removed,” Rashi 
does not explain that these clauses serve as both 
a rationale and an independent prohibition. 
Thus, however we look at this issue, we face an 
enigma: If explaining “it shall not be torn” as 
both a prohibition and a rationale is difficult, 
Rashi should have addressed this issue in his 
remarks on the earlier verses, “it shall not 
move,” and, “they shall not be removed from it.” 
And if Rashi maintains that this explanation 
does not pose a difficulty [on the contrary — it is 
so simple that Rashi does not need to write it 
because the novice student of Scripture13 will 
reach this conclusion by himself], what 
compelled Rashi to offer this explanation here 
(and even support it with proofs)? 

 
 

4. 
 
STRANGE TERMINOLOGY 

 
Some commentators14 resolve the first 

question (above in section 1) as follows: Peshuto 
shel mikra implies that “it shall not be torn” (“it 
shall not move,” and, “they shall not be 
removed”) are not commandments.  Rather, 

 

 

 

 

ם עַּ  ל זֶה שֶגַּּ ל וְאֵינוֹ מוּבָן ]נוֹסָף עַּ
גְמָאוֹת אֵלֶּה יֵש לִשְאוֹל )ע"ד הנ"ל וּד

שִ"י מִ  טוּת ס"ב(: מִנַּיִן לְרַּ שְּ כְתוּבִים פַּ הַּ
תוֹרָה"?[:  שֶהֵם "מִמִנְיַּן לָאוִין שֶבַּ

 

ח" וְ"לֹא יָסוּרוּ" לֹא  בִפְסוּקִים "וְלֹא יִזַּ
ר שֶיֵּש בָהֶם נְתִינַּת  ל אֲתַּ שִ"י עַּ פֵירֵש רַּ

ם וְגַּ  עַּ ה נַּפְשָךְ:  –ם לָאו בפ"ע טַּ וּמִמַּ
" הֵן לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ קוֹשִי לְפָרֵש " יֶשְנוֹ אִם 

ם וְהֵן כְלָאו, הָ  עַּ שִ"י לְבָאֵר יָ כְטַּ ל רַּ ' עַּ
ר  ל אֲתַּ פְסוּקִיםזֹאת עַּ "לֹא יָסוּרוּ"  בַּ

ח" הָאֲמוּרִים קוֹדֶם לָכֵן; וְאִם  וּ"וְלֹא יִזַּ
שִ"י שֶאֵין קוֹשִי בְפֵירוּש זֶה  ס"ל לְרַּ

בָה: זֶהוּ פֵירוּש פָשוּט כ"כ, שֶאֵין  דְרַּ ]וְאַּ
שִ"י צָרִיךְ לְפָרֵש  "בֶן  מְאוּמָהרַּ שֶכֵן הַּ

צְמוֹ[  ל כָךְ בְעַּ דוּעַּ  –חָמֵש" יַּעֲמוֹד עַּ מַּ
פָסוּק וּה שְמִיעֵנוּ זֹאת בַּ שִ"י לְהַּ ךְ רַּ צְרַּ

ן )וְאַף לְהָבִיא רְאָיוֹת לְ   פֵירוּשוֹ(?דִידַּ

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

שְאֵלָה הָרִאשוֹנָה )דִלְעֵיל ס"א(  ד. ל הַּ עַּ
מְפָרְשִים: לְפִי פְשוּטוֹ שֶל  תֵירְצוּ הַּ

" לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ לִכְאוֹרָה, שֶ" עוֹלֶהמִקְרָא 
ח" וְ"לֹא יָסוּרוּ"( אֵינוֹ  )וְכֵן "וְלֹא יִזַּ
ל הָאָמוּר לְעֵיל  ם עַּ עַּ צִיוּוּי, אֶלָּא נְתִינַּת טַּ

                                                
13  {“Ben chamesh lemikra,” in the Hebrew original, meaning, “a five-year-old beginning to study Scripture.” This 
is a term borrowed from Pirkei Avos, which teaches that the appropriate age for a child to begin studying Scripture 
is at the age of five. Rashi wrote his commentary on Tanach to solve problems that a 5-year-old student would 
encounter in understanding the simple meaning of a verse. Additionally, Rashi never expects the student to know 
more than the plain meaning of the earlier verses in the Torah.} 
14 Sifsei Chachamim (in the name of Gur Aryeh) gloss on Rashi.  
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each of these verses provides a rationale for 
what was stated previously. However, had the 
Torah only intended to provide a rationale, it 
should have written, “so that it will not tear” (as 
the Gemara asks). By writing, “it shall not be 
torn” (“it shall not move,” and, “they shall 
not be removed”), the Torah hints that these 
clauses have a double meaning: (a) Understood 
simply, they provide a rationale for an earlier 
directive; and, (b) a commandment, “It shall 
not be torn.” 

 
However, a difficulty remains (as 

mentioned above in section 3): Why does Rashi 
not offer this explanation earlier in his remarks 
on, “it shall not move,” and, “they shall not be 
removed”? 

  
 

5. 
 
EXTREME PASSIVE 

 
The explanation: According to pshat, “it 

shall not move,” and, “they shall not be 
removed” are not rationales but 
commandments. For, as mentioned, if they were 
rationales, the Torah would have written, “so 
that they will not be removed,” and, “so that it 
will not move” (as the Gemara asks). 

 
Although the Torah does not write {in the 

imperative form}, “you shall not remove 
them,” or (“you shall not move”), a command 
directed toward a person, written in second 
person, you shall not do so. But, “they shall not 
be removed” {in passive form} means that the 
poles should not be removed from the rings 
(and likewise, “it shall not move”).  

 
Nonetheless, we can still interpret these 

verses as commandments. The onus is upon a 
person to ensure that the poles are not 

ם  עַּ מִינֵי'; אֶלָּא שֶאִילּוּ הָיְתָה זוֹ נְתִינַּת טַּ
ד בַּ לְּ ר "יָ , הָ בִּ כָתוּב צָרִיךְ לוֹמַּ לֹא ש  ' הַּ
ע גְּמָרָא(. וּמִזֶה וּ" )וּכְקיִקָּרַּ שְיַּית הַּ

ר "שֶנֶ  לאֹ " )וְכֵן "יִקָּרֵעַּ לאֹ אֱמַּ ח" וְּ יִזַּ
מֶזֶת לאֹ וְ" תוֹרָה מְרַּ יָסוּרוּ"( מוּכָח, שֶהַּ

שְמָעוּת  פוּלָהבָזֶה מַּ שְטוּת כְּ : א( פַּ
כָתוּב  שְמָעוּת הַּ ל  –מַּ ם עַּ עַּ נְתִינַּת טַּ

יוּוּי הָאָמוּר לְעֵיל; ב(   ". לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ " –צִּ

 

 

 

 

יִין קָשֶה )כְדִלְעֵיל ס"ג(:  אֶלָּא שֶעֲדַּ
שִ"י כָל זֹאת  דוּעַּ לֹא פֵירֵש רַּ עֵיל מַּ ל לְּ עַּ

 "לֹא יָסוּרוּ" וּ"וְלֹא יִזַּח"?

 

 

 

 

 

 

פְשָט יֵש  ה. ל דֶרֶךְ הַּ בֵיאוּר בָזֶה: עַּ וְהַּ
ח"  אֵינָם לְפָרֵש, שֶ"לֹא יָסוּרוּ" וּ"וְלֹא יִזַּ

ם, אֶ  עַּ ק צִיוּוּי וְלָאו בפ"ע נְתִינַּת טַּ לָּא רַּ
מְבוֹאָר לְעֵיל, אִילּוּ הָיְתָה  – ר שֶכַּ מֵאַחַּ

ם הול"ל " עַּ לֹּא יָסוּרוּ", ש  זוֹ נְתִינַּת טַּ
ח" )וּכְקש  " גְּמָרָא(; וּלֹּא יִזַּ  שְיַּית הַּ

 

 

לָּשוֹן "לֹא  ר בַּ דָבָר לֹא נֶאֱמַּ וְאַף שֶהַּ
ירֵם סִּ יחַּ " )אוֹ "וְלֹא תְּ  –"( תָזִּ

ל וּשֶה , בִלְשוֹן הָאָדָםרְאֲתָה צִיוּוּי עַּ
, שֶ   –לֹא יַּעֲשֶה זֹאת, אֶלָּא הוּא נוֹכֵחַּ

יְינוּ שֶ יָסוּרוּ"לֹא  ים", הַּ דִּ בַּ לֹא יָסוּרוּ  הַּ
בָעוֹת )וְכֵן "וְלֹא  טַּ זַּחמֵהַּ   –"( יִּ

 

 

יִין אֶפְשָר לְפָרֵש זֹאת בְדֶרֶךְ צִיוּוּי,  עֲדַּ
דֵל שֶלֹּא יָסוּרוּ הָאָדָם שֶ  צָרִיךְ לְהִשְתַּ

פָסוּק  בָעוֹת )ועד"ז בַּ טַּ דִים מִן הַּ בַּ הַּ
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removed from the rings (and likewise, that “it 
shall not move”). This is similar to the command 
earlier in the verse, “The poles shall be in the 
Ark's rings,” which is certainly a 
commandment despite the Torah not 
speaking of a person’s action, but rather 
speaking of the poles (“The poles shall be in 
the Ark's rings”). 

 
However, our verse is unlike the other 

verses. Our verse states, “lo yikarei’ah {it shall 
not be torn}” (with the vowel kamatz under the 
letter kuf, and the vowel tzeirei under the letter 
reish), in the nif’al15 verb construct. Thus, if the 
phrase, “lo yikarei’ah” is a commandment, it 
must come to modify and add to the prohibition. 
As Rashi clarifies (regarding the verse,16 “No 
work yei’aseh {may be done} on these days”), 
“even through others.”1718 This implies that the 
commands, “it shall not move,” and “they shall 
not be removed” (and many other warnings 
given regarding the Mishkan and its 
furnishings) do not apply to others who do so 
{whereas, “it shall not be torn,” is forbidden 
even for others}. However, pshat doesn’t 
support making such a distinction. 

 
Therefore, Rashi explains this clause to 

mean, “so that it will not tear.” That is, this 
verse’s unusual construct indicates this clause is 
offering a rationale, unlike, “it shall not move,” 
and, “they shall not be removed.” 

 

ת  צִיוּוּי בִתְחִילַּּ ח"(; וע"ד הַּ "וְלֹא יִזַּ
בְעוֹת הָאָרוֹן  פָסוּק "בְטַּ יםהַּ דִּ בַּ יוּ הַּ הְּ " יִּ

יוּוּישֶהוּא  – בֵר צִּ כָתוּב אֵינוֹ מְדַּ , אַף שֶהַּ
, אֶלָּא אוֹדוֹת הָאָדָםת לַּּ וּאוֹדוֹת פְע
ים  דִּ בַּ בְעוֹת הָאָרוֹן הַּ יוּ )"בְטַּ הְּ יִּ

ים דִּ בַּ  "(.הַּ

 

 

 

ן, שֶבוֹ  כָתוּב דִידַּ אֶלָּא שֶיָּשְנוּ שִינוּי בַּ
ר " " )קוּ"ף קְמוּצָה וְרֵי"ש לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ נֶאֱמַּ
ם –בִנְיָן נִפְעָל, וְלָכֵן  –צָרוּי'(  אָמְנָם  אִּ

ח וְ"לֹא יָסוּרוּ"   –זֶהוּ צִיוּוּי כְמוֹ "וְלֹא יִזַּ
צִיוּוּיצָרִיךְ לִהְיוֹת  " שִינוּי לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ " בַּ

צִיוּוּיִיםוְהוֹסָפָה יוֹתֵר מֵאֲשֶר   בַּ
שִ" ל כָל י הָאֲחֵרִים, וּכְמוֹ שֶפֵירֵש רַּ )עַּ

 מְלָאכָה לֹא יֵעָשֶה בָהֶם(: אֲפִילּוּ ע"י
צִיוּוּיִיםאֲחֵרִים. וּלְפִי זֶה נִמְצָא   שֶבַּ

מָה  ח" וְ"לֹא יָסוּרוּ" )וּבְעוֹד כַּ "וְלֹא יִזַּ
מִשְכָן וְכֵלָיו(  אֵין אִיסוּר  –אַזְהָרוֹת בַּ

וְזֶה אֵינוֹ  –ע"י אֲחֵרִים!  נַּעֲשָהבְ 
פְשָט בֵל ע"ד הַּ   .מִתְקַּ

 

 

 

 

 

שִ"י "כְדֵ  עלֹא י שֶ וְלָכֵן פֵירֵש רַּ ": יִקָּרַּ
פָסוּק מוֹרֶה שֶיֵּש כָאן  לָּשוֹן בַּ שִינוּי הַּ
דָבָר דוֹמֶה  ם, מִפְנֵי שֶאֵין הַּ עַּ נְתִינַּת טַּ

ח".לְ   "לֹא יָסוּרוּ" וּ"וְלֹא יִזַּ

 

                                                
15 {In the Hebrew language, root-verbs are generally two or three letters, that are then plugged in to many different 
forms depending on the vowels, prefixes, and suffixes, in order to change the tense, person and subject. The nif’al 
construct takes the verb, places a nun as the prefix and adjusts the vowels as such turning the verb into passive 
form.} 
16 Shemos 12:16. {This verse discusses the obligation to refrain from working on festivals.} 
17 {That is to say that a Jew cannot have another person perform work on his behalf on the festivals.} 
18 The difference between yikarei’ah, yei’aseh and yei’achel, (where the first letter word’s root has the vowel 
kamatz, in comparison with yizach {it shall not move} and yasuru {they shall not be removed}) is that these words 
in the nif’al construct include any way of performing the activity. As Rashi writes, “even through others.” Similarly, 
“lo yei’achel” which Rashi (Pesachim 21b s.v. Lo) explains to mean “any type of eating.” Whereas yizach and 
yasuru do not give this connotation.  
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Nonetheless, the verse does not explicitly 
state, “so that it will not tear,” but rather, “it 
shall not be torn.” This indicates that it is both 
a command and an independent prohibition (as 
in section 4, above). 

 
6. 

 
THE CONTSTRUCT’S DOUBLE FUNCTION 

 
We still need to clarify, however: If this 

clause is intended as a command, why does the 
Torah only allude to this command (by not 
writing directly, “so that it will not tear)? A 
command should be written clearly and 
explicitly! 

 
To address this question Rashi continues, 

“This is enumerated among the Torah’s 
prohibitions….” Although “Lo yikarei’ah” also 
connotes a prohibition, this clause is not to be 
construed as the source of prohibition against 
tearing the robe, for we already know this from 
elsewhere, as we will explain. Rather, the 
Torah’s intention here “to enumerate it among 
the prohibitions.” In other words, the verse 
intends to enumerate this previously known 
prohibition among the 365 prohibitions. 
Therefore, this clause must connote a 
prohibition, but this prohibition can only be 
written as a hint. 

 
What is the source of the prohibition 

against tearing the robe? It is clearly 
understood based on a previous verse:19 
“Make sacred garments… that are for dignity 
and beauty,” and a torn garment is neither 
dignified nor beautiful. 

 
 

ר " ר שֶלֹּא נֶאֱמַּ עלֹא ש  אֲבָל מֵאַחַּ ", יִקָּרַּ
הֲרֵי מוּכָח, שֶכָאן  –" לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ אֶלָּא "

ם  יֶשְנוֹ   צִיוּוּי וְלָאו בפ"ע )וכנ"ל ס"ד(.גַּ

 

 

 

 

 

 

יִין אֵינוֹ מוּבָן: אִם אָמְנָם  ו. אֲבָל עֲדַּ
כָתוּב לַּ  וָּונַּת הַּ יוּוּיכַּ ר צִּ דוּעַּ נֶאֱמַּ , מַּ

ב  ק בְרֶמֶז )עי"ז שֶלֹּא נִכְתַּ צִיוּוּי רַּ הַּ
עלֹא ש  " וּי צָרִיךְ "(? הֲלֹא צִיוּיִקָּרַּ

 לְהִכָתֵב בְאוֹפֶן בָרוּר וּבְפֵירוּש!

 

שִ"י "שֶזֶה מִמִנְיַּן  מְשִיךְ רַּ ל כֵן מַּ וְעַּ
שְמָעוּת  תוֹרָה": זֶה שֶיֵּש בְמַּ לָאוִין שֶבַּ

ם לָאו, אֵינוֹ כְדֵי לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ תֵיבוֹת " " גַּּ
שְמִיעֵנוּ כָאן אֶת עֶצֶם הָאִיסוּר  לְהַּ

מְעִיל לִקְר זֹאת יוֹדְעִים אָנוּ  –וֹעַּ אֶת הַּ
מָן  אֶלָּא כְדֵי  –כְבָר מִמָקוֹם אַחֵר, כְדִלְקַּ

יַּן " 'יִהְיֶ שֶהָאִיסוּר  נְּ מִּ וָּונַּת מִּ לָאוִין": כַּ
כָתוּב כָאן הִיא לִכְלוֹל אֶת הָאִיסוּר  הַּ

יָדוּעַּ  עֲשֶה, הַּ לָכֵןבְחֶשְבוֹן שס"ה לֹא תַּ  וְּ
שְמָעוּת שֶל לָאו. וּמ ת לִהְיוֹת כָאן מַּ חַּ כְרַּ

ם בְרֶמֶז  –ז ה וְעִנְיָן  יָכוֹל לְהִכָתֵב גַּּ
ד.  בִלְבַּ

 

 

 

 

ל  וּמִנַּיִן יָדְעִינַּן אֶת עֶצֶם הָאִיסוּר עַּ
מְעִיל?  ת הַּ הֲרֵי זֶה מוּבָן  –קְרִיעַּ

טוּת  שְּ פַּ כָתוּב בְּ עֵילמִן הַּ : "וְעָשִיתָ לְּ
ת' גובִגְדֵי קוֹדֶש  אָר  פְּ תִּ כָבוֹד וּלְּ  –" לְּ

 ".לְכָבוֹד וּלְתִפְאָרֶתבֶגֶד קָרוּעַּ אֵינוֹ "

 

 

                                                
19 Shemos 28:2. 
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7. 
 
THE FORBIDDEN COUNT 

 
Seemingly, this explanation might raise a 

question: In many places,20 the Torah adds a 
second prohibition so that a person “violates two 
prohibitions,” or the like. Nonetheless, both 
prohibitions are written as commandments. 
Accordingly, why here does the Torah not write 
explicitly that tearing the robe is prohibited 
(even though the Torah’s intent is only to point 
out that this prohibition is to be enumerated 
among the prohibitions.) 

 
Rashi addresses this issue by writing, 

“Whoever tears it violates a prohibition, 
because this is enumerated among the Torah’s 
prohibitions” (and not, “and this is 
enumerated…”). Meaning, the reason a person 
who tears the robe violates a prohibition is 
because “this is enumerated among the Torah’s 
prohibitions.” In other words, the reason why a 
person who tears the robe violates a prohibition 
is only because “this is enumerated among the 
Torah’s prohibitions.” 

 
In other instances, the Torah adds 

prohibitions in order to impress upon a person 
the severity of these prohibitions, so he will 
more easily avoid transgressing. 

 
In contrast, by teaching that “whoever 

tears the robe violates a prohibition,” the Torah 
does not intend for a person to feel that this 
prohibition is more severe. Rather, the Torah’s 
intent is to enumerate tearing the robe among 
the prohibitions as an outcome of the teaching 
that “whoever tears the robe violates a 
prohibition.” Since this prohibition is not meant 
to make people view this sin more severely, it 
can be hinted at {and does not need to be spelled 
out explicitly}. 

 

 

 

ל בֵיאוּר זֶה: ז.  ן לִשְאוֹל עַּ לִכְאוֹרָה נִיתַּ
מָה מְקוֹמוֹת, שֶהוֹסִיפָה  הֲלֹא מָצִינוּ בְכַּ

עֲבוֹר עָלָיו בִשְנֵי  תוֹרָה לָאו "לַּ " לָאוִויןהַּ
לָּאוִין  וכיו"ב, ואעפ"כ כְתוּבִים כֹל הַּ

וא"כ אַף כָאן  –בְסִגְנוֹן שֶל צִיוּוּי 
' צָרִיךְ לְהִכָתֵב צִיוּוּי מְפוֹרָש יָ לִכְאוֹרָה הָ 

מְעִיל )אַף שֶלֹּא בָא  שֶאָסוּר לִקְרוֹעַּ אֶת הַּ
שְמִיעֵנוּ שֶאִיסוּר זֶה  כָתוּב אֶלָּא לְהַּ הַּ

ם לָאו(?הוּא   גַּּ

 

 

 

קּוֹרְעוֹ  שִ"י בִלְשוֹנוֹ "וְהַּ וְזֹאת מְיַּישֵב רַּ
ז ה עוֹבֵר בְלָאו  מִמִנְיַּן לָאוִין ש 

תוֹרָה" )וְלֹא " ז ה שֶבַּ  מִמִנְיַּן לָאוִיןוְּ
יְינוּ, "שֶזֶה מִמִנְיַּן לָאוִין  כו'"(, הַּ

תוֹרָה" הוּא  ם שֶבַּ עַּ קּוֹרְעוֹ טַּ ל זֶה שֶ"הַּ עַּ
קּוֹרֵעַּ עוֹבֵר  –בֵר בְלָאו" עוֹ  הֲסִיבָה שֶהַּ

ל לָאו הִיא  ק עַּ מִפְנֵי שֶהוּא "מִמִנְיַּן רַּ
תוֹרָה":  לָאוִין שֶבַּ

 

 

 

תוֹרָה  בִמְקוֹמוֹת אֲחֵרִים שֶבָהֶם הַּ
מוֹסִיפָה לָאוִין, הֲרֵי זֶה כְדֵי שֶיְּהֵא 

הָאָדָם,  בְהֶרְגֵּשהָאִיסוּר חָמוּר יוֹתֵר 
וָּונָה  למִתוֹךְ כַּ עָלָיו לְהִמָנַּע  שֶיֵּיקַּ

ית אִיסוּר זֶה;  מֵעֲשִיַּּ

קּוֹרְעוֹ עוֹבֵר בְלָאו"  משא"כ זֶה שֶ"הַּ
גְדִיל אֶת ח ת הָאִיסוּר וּאֵינוֹ כְדֵי לְהַּ מְרַּ

תוֹרָה כָאן  וָּונַּת הַּ אֵצֶל הָאָדָם, אֶלָּא כַּ
מְ  ת הַּ עִיל הִיא לִכְלוֹל אֶת אִיסוּר קְרִיעַּ

יַּןבְ" נְּ לָּאוִין"  מִּ ק כְ  –הַּ מִכָךְ תוֹצָאָה וְרַּ
לָּאו  ר שֶהַּ קּוֹרְעוֹ עוֹבֵר בְלָאו"; וּמֵאַחַּ "הַּ

גְדִיל אֶת ח ת הָאִיסוּר וּלֹא בָא לְהַּ מְרַּ
י בִכְתִיבָתוֹ בְאוֹפֶן שֶל  אֵצֶל הָאָדָם, דַּ

 רֶמֶז.
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On this basis we can also understand why 

Rashi deviates from the Gemara’s wording. 
The Gemara writes, “One who tears one of the 
priestly garments incurs lashes,” while Rashi 
writes, “Whoever tears the robe violates a 
prohibition.” Rashi’s wording does not 
emphasize the severity of the prohibition of 
tearing the robe (to the extent that by doing so, 
a person incurs lashes). On the contrary, “Lo 
yikarei’ah” only implies a prohibition as a 
consequence of (this prohibition) being 
“enumerated among the Torah’s prohibitions.” 

 
 

8. 
 
ADDING MITZVOS TO MISHKAN CONSTRUCTION 

 
Still, this explanation is still not 

altogether cogent. Why specifically here does 
Torah add a prohibition solely in order to 
enumerate it among the prohibitions? To 
address this question, Rashi continues: 
“Likewise, ‘and the breastplate shall not 
move’; and likewise, ‘they shall not be 
removed from it,’ mentioned {regarding the 
Ark’s poles}.” Neither of these verses are the 
first in which these prohibitions are taught. 
Accordingly, we can conclude that regarding 
the construction of the Mishkan, the Torah’s 
intent is to increase the number of 
prohibitions. 

 
When discussing the breastplate the 

Torah says,21 “They shall attach the 
breastplate... with a techeles22 cord so that it 
will remain above the ephod's belt.” Rashi 

 

ם מָה שֶ  ן גַּּ ינָה וּבָזֶה יוּבַּ שִ"י מִלְּשוֹן שִּ רַּ
גְּמָרָא  מְקָרֵע )בִגְדֵי כְה –הַּ נָה( וּ"הַּ

ה קּוֹרְעוֹ  –" לוֹק  ב "וְהַּ לָאווְכָתַּ ": עוֹבֵר בְּ
ל  שִ"י אֵינָהּ עַּ דְגָּשָה בִלְשוֹן רַּ הַּ ר הַּ חוֹמ 

יָּיבִים  ד שֶחַּ מְעִיל )עַּ ת הַּ חֵטְא שֶל קְרִיעַּ הַּ
בָה: זֶ  דְרַּ לְקוּת(, אֶלָּא אַּ לֹא ה שֶ"ע"ז מַּ

שְמָעוּת לָאו, הֲרֵי זוֹ יִקָּרֵעַּ  ם בְמַּ " הוּא גַּּ
ק תוֹצָאָה מִזֶה שֶהָאִיסוּר הוּא ")שֶזֶה(  רַּ

תוֹרָה".  מִמִנְיַּן לָאוִין שֶבַּ

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

יִין אֵינוֹ מְח ח. עֲדַּ מְרֵי: מִפְנֵי מָה וּוַּ וָּר לְגַּ
תוֹרָה לָאו  וְקָא בְאִיסוּר זֶה הוֹסִיפָהּ הַּ דַּ
ל  לָּאוִין? עַּ ק כְדֵי שֶיִּמָנֶה בְמִנְיַּן הַּ ךְ וְרַּ אַּ
שִ"י וְהֵבִיא בְפֵירוּשוֹ "וְכֵן  כֵן הִמְשִיךְ רַּ
נֶאֱמָר  ח וְכֵן לֹא יָסוּרוּ מִמֶנוּ הַּ לֹא יִזַּ

שֶבְלָאוִין אֵלּוּ אֵין חִידוּש  –" וכו'
בְעֶצֶם הָאִיסוּר, וּמִזֶה רוֹאִים אָנוּ 
כָתוּב  ת הַּ מַּ מִשְכָן כו' מְגַּ שֶבִמְלֶאכֶת הַּ

לָּאוִין:  הִיא לְהוֹסִיף בְמִנְיַּן הַּ

 

 

 

 

 

 

חוֹשֶן כְתִיב " חבְנוֹגֵעַּ לַּ שֶן וֹ וְיִרְכְסוּ אֶת הַּ
יוֹת לִּ בִפְתִיל תְכֵלֶת ' גו ל חֵשֶב הְּ עַּ

שִ"י: "לִהְיוֹת הָאֵפוֹד ", וּכְפֵירוּש רַּ
חוֹשֶן  וּמִזֶה  –הָאֵפוֹד" חֵשֶב אֶל דָבוּק הַּ

                                                
20 See Rashi’s commentary on Shemos 34:23 (“Many commandments... {in the Torah are stated and repeated, 
many of them three or four times, in order to increase a person’s liability and to mete out punishment according 
to the number of prohibitions...”)}; Vayikra 6:6, 11:44, 23:31. 
21 Shemos 28:28. 
22 {A color identified as turquoise or light blue.} 
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explains, “So that the breastplate will be 
attached to the ephod’s belt.” We already 
know, though, that the breastplate must be 
attached to the ephod. Similarly, regarding 
the Ark’s poles, the Torah says,23 “The poles 
shall remain in the Ark’s rings.” That the 
poles must remain in the Ark’s rings was 
already clearly commanded. 

 
Nevertheless, Torah adds the 

prohibitions, “it shall not move,” and, “they 
shall not be removed.” This proves that 
generally, regarding constructing the 
Mishkan and the priestly garments, the 
Torah’s intent is to increase the number of 
prohibitions. Consequently, we have a better 
understanding of why the Torah writes, “it 
shall not be torn” (and not, “so that it will 
not tear,”) solely to add a prohibition. 

 
9. 

 
HOW TO TEAR 

 
Rashi’s commentary contains wondrous 

halachic novallae {which we will appreciate by 
prefacing with a ruling of Rambam}. Rambam 
rules as follows:24 

 
One who tears the robe’s neck opening 
incurs lashes, as it says, “It shall not be 
torn.” This applies to all the priestly 
garments. One who tears them in a 
destructive manner incurs lashes. 
 

At first glance, Rambam’s implies a 
distinction between the laws of the robe and the 
other garments. One who tears the other 
garments only incurs lashes if he does so “with 

חוֹשֶן לִהְיוֹת  ל הַּ יוֹדְעִים אָנוּ כְבָר שֶעַּ
 דֵילְבַּ דָבוּק אֶל הָאֵפוֹד; וְכֵן בְנוֹגֵעַּ 

בְעהָאָרוֹן כְתִיב "  ן יִהְיוּוֹ ת הָאָרוֹ בְטַּ
דִים בַּ ל  –" הַּ וּמִזֶה צִיוּוּי בָרוּר שֶעַּ

בְעוֹת הָאָרוֹן; דִים לִהְיוֹת בְטַּ בַּ  הַּ

 

 

 

 

תוֹרָה אֶת הַּ  ין וּמִזֶה שֶהוֹסִיפָה הַּ "לֹא לָאוִּ
ח", מוּ ח, יָסוּרוּ מִמֶנוּ" וּ"וְלֹא יִזַּ כַּ

מִשְכָן וּבִגְדֵי כְה ת וּשֶבָעִנְיָן הַּ מַּ נָה מְגַּ
כָ  כְלָלִית הִיא לְהוֹסִיף לָאוִין; הַּ תוּב הַּ

וּמִמֵילָא בְנָקֵל יוֹתֵר לְהָבִין בנדו"ד אֶת 
לָּשוֹן " כָתוּב הַּ ט הַּ " לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ מָה שֶנָקַּ

עלֹא ש  )וְלֹא " ק "( יִקָּרַּ כְדֵי לְהוֹסִיף רַּ
 לָאו.

 

 

 

 

 

הֲלָכָה וּמֵ"עִנְיָנִים מט.  פְלָאִים" ע"ד הַּ
שִ"י זֶה:בְפֵירוּש   רַּ

"ם  מְבַּ ק הָרַּ  פָסַּ

 

ר  מְעִיל לוֹקֶה שֶנֶאֱמַּ קּוֹרֵעַּ פִי הַּ לֹא "הַּ
דִין לְכֹל בִגְדֵי כְה יִקָּרֵעַּ  נָה וּוְהוּא הַּ

שְחָתָה לוֹקֶה".  קּוֹרְעָן דֶרֶךְ הַּ  שֶהַּ

 

 

 

"ם נִמְצָא, שֶיֵּש  מְבַּ שְטוּת לְשוֹן הָרַּ מִפַּ
מְעִיל לִשְאָר בִגְדֵי כְהחִילּוּק בֵין  נָה: וּהַּ

קּוֹרְעָן וּבִשְאָר בִגְדֵי כְה ק "הַּ נָה לוֹקֶה רַּ
מְעִיל  קּוֹרֵעַּ פִי הַּ שְחָתָה", אֲבָל "הַּ דֶרֶךְ הַּ

 בְכָל אוֹפֶן. –לוֹקֶה" 

                                                
23 Shemos 25:15. 
24 Mishneh Torah, “Hilchos Klei Hamikdash,” ch. 9, par. 3. 
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destructive intent,” but one who tears the robe’s 
neck opening incurs lashes in any case. 

 
The later rabbinical scholars25 explain the 

Rambam’s position: A person who tears any of 
the priestly garments incurs lashes based on the 
proof-text, “You shall not do so….”26 (This 
prohibition only applies to destroying with 
destructive intent.) In contrast, the source of the 
prohibition of tearing the robe is, “it shall not be 
torn,” for which a person is liable to receive 
lashes in any event. 

 
However, Rashi maintains that according 

to pshat, the Torah repeats, “it shall not be torn,” 
not in order to add another prohibition, but 
rather to enumerate this prohibition “among the 
Torah’s prohibitions.” 

 
What thus emerges is that Rashi 

maintains (in his Torah commentary) that no 
distinction is to be made between the robe and 
other priestly garments regarding the method of 
tearing.  

 
10. 

 
THE WINE OF TORAH  

 
From the “wine of Torah”27 in Rashi’s 

commentary: 
 
Seemingly, we must clarify (in light of the 

deeper teachings of Torah): Why does Rashi 
quote the prooftext, “it shall not move,” from  

 

 

 

תוְכָתְבוּ אַחֲרוֹנִים בְבֵיאוּר  עַּ "ם,  דַּ מְבַּ הָרַּ
לְקוּת לַּ  מַּ קוֹרֵעַּ "כֹל בִגְדֵי שֶחִיּוּב הַּ

לָּאו "וּכְה ד הַּ עֲשוּן כֵן נָה" הוּא מִצַּ לֹא תַּ
ק בְ"דֶרֶךְ גו '" )וְלָאו זֶה הוּא רַּ

שְחָתָה"(; משא"כ בַּ  מְעִיל, חִיּוּב הַּ
לָּאו דְ  ד הַּ לְקוּת הוּא מִצַּ מַּ " לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ "הַּ

לְקוּת בְכָל עִנְיָן. – יָּיבִים מַּ  וּבְלָאו זֶה חַּ

 

 

 

כְתוּבִים,  שְטוּת הַּ שִ"י בְפַּ ת רַּ אֲבָל לְשִיטַּ
לָּאו דְ  כָתוּב אֶת הַּ " לֹא יִקָּרֵעַּ "הוֹסִיף הַּ

יסּוּר ע"מ לְהוֹסִיף לאֹ  חָדָש, אֶלָּא כְדֵי אִּ
תוֹרָה", לְלוֹ בְ"מִנְיַּןלְכוֹ  לָּאוִין שֶבַּ  הַּ

 

שִ"י )בְפֵירוּשוֹ  ת רַּ ולפ"ז נִמְצָא, שֶלְּשִיטַּ
ל  קְּרִיעָה עַּ תוֹרָה( אֵין חִילּוּק בְאוֹפֶן הַּ הַּ

מְעִיל לִשְאָר בִגְדֵי כְה  נָה.וּבֵין הַּ

 

 

 

 

 

שִ"י:י.   מִיֵּינָהּ שֶל תוֹרָה בְפֵירוּש רַּ

 

 

ת פְנִימִיּוּבִ לִכְאוֹרָה אֵינוֹ מוּבָן )
שִ"י  דוּעַּ הֵבִיא רַּ מִן  'רְאָיָ הָעִנְיָנִים(: מַּ

ח" הָאָמוּר בְפָרָשָתֵנוּ  פָסוּק "וְלֹא יִזַּ הַּ

                                                
25 {In the Hebrew original, “Achronim”; literally, “the later ones.” The term Achronim refers to the Rabbis of the 
late 15th century, and on.} Minchas Chinuch; Tzafnas Paneach al Harambam; Hafla’ah, “Addenda” (54b); 
reproduced in Tzafnas Paneach’s commentary on Torah, loc. cit. 
26 Devarim 12:4. {The context is as follows: The previous verses discuss what is required of the Jewish nation upon 
entering the Land of Israel: “Do away with all the places where the nations whom you are driving out worship their 
deities…. You must tear down their altars, break up their sacred pillars, burn their Asherah trees, and chop down 
the statues of their deities, obliterating their names from that place.” The following verse, “You shall not do so to 
Hashem…,” as indicated above, forbids destroying holy objects or garments.} 
27 {“Yeiyno shel Torah” in the original Hebrew, i.e, the deeper teachings of Torah.} 



Volume 16 | Tetzaveh | Sichah 1      projectlikkuteisichos.org - page 13 

our parshah, before quoting the prooftext, 
“they shall not be removed,” found in the 
previous parshah?  

 
Also, why does Rashi repeat the word, 

“vechein {and likewise}, ‘they shall not be 
removed’”?  

 
These questions point to the following: 

The prohibition that “they {the ark’s poles} shall 
not be removed” provides additional proof 
beyond the prohibition that “it {the breastplate} 
shall not move,” and is a greater novelty. 
Therefore, Rashi mentions “they shall not be 
removed” after writing, “it shall not move.” For 
this reason, Rashi repeats “vechein.” 

 
The explanation: The prohibition, “it shall 

not be torn” is not unexpected. It is well 
understood that damaging the priestly garments 
is prohibited. 

 
Rashi then continues, “and likewise, ‘the 

breastplate shall not move,’” teaching us that 
removing the breastplate from the ephod is also 
prohibited, even though doing so is not 
destructive. However, this prohibition, too, is 
understandable, as the Torah says,28 “Aharon 
will bear the names of the children of Israel on 
the breastplate of judgment on his heart... as a 
constant remembrance before Hashem.” 

 
In contrast, the rationale for the command 

that “the poles shall remain in the Ark's rings, 
they may not be removed from it”29 is not at all 
understood. The Ark’s poles were made to carry 
the Ark from place to place. Why, then, must 
they always remain in the rings? On the 
contrary! Simply understood, it would have 
been more sensible for the poles to have been 

נֵי פְּ פָסוּק "לֹא יָסוּרוּ"  'הָרְאָיָ  לִּ מֵהַּ
פָרָשָה  ר בַּ תשֶנֶאֱמַּ מ  קּוֹד   ?הַּ

 

 

שִ"י שֵנִית  וְעוֹד קָשֶה: מִפְנֵי מָה הוֹסִיף רַּ
ת " כֵן תֵיבַּ  לֹא יָסוּרוּ כו'"?וְּ

 

לָּאו דְ  א יָסוּרוּ" הוּא "לֹוּמִזֶה מוּבָן, שֶהַּ
לָּאו דְ חִידוּש נוֹסָ  "וְלֹא ף וְגָדוֹל יוֹתֵר מֵהַּ

ח", וְלָכֵן הֵבִיאוֹ  שִ"י  יִזַּ ררַּ "וְלֹא  לְאַחַּ
ת  ם זֶה הוֹסִיף שֵנִית תֵיבַּ עַּ ח", וּמִטַּ יִזַּ

 "וְכֵן".

 

 

 

 

לָּאו דְ  בֵיאוּר בָזֶה: הַּ " אֵינוֹ יִקָּרֵעַּ א "לֹוְהַּ
חִידוּש גָּדוֹל, שֶהֲרֵי דָבָר מוּבָן הוּא 

לְקֵל אֶת  כְהוּשֶאָסוּר לְקַּ  .נָהבִגְדֵי הַּ

 

שִ"י " כֵן לְאַחֲרָיו מוֹסִיף רַּ ח וְּ וְלֹא יִזַּ
ל הָאֵפוֹד  חוֹשֶן מֵעַּ ת הַּ חוֹשֶן": אַף הֲזָזַּ הַּ

קוּל אַף שֶאֵין בְכָךְ  – לְּ יֵש בָהּ לָאו;  –קִּ
ן  אֶלָּא ם אִיסוּר זֶה נִיתַּ הֲבָנָהשֶגַּּ , לַּ

כָתוּב שָם: "וְנָשָא אַהֲרֹן אֶת  וּכְהֶמְשֵךְ הַּ
מִשְפָט  ל שְמוֹת בְנֵי יִשְרָאֵל בְחוֹשֶן הַּ עַּ

בוֹ  כָרוֹן ' גולִּ זִּ  לִפְנֵי ה' תָמִיד".לְּ

 

 

 

בְעוֹת הָאָרוֹן  צִיוּוּי "בְטַּ ם לַּ עַּ טַּ משא"כ הַּ
בַּ  רוּ מִמֶנוּ" אֵינוֹ מוּבָן וּדִים לֹא יָסיִהְיוּ הַּ

דֵי הָאָרוֹן נַּעֲשוּ ע"מ  כְלָל לִכְאוֹרָה: בַּ
לָשֵאת אֶת הָאָרוֹן מִמָקוֹם ' יִהְיֶ שֶאֶפְשָר 
וא"כ לְשֵם מָה צְרִיכִים  –לְמָקוֹם 

בְעוֹת הָאָרוֹן  דִים לִהְיוֹת בְטַּ בַּ ידהַּ ? תָמִּ
בָא,  דְרַּ שְטוּת רָאוּי הָ אַּ ת יָ בְפַּ כְנָסַּ ' שֶהַּ

                                                
28 Shemos 28:29. 
29 {Ibid 25:15} 
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inserted in the rings when a need arose to 
transport the Ark.  

 
To address this issue, Rashi writes 

(offering a second prooftext), “likewise, ‘they 
shall not be removed from it,’ said about the 
Ark’s poles,” indicating that to remove the poles 
from the rings is also prohibited, equal to the 
prohibition of tearing and destroying the 
priestly garments.  

 
 

11. 
 
TORAH MUST TRAVEL 

 
Why, in fact, was it forbidden to remove 

the poles from the Ark’s rings? Sefer 
Hachinuch30 explains: 

 
We were instructed not to remove the 
Ark’s poles from the Ark in case the need 
arose to travel somewhere with the Ark 
quickly. Perhaps due to the travail and 
haste we would neglect to ensure that the 
poles were tightly inserted.… But if the 
poles remained ready at all times and 
were never removed from the Ark, they 
would remain firm. 

 
From this we can glean a wondrous 

directive relevant to every person’s avodah: 
 
The Ark held the tablets, exemplifying 

Torah. As the Chinuch writes:31 “The Ark housed 
the Torah.”  

 
Even a Jew who studies Torah is 

considered analogous to “an Ark,” for he 
becomes a place where the Torah resides. He 

אֲשֶר יֵש  ק כַּ בָעוֹת תֵיעָשֶה רַּ טַּ דִים בַּ בַּ הַּ
 צוֹרֶךְ לָשֵאת אֶת הָאָרוֹן.

 

שִ"י )שֵנִית( " ב רַּ כֵן וְזֶהוּ שֶכָתַּ לֹא וְּ
נֶאֱמָר  בַּ יָסוּרוּ מִמֶנוּ הַּ הָאָרוֹן": אַף דֵי בְּ

טַּ  דִים מִן הַּ בַּ בָעוֹת הִיא לָאו, הוֹצָאַת הַּ
שָו ה ת וְקִלְקוּל  הַּ מָש לְלָאו דִקְרִיעַּ מַּ

 נָה.וּבִגְדֵי כְה

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ם שֶ"לֹא יָסוּרוּ  יא. עַּ טַּ הוּ אָכֵן הַּ מַּ
חִינוּךְ:  ל כָךְ מְבוֹאָר בְסֵפֶר הַּ  מִמֶנוּ"? עַּ

 

דֵי הָאָרוֹן מִמֶנוּ פֶן  ל נָסִיר בַּ וִּינוּ לְבַּ "נִצְטַּ
צְרִיכִים לָצֵאת עִם הָאָרוֹן לְשוּם  'נִהְיֶ 

טִרְדָא  י מִתוֹךְ הַּ מָקוֹם בִמְהִירוּת וְאוּלַּ
חִפָזוֹן לֹא נִבְדוֹק  דִים  יָפֶהוְהַּ לִהְיוֹת בַּ

צוֹרֶךְ כו' אֲבָל בִהְיוֹתָם בוֹ  חֲזָקִים כָל הַּ
מוּכָנִים לְעוֹלָם וְלֹא יָסוּרוּ מִמֶנוּ יַּעֲשוּ 

 כו'". תָן חֲזָקוֹתאוֹ 

 

 

ת כאו"א: עֲבוֹדַּ  וּמִזֶה הוֹרָאָה נִפְלָאָה בַּ

 

 

לּוּחוֹת, שֶזֶהוּ עִנְיַּן וּבָאָרוֹן הָיוּ מ נָחִים הַּ
ן  חִינוּךְ: הָאָרוֹן מִשְכַּ תוֹרָה, וּבִלְשוֹן הַּ הַּ

תוֹרָה.  הַּ

 

לּוֹמֵד תוֹרָה הוּא בְד ת וּאַף יְהוּדִי הַּ גְמַּ
ן  מָקוֹםהוּא  –"הָאָרוֹן"  וְ"מִשְכַּ

ן  ר בְלִבוֹ: בִזְמַּ תוֹרָה"; יָכוֹל הוּא לוֹמַּ הַּ

                                                
30 Mitzvah 96. 
31 Ibid. 
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may entertain the following thought, especially 
if Torah is his occupation: “At the times when I 
must devote myself to Torah study, I must be 
entirely invested in study and detached from 
everything around me. At that time, what 
sense would it make for me to think about 
another Jew?” 

 
This then is the lesson from the Ark poles: 

Even when the Ark was in the Holy of Holies, the 
holiest place in the world (thus, only the kohen 
gadol entered that chamber on Yom Kippur) the 
poles had to be “prepared at all times” in 
order to quickly bring the Ark to wherever it 
was needed. Moreover, removing the poles from 
the rings would have been just as severe as 
tearing and damaging the priestly garments! 

 
So, too, regarding the Torah: No matter 

how invested a Jew is in studying Torah, he 
must always be ready to bring the Torah 
whenever and wherever it is needed. He should 
do this “quickly,” bringing Torah to more and 
more Jewish people. 

 
-From a talk delivered Shabbos parshas 

Tetzaveh, 5732 (1972) 

תוֹרָה,  קְדִיש לְלִימוּד הַּ שֶצָרִיךְ לְהַּ
", הֲרֵי עָלָיו אֻמָנוּתוֹ וּבִפְרָט אִם "תוֹרָתוֹ 

מְרֵי לְלִימוּד וּמ בְדָל וּלִהְיוֹת נָתוּן לְגַּ
סוֹבֵב אוֹתוֹ  וּמָה מָקוֹם יֵש  –מִכֹל הַּ

אוֹתָהּ שָעָה  חְשָבָה אוֹדוֹת יְהוּדִי בְּ לְמַּ
 אַחֵר?

 

 

הוֹרָאָה  ל זֶה בָאָה הַּ הָאָרוֹן:  דֵיבַּ מִ וְעַּ
ן שֶהָאָרוֹן נִמְצָא בְקָדְשֵי  אֲפִילּוּ בִזְמַּ

דָשִים  קֳּּ מְק –הַּ מָקוֹם הַּ דָש בְיוֹתֵר וּהַּ
ק  בָעוֹלָם )וְלָכֵן יָכוֹל לְהִכָנֵס לְשָם רַּ

כִיפוּרִים(  ק בְיוֹם הַּ גָּדוֹל וְרַּ כֹהֵן הַּ ם  –הַּ גַּּ
דִים לִהְיוֹת " בַּ ים אָז צְרִיכִים הַּ מוּכָנִּ

עוֹלָם ן לְּ לָשֵאת בָהֶם  'יִהְיֶ ", כְדֵי שֶנִיתַּ
ירוּתאֶת הָאָרוֹן " הִּ מְּ מָקוֹם שֶבוֹ בִּ " אֶל הַּ

דִים  וִיתֵירָהנִצְרָךְ.  הוּא בַּ מִזוֹ: הוֹצָאַת הַּ
בָעוֹת  טַּ ת וּבְחשָוָה מִן הַּ מְרָתָהּ לִקְרִיעַּ

 נָה!וּוְקִלְקוּל בִגְדֵי כְה

תוֹרָה: עֲמ  קָּה כְכָלוּוְכֵן הוּא בְעִנְיַּן הַּ
שְקִיעוּתוֹ שֶל יְהוּדִי בְלִימוּד  'שֶתִהְיֶ 

תוֹרָה,  עוֹלָם הַּ צָרִיךְ הוּא לִהְיוֹת לְּ
תוֹרָה לְכָל מָקוֹם  "מוּכָן" לְהָבִיא אֶת הַּ
וְקָא בְאוֹפֶן  דָבָר נִצְרָךְ, וְדַּ וּבְכָל עֵת שֶהַּ
שֶל "מְהִירוּת", לְעוֹד וְעוֹד מִבְנֵי 

 יִשְרָאֵל.
 )משיחת ש"פ תצוה תשל"ב.

 ז, תְרוּמָה א.לקוטי שיחות חלק ט
רְגּוּם לְ  קּוֹ לָ תַּ  (דֶששוֹן הַּ

 
 

  


