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> [ref.] See note on [ref.]
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E or Ex. Exodus
L or Lev. Leviticus
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P R E F A C E

This preface is not about the book itself but about its origin and its dedication. It starts by connecting the study of
Torah with Ice Cream and Koogle. Koogle is a special kind of pudding.

Over fifty years ago I moved from North London, where I was born and had grown up, to Golders Green in North-
West London, a place so famous that the Red Army Choir once included it in one of their songs! I soon made friends,
and was invited to visit the home of one George Frankel (known to all, even to this day, as Genge – both G’s hard)
on Friday evening. Gathered there were some twenty-odd young men in their late teens and early twenties, the evening
was social, the main highlights being officially – and it was for this that people were always invited – unique delicious
home-made lockshen koogle supplied by the hostess, Mrs. Rebecca Frankel (Genge’s mother), and parve ice-cream
supplied by the man who probably invented it, Issy Steinhart (also present), founder of Snowcrest. There was
incidentally also cake and Russian tea, and all this was supplied weekly, free of charge, to all who wished to come,
the more the merrier, and bring along your friends! Among those present, just a little older than most of us, was Cyril
Domb (later Professor of Physics at Kings College and now at Bar Ilan University) who walked some considerable
distance from Cricklewood in all weathers in order to conduct a Shiur. ‘Conduct’ is the relevant word, he did not
‘give’ it, he conducted it.

Each week Cyril (he would be annoyed if I called him Professor Domb in this context) chose a portion from the
Tanakh, usually a story, which he would get someone to read aloud and someone else to translate, and we would then
discuss it. He would raise problems and we would suggest different answers. Only after we had all given ideas would
he tell us what the commentators said. Very often we would find that one person’s idea coincided with that of Rashi,
another’s with that of Ibn Ezra, a third’s with that of Ramban and so on. The shiur was based on the correspondence
course lessons of Nechamah Leibowitz, and we all enjoyed it no less than the koogle and ice-cream. Later when Cyril
was unable to come every week, he arranged for us to take turns in preparing the shiur and conducting it ourselves.
It was there that I learned the critical method of how to actually study Chumash and Tanakh.

Perhaps the pioneer of this approach was Abarbanel, whose method was developed in turn by Malbim, Nechamah
Leibowitz and Cyril Domb. I later encountered a similar analysis in shiurim given by Rabbis Alte Halpern and Aryeh
Carmell. Still later I had the privilege of studying privately under the latter, who was very particular about getting
the right English word in translation, sharing my hatred of Shakespearean English (except of course in Shakespeare)
and of King James’s mistakes.

Some years later I was introduced to the commentary of Rashbam, which tends to be pushed out of the way, and
was tremendously impressed.

On reaching the end of the first edition of the current effort, I felt unhappy about the censuses and the meaning of
the word PAKOD. On this alone I then spent about a quarter again of the time spent on all the rest, but also had to
discuss it with someone. The obvious choice was Professor Cyril Domb, to whom my gratitude overall is implicit in
this preface. Following our agreement on some points and agreement to disagree on others, I produced two appendices
(one of which has now been changed to an introduction), and modified comments elsewhere, which at least reduce
the problems to manageable proportions.

But my greatest debt is to the late Mr. Abisch and Mrs. Rebecca Frankel. Without their generous hospitality, whose
purpose was the furtherance of Torah, every week throughout the winter months over a period of many, many years,
I would not have had the opportunity of attending the Golders Green shiur with so many active and intelligent
participants. A cold class does not have the appeal of a social evening built around free ice-cream and unforgettable
koogle. The Frankels deserve something special, and the dedication of this work to their memory is a very small
reward.

A.S., Bet Zayit, Israel, 5752
(Minor appropriate modifications to dates, Eli, 5767)
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“How long must you continue to distort [the meaning of] the words of the Scriptures?”

Sifrey Deuteronomy, end of §1. (Quoted by Rashi on Gen. 41:43.)



A B O U T T H E B O O K

THE NEED

English-speaking students of Torah tend to be given at the start, and to absorb, mistranslations based on the
mistakes of King James and on mistakes made by all or most Jews for several centuries.

For explanations you are referred first to Rashi, whose commentary is full of Midrash totally unsuitable and very
misleading for those who do not understand the plain text. In any case, the mere fact that over 300 ‘super-
commentaries’ have appeared trying to explain what Rashi means shows how unsuitable he is for beginners.

As a result, you soon find yourself unable to accept, understand or make proper sense of vast parts of the Torah
which you have ‘learned’. The more you read it, the more conscious of this you become. Things trouble you. You
can go deeper and deeper with advanced explanations into something you get to understand less and less; or you can
become a cynic, a heretic, or perhaps an atheist; or you can remain in a state of confusion. There is a need to restore
the simple sense of the Torah from the mess that certain scholars have made of it.

PURPOSE

Except for the first chapters of Leviticus (where a separate introduction explains the special situation) these notes
are not intended to be basic, and certainly not comprehensive, but corrective, that is to say to correct widely accepted
misconceptions and mistranslations, and to add an acceptable explanation where none is generally known. For that
reason, generally accepted and widely known explanations are scarcely ever quoted, except where a need is felt to
stress them. The idea is to bring home the meaning of the text, not to impress on the reader the wider implications,
except where traditional methods have led to people missing the point (e.g. with Cain and Abel, or with Lot’s wife).

These notes are not intended for professional scholars, whose main interest is to impress each other. Nor are they
suitable for beginners. They are for ordinary intelligent people who have some familiarity with the subject (including
grammar). But the explanations given are elementary, not advanced; once absorbed by the reader they can and should
be used when teaching even beginners, so that they do not start off on the wrong foot as we did.

SOURCES

The notes were compiled initially by expanding a list of commonly mistranslated words (typed for myself and
friends some years ago), and combining with it a series of explanations of difficult passages, which I had discussed
with various people but not written down until then. Further items, including explanations by others that fit in with
the general style, have been added in the process. Commentators are cited at times, where they provide a very simple
but little-known explanation more acceptable than the usual one, or where there isn’t a usual one. ‘There is nothing
new under the Sun’, so doubtless all that is written here has been said before by somebody, somewhere, but probably
not in English. I do not take the credit (except for editing) but I do take responsibility, as what I do not agree with
has not been included.

METHOD

One of the best, if not the very best, of existing commentaries is that written by Rashbam, Rashi’s grandson. (His
valid criticism of his grandfather’s commentary is given in his notes to Gen.37:2.) I have developed his method, which
consists primarily in looking for a simple meaning and ignoring Midrashim. The latter have their place and purpose
in more advanced study but must not be allowed to replace basic meaning. He stresses that information irrelevant in
the context is often inserted for later use, and combines bits of information from different places. He makes extensive
use of cross-references to other contexts to illustrate style. (Most commentators fail to appreciate the importance of
style and of understanding it.) Like his grandfather, he searches other contexts to determine the meanings of words,
gives translations in his local language (in their case Old French, in mine current English) and makes use of grammar,
including punctuation, to straighten out wrong ideas current in his time.

In determining the meaning of a word, I too have compared its use in other contexts rather than rely on etymology,
because etymology has already been used wherever possible and is almost exhausted. (It can also be over-done: in
English, for example, ‘worthless’, ‘priceless’ and ‘valueless’ should mean the same thing; ‘continuous’ and
‘continual’, at times opposite in meaning, are etymologically the same!)
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Careful analysis of the text assumes that it has been written carefully and that it means what it says, not something
vaguely similar that fits in better with what our teachers (or King James) told us. This involves paying attention to
grammar, including punctuation (‘taamey hamikra’). The latter is to help us read what is written, not just for Bar
Mitsvah boys to sing. Some grammatical concepts not included in the grammar books have been explained, the most
important being one based on an overlooked comment by Rashi on Gen.4:1.

Grammar, like etymology, can be overdone. Where a careful analysis cannot possibly make sense without allowing
a little laxity in grammar (e.g. interchange of gender, irregular forms etc.), then allow a little laxity and do not worry
about it – there need not be any special reason for it, just popular usage. In a living language rules of grammar are
often broken; but do not assume this too quickly (as is often done) just to produce the explanation you want it to.

REVISED/ENLARGED EDITION *

Attention has been paid to grammar, especially to the use of the optative (which, alas, is never taught) and the fact
that the imperfective (contrary to Rashi) is not a future, though it may be used for a future as well as for other things.
The appendix on ‘The Hebrew Verb’ has been drastically cut down to essentials, so as to be suitable for everyone and
not an extra for the specialist, and has been placed at the beginning. The explanation of the Golden Calf incident has
been merged into the general notes, the appendix on the word ÈÜÙ has been thoroughly revised, and the appendix on
the censuses has been revised and re-sited as an introduction, in addition to other changes and extras. The stress is
that it is not enough to translate words, one has to acquire the feel of the language and its style in order to understand
the text properly, and it is hoped that this effort will help its user to achieve just that.

USAGE

The system, as stated above, is based on numerous cross-references, which means that to use the notes one should
ideally have a Chumash open at the relevant page, and also a Tanakh handy to look up all the references. Much page
thumbing is involved, both in the Tanakh and in the notes themselves, for which no apology is offered; it is only by
working, not just reading, that a student can learn, and the work involved in this case is page-thumbing. This helps
to establish cross-references in the mind.

Finally, while fully and humbly acknowledging the source of any intelligence that I have applied and of the
inspiration to make use of it, I do not claim any direct receipt of special information, so whatever I write must be
acceptable to you. If it makes good sense, accept it; if not, don’t! I have not always explained the steps in my
reasoning, but it should be possible for you to trace them. An explanation is not a legal decision; it should be accepted
or rejected on its merits, not on the basis of the authority of whoever offers it.

THE FUTURE

A good commentary should make itself obsolete by getting its message so well accepted and absorbed that it is no
longer needed. While I hope that this effort may quickly serve its purpose and then disappear into obscurity, there
is a slight danger of its becoming ‘accepted’. I hope that it never, ever becomes something to be ‘studied’ with
explanations (heaven forbid!) written on it. If it gets to that stage and is still of use, take its contents, rewrite it
completely and start again. Our teachings are cursed with an overabundance of commentaries on commentaries on
commentaries on ........until the original is lost, or is at best used to explain the commentaries. In far too many places
already the main use of the text of the Chumash (though nobody will admit it in those words) is to explain Rashi!

My thanks and appreciation to my late father who taught me Torah and to Professor Cyril Domb who taught me
how to study it, to my father again and subsequently the late Moses Hochbaum who taught me the principles of
Hebrew grammar, to my father a third time for considerable financial help towards the cost of printing the first
edition, and above all to the Almighty for enabling and helping me to complete this task. Complete the task? No, it
can never be completed, but to get it into a presentable form.

A.S.
Bet Zayit, Israel, 5752
* Paragraph added, Eli, Mount Ephraim, Israel, 5767
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T H E H E B R E W V E R B

The Importance

In order to understand the Torah properly, it is necessary to understand the language properly. It is not enough
to be able to translate the words, and to know a few elementary rules of grammar, so as to then come up against deep
problems which commentators twist themselves into knots to solve. It is necessary to get the feel of the language,
which takes time. For this one needs to learn the most basic and elementary ideas of grammar correctly from the very
start. Unfortunately these are generally taught wrongly from the very start, enabling the reader to get it nearly (but
not quite) right straight away, only to face deep problems when trying later on to get it accurate.

Classical Hebrew is not only an ancient language, it also belongs to a totally different family to the ones we
are used to. Despite this, they try to teach us that verbs, in particular, behave more or less like those in European
languages, in the Aramaic of Onkelos and of the Talmud, and in Mishnaic and Modern Hebrew. Not only do they not,
in many ways, but even where they do they are taught differently!

This introduction will, I am afraid, be difficult for anyone who has never learnt a foreign language, but for
those who have, at least the idea of ‘grammatical concepts’ is not strange, even though the concepts themselves differ
from those in Classical and Modern European languages. It has been kept down to essentials, but for those who are
interested in a fuller treatment, a booklet ‘Fundamental Concepts of the Classical Hebrew Verb’ can be downloaded
free of charge (and printed if required) from my internet site <www.torahtextmakesenseofit.wordpress.com>.
It is also supplied with Eli Handel’s programme ‘Dikduk’ available from – <www.torahdikduk.com>.

The main purpose of what follows is to correct the main errors in what is usually taught.

Don’t be misled by ‘binyanim’!

The first characteristic of the Hebrew verb is the ‘stretch’. This will become a little clearer shortly.
There are three forms, the standard or simple form, unstretched; the ‘extensive’ form, stretched outwardly, by adding
a prefix to the root (also called the ‘causative’ because that is its meaning), and the ‘intensive’ form, stretched
inwardly by doubling, usually by using a dagesh, one of the letters of the root (and NOT because it is intensive in
meaning, as taught, it is not). Leave this for the moment, and we will return and explain.

The second characteristic is the ‘voice’. This can be active (‘Joe washed the cup’), or passive (‘the cup was
washed by Joe’) or middle – the middle is often reflexive (‘Joe washed himself’) but sometimes has an idea near to
reflexive if not exactly – for instance active ‘see’, passive ‘be seen’, middle ‘appear’. This is very important in
Classical Hebrew.

Traditionally and sadly these two characteristics are mixed up, and they teach something called binyanim. The
binyan is not a concept, it is a combination of stretch and voice which often causes more confusion than it is worth,
but since it is so widely used we are forced to use it. However, at least understand it properly and not as usually
taught. Each binyan has a name, as shown in the following table.

Stretch \ Voice Active Passive Middle

Standard or simple kal ––––– nif’al

Extensive or causative hif’il hof’al –––––

Intensive pi’el pu’al hitpa’el

We see here nine possible binyanim, but only seven have names, because the middle of the causative does
not exist (and is not missed), and the passive of the simple also does not exist except in the participle, but is missed.
What happens? For the simple passive, the nif’al (or less often the pu’al or hof’al) is used instead. Note carefully,
the nif’al is NOT a passive, though it is often used instead of the passive – but NOT ALWAYS. So when you meet
a nif’al, it is equally likely to be used as a passive or an original middle, and you need the context to tell you which!
Failure to appreciate this has led to much misunderstanding of the text.

We are left with seven binyanim out of a possible nine. The causative stretch usually has a causative meaning
(e.g. ‘to eat’, causative ‘to feed’; or ‘to rise’, causative ‘to raise’). The intensive does not have a particular meaning
(it did once in early pre-Torah Hebrew), and you have to learn the meaning with each verb.

What is explained above applies to the vast majority of cases, but there are always exceptions.
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Don’t be misled on ‘tenses’.

1. Hebrew has no tense forms. Instead it has ‘aspects’ that are used in different ways to form various tenses.
The two aspects are the perfective (wrongly called past) e.g. ¼Æ KßL]

and the imperfective (wrongly called future) e.g. ¼ÆÃf DÐHÎ
There is also the participle (wrongly called present) e.g. ¼Æ IßÃ].

2. The conversive vav changes a perfective to an imperfective and vice versa, regardless of the meaning.
It does not change ‘future to past’ or the opposite.

3. The imperfective (or perfective with conversive vav) has three main uses:
(a) a simple future
(b) a repeated tense in past, present or future
(c) a strong or additional command.

4. The imperfective with conversive vav is normally a simple past.

5. The perfective alone can be a simple past,
but (with rules) it can also be a (present) perfect, a pluperfect (or past perfect) or a future perfect

(e.g. I have eaten, I had eaten, I will have eaten).

6. The optative is something else. First the form, and in the next paragraph the usage.
The form of the optative is derived from the imperfective, as follows:

In the first person (singular and plural) it is lengthened by adding ¼É L– where possible,
e.g. ¼ÆÃf DÐ JÅ becomes ¼É LÆ Df DÐ JÅ. ¼Æ¼Î Hf DÐKÕ becomes ¼É LÆ¼Î Hf DÐKÕ.

( ¼ÉJÕ DÙ JÅ for example cannot lengthen)
In the second and third person it is shortened where possible,

provided there is nothing at the end after the last root letter,
e.g. ¼Æ¼Î Hf DÐ Kf becomes ¼Æ If DÐ Kf, ¼ÉJÕ DÙHÎ becomes ¼Ô JÙHÎ.

¼ÆÃf DÐHÎ cannot shorten, nor can ¼Î HÆ¼Î Hf DÐ Kf ¼X ¼Æ¼Î Hf DÐ Kf
Otherwise the form is the same as the imperfective.

7. The optative can take a vav prefix and this is not conversive.
So if you see something that by its form could be either imperfective or optative, and it has a vav,

then if it is conversive (by the text and sense) it is imperfective, otherwise optative.
So you can have ¼ÆÃf DÐH̀KÊ (imperfective with conversive) or ¼É LÆ Df DÐHÕ DÊ (optative) but not ¼ÆÃf DÐHÕ DÊ.

(Exceptions are extremely rare, e.g. Deut. 10:1 is against the rule.)

8. The optative has two uses:
(a) a true optative, where there is an expression of desire, wish, request, command, self-exhortation,
declared intention, and so on, as against a plain statement of fact.
This is obligatory.
(b) a consecutive, where one verb follows another as a consequence (e.g. he will go and eat bread).
This usage is to some extent optional – to explain here is too complicated.

9. The negative with the optative is always ¼Ñ KÅ, with the participle ¼Ô¼Î IÅ, and otherwise always ¼ÅWÑ.

10. For a command or request which is in the second person only, and positive (not negative),
the optative is replaced by the imperative, which roughly means that the initial tav ß is omitted.
(For a strong or additional command the imperfective is often used, with ¼ÅWÑ if necssary.)

RULES ARE NOT INVALIDATED BY RARE EXCEPTIONS.

Special constructions

The uses of the pluperfect, ¼ÒJÝ JÍ and ¼ÉÌ HÉ are explained in the notes on the text (Gen.4:1; 19:4; 29:6; Ex.9:3).
Other special constructions are unlikely to confuse, to understand them properly is not for beginners.
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I N T R O D U C T I O N T O G E N E S I S

STRUCTURE OF THE BOOK

The book is straightforward historically, and can be divided into two sections:
a) Chapters 1-11 give a pre-history.
b) Chapters 12-50 give the prologue to our history. This may be sub-divided, (i) 12-36 (ii) 37-50.

The division is merely into periods, but the book is continuous. At one time the end of the first section was
marked in Sifrey Torah by reversing the last letter (Rashi) but this is no longer done. In these notes there is no need
to separate the sections.

Introductory note to the first section

At the time of Moses, various laws and customs that were considered repugnant were deeply embedded in
popular culture. Where these could be clearly identified they could be denounced in the Torah as abominations and
the people could be warned against them. But in other cases, outwardly harmless practices could represent an
undesirable attitude, or far worse could contain repulsive ingredients. If these were simply ignored the people might
be tempted to incorporate them, so they had to be replaced.

This is far more true of traditions and legends containing ideas totally incompatible with the Torah yet widely
accepted. Legends concerning the creation of the world exist in every culture and society. In the region of
Mesopotamia in particular there were also important legends of the Great Flood: archaeologists have found copies of
the story of Utnapishtim in many places. These and similar legends could not be ignored, and it was imperative to
replace them at the outset. This alone necessitated the introductory chapters of the Torah devoting a large amount of
space to what may appear to be irrelevant material unconnected with Israel.

>-=$<%

G 1:1 >- Ḩ $I< Dx
‘At the beginning OF God’s creating...’ (as Rashi).
Or possibly ‘In the beginning of ...’, or ‘in the first
stage of’ i.e. not at the very start but very early on.
(Commentators disagree which.) Certainly not ‘In the
beginning God created ...’. Otherwise it would have to
be ¼ÅLÝ DÆH[KÊ ¼ß¼Î HIIÝ DT.
1H- K2 L¹K(
‘the sky’ (better than ‘heaven’; NOT ‘the heavens’ – see
note below on ¼ÒHÎ KÓ verse 1:6)
9J< L$ L(D)
The entire univese was divided into the Sky, the part
that man could see but not reach (before he learned to
fly), and the Earth, the part that he could reach. The
word ¼ÚJÝ JÅ here describes the latter. However, the word
has other meanings and connotations when it occurs
later, which will be explained in verse 10.
G 1:2 ( L>D- L( 9 J< L$ L( D)
Pluperfect: ‘Now [what is now] the Earth had been
emptiness .... (before the Earth was created)’, subject
before verb, > 4:1 below. Note that the whole verse is
in parenthesis. Compare the way Rashi is quoted by
Ramban (Nachmanides), who disagrees with Rashi but
at least quotes and understands him correctly, with the
way Rashi’s comment is usually misunderstood.
‘$ K+|<D)
‘with the Divine Spirit’ (not ‘a divine wind’). The word
KÌ¼X ¼Ý can also mean wind, and ‘divine’ is often used in
Hebrew idiomatically to mean ‘powerful’, so some
translate this as ‘a powerful wind’, in which case the
next word means to blow, not hover, which is unlikely.
G 1:3 ‘$ < J2$M£K)
‘God said’ (NOT ‘and’). The first three verses of the
book constitute just one sentence. The first verse is a
subordinate clause; the second is in brackets; here we
have the main clause. Hence ‘At the beginning of God’s
creating the sky and the Earth, God said “Let there be
light”; and there was light!’ ‘Said’ is the main verb.

The prefix Ê is simply a link with what precedes (a
‘conjunction’) which Hebrew demands even where
English does not. At the beginning of a sentence it can
usually be left out in the English translation. (Here at
the start of the main clause in the middle of a
sentence, it must be left out.)
Elsewhere it can be translated, according to
circumstances, as and, with, both, but, or, if, then
(logical consequence), then (=next), meanwhile, now
(introducing a digression or a piece of outside
information that will become relevant), and sometimes
when. King James often used the wrong one. At the
beginning of verse 2 it means ‘now’ introducing a
digression. > app.
G 1:4 0 Iz D%K£K)
‘separated’. However, since it is followed not by ‘A
from B’ but by ‘between A and B’ a better translation
would be ‘made a separation’.
3- I%| SSS 3-Ix
‘between ... and’.
G 1:5 < J;N% - H(D-K) % J< J6 - H(D-K)
Rashbam, Rashi’s grandson, claims that this means
‘there was evening – the end of daytime – and there was
morning – the end of night’. In other words, the night
belongs to the previous day and not to the following
one. (He does not dispute the observance of holy days,
including the Sabbath, from evening to evening, as
something different, > Ex.12:18.) This is perfectly
logical, the day begins in the morning and ends with a
night of sleep. Evidence of the simple logic of this is
found in the habit of printers to print prayer books
starting, contrary to Jewish tradition, with the morning
service and not the evening one, and in the law books
compiled by rabbis who all consider the day’s behaviour
starting with getting up in the morning – the evening
shema that is said on retiring comes at the end! For a
further discussion > Ex.12:18.
G 1:6 - H(D-
Optative (a command), and impersonal ‘let there be’.
(‘There will be’ is ¼ÉJÎ DÉHÎ.)
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- H(-H)
‘and let it be’ (also optative, but here a consecutive –
‘so that it may be’).
0-Vz D% K2
‘a separator’ or partition.
1H- K2
‘water’. The Hebrew for water is a plural, and ‘waters’,
though allowed in poetry, is not really English. The
same applies to the Hebrew word for ‘sky’ which led to
the mistranslation ‘heavens’ (see v.1 above).
G 1:7 ?0 >K+ Kº H2
below, under(neath). ¼ß KÌ Kf alone can be ‘at the foot of.’
G 1:10 9J< J$
As explained in the text, the word here means ‘dry
land’, excluding the seas, whereas in verse 1 it included
everything not included in ‘the sky’. Here are some
meanings of the word, which we may refer back to later.
1. All except the sky.
2. Dry land, as opposed to areas of water.
3. The soil that produces vegetation (especially food).
4. The ground (that people bow down to) even if paved.
5. A country, usually owned by a particular nation.
6. A small region of a country.
7. A private plot of land.
8. The inhabitants of the world, or of a part of it.
G 1:11 $ J̧ Jz
The probable meaning is vegetation. However, as has
been pointed out, the punctuation (revia not zakef)
shows that it is construct, i.e. means ‘vegetation
(consisting) of ...’
% JµI6
Here at least, all vegetation other than trees.
-V< D² 9 I6
The singular is used, as often in Hebrew, in a collective
sense; so the correct translation is ‘fruit-trees’.
¼}¼4¼- H2 D0
This (and likewise later ¼X ¼ÉIÕ¼Î HÓ DÑ and ¼WLÕ¼Î HÓ DÑ) means ‘of
various species’ [and NOT ‘according to its species’]
(see Lev. 11:15 etc.).
Also, the punctuation indicates that the word refers to
the ¼ÎVÝ Db ¼Ú I× (trees of various species) and NOT to the
second ¼ÎVÝ Db (fruit of various species), so we have ‘fruit-
trees producing fruit, of various species’ [note the
comma], or, in better English, ‘various types of fruit-
trees that produce fruit.’
}%?}6U<K*
‘It’s seed is in it’, i.e. self-propagating. The punctuation
shows that this refers to the tree, not to the fruit.
G 1:14 >N<N$ D2 - H(D-
‘Let there be’ again impersonal, so ¼Î HÉ DÎ may be singular.
(Some languages do not allow this, but Hebrew does.)
SSS ¼1¼- V'F6¼} ¼2 D0¼| ¼>N>N¼$ D0 ¼|¼- L(D)
Here literally, ‘they will be [used] for [marking] ....’
Grammatically it could mean ‘they will become ...’ but
that makes no sense here.
G 1:16 >J0 J̧ D2 J2 D0
‘for a ruler (or government) of ...’ (NOT ‘to rule’).
G 1:20 ¼1H- K® K( |:U< Ḑ H-
‘let the water proliferate’, produce in vast quantities.
9J< J̧
A creature that does this, here collective, creatures that
proliferate, reproduce in quantity.

7}6
Normally a collective: ‘creatures that fly’ whether birds,
bats or insects.
G 1:21 1H4-H̄ Kº K(
Probably ‘lizards’, hence ¼Ò¼Î HÑÃV DU KÉ ¼ÒHÕ¼Î H̀ Kf KÉ ‘the dinosaurs’
(or, possibly but less likely, ‘the crocodiles’).
¼> J5 J2N< L(
That treads [on the ground]. Here the verb is used in its
widest sense, but elsewhere often in a narrower one.
G 1:22 |< D²
‘reproduce’.
|%U<|
‘and increase’. The word usually implies to increase
considerably.
%J<H-
Optative, a command ‘let it increase’. A statement ‘it
will increase’ would be ¼É JTUÝHÎ.
G 1:24 9J< J$ }>D- K+D) 5 J2J<L) ( L2 I( Dx
All are collective. There is no consistent classification
here and in succeeding verses – they are lumped
together to include between them all land animals.
Clearly the word ¼Ö JÓ JÝ is used in a narrower sense than
in verse 21, probably a crawler.
G 1:26 >K&U'H%
¼ÉLÇLV is collective for fish (Ex.7:21). A single fish is ¼Ç LV.
G 1:27 ¼} ¼2 D0 K: Dx
In what way was man created in God’s image? Probably
in his ability to develop, just as we see development in
the Creation. Man can take over where his predecessor
left off and go a stage further, which no animal can.
(L% I;D4| <L/L*
Explained in detail in the next chapter.
G 1:29 % Jµ I6
See verse 11 above.
G 1:29 (L0 D/ L$ D0
Alternative form of the gerund ¼ÑÃÐ EÅ JÑ ‘to eat’ not ‘food’.
G 1:31 - H¹ H¹K( 1}-
First ‘one day’, then ‘a second day’ until ‘THE sixth
day’ because that was the culmination of the actual
creation. It is followed by ‘THE seventh day’ which was
the end of the creation period (that included the ‘day
off’). The problem is why it does not say here and in
verse 2:3 (as it does in 2:2) ¼Ò¼D¼[ KÉ. ( ¼Ò¼ÎVÝ¼X¼] HT KÉ ¼Ò¼D¼Î is
different because there it is ‘construct’ - the day of.)
The answer is that it is not grammatical but idiomatic.
Idiom often over-rules grammar.
G 2:2 - H6-H% D¹ K( 1}£Kx
The first time it means ‘with the seventh day’, i.e.
making the seventh day completed the creation; the
second time it means ‘on the seventh day’.
}º D/$K0 D2
The word ¼É LÐ ¼ÅLÑ DÓ is normally collective and always
refers to something tangible or that can at least be
pointed at; it is not an abstract or verbal noun. It is a
rather vague sort of word meaning possessions, items,
products, acquisitions, articles, animals, property etc.
Here the nearest translation is ‘items’ or ‘products’. It
refers to the sky, Sun, Moon, stars and Earth, land and
sea, vegetation and trees, fish, birds, animals and man.
< J̧ F$
This word is not, as the grammar books claim, a relative
pronoun (who, whom, which etc.) but a conjunction
which combines with a personal pronoun to make the
equivalent of a relative pronoun. Strictly speaking it
should say ¼W Lß¼D ¼Å ¼É LK L× ¼Ý JIFÅ ¼D ¼f DÐ ¼ÅKÑ DÓ with the two words
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¼W Lß¼D ¼Å? ¼Ý JIFÅ combining to mean ‘which’; but in practice
the pronoun is very often omitted (as always with ‘that’
in English). This may seem a pedantic point here, but is
important in understanding the next verse correctly.
( LµL6
‘he had made’ (or ‘produced’) – this verb never means
‘do’ when it is used in conjunction with ¼É LÐ ¼ÅLÑ DÓ, but
made, prepared, acquired, produced etc.
Note that there is no concept of ‘work’ referred to, but
of production, which is indicated by the verb ¼ÉÃI L× when
followed by ¼ÉLÐ ¼ÅLÑ DÓ. The word ¼É LÐ ¼ÅLÑ DÓ itself does not
mean ‘production’ but ‘products’.
>Nx Ḑ H£K)
The verb ¼ßÃÆ LI means to have a break, to enjoy a break
(somewhat colloquial but accurate); ‘to take a break’ is
less accurate, as it refers to the state of affairs.
G 2:3 >}µF6K0 ‘$ $L<Lx < J̧ F$
‘for the making of which, God had created’.
Note that ¼ÅLÝ LT does not govern ¼D ¼f DÐ ¼ÅKÑ DÓ, but that ¼ß¼D ¼KF×KÑ
governs ¼D ¼f DÐ ¼ÅKÑ DÓ. > Ý JIFÅ in previous verse: here the full
version would be ¼W Lß¼D ¼Å ¼ß¼D ¼KF×KÑ or ¼W Lß¼D ¼KF×KÑ, and not
¼W LÅLÝ DT as normally taught. So we have ¼ÅLÝ LT (and not
¼ß¼D ¼KF×KÑ) left ‘hanging in the air’ apparently without an
object. Ramban (Nachmanides), explains this as that
during six days God made things out of raw material
which he had created out of nothing on the first day.)
SUMMARY NOTE
Production is making something that did not itself exist
before (whether or not it is a copy of something else
that did exist), and creation is a special case, making
something the like of which did not exist before.
Although creation is mentioned, the accent throughout
is on production (‘God made’), the text (unlike
ourselves) not finding it important to stress the
difference. This is important in understanding the
Sabbath, based on this. For six days God made or
produced and on the seventh he did not make or
produce, as a reminder of which for six days we may
make or produce but not make or produce on the
seventh. The ban is not limited to creation. When we
remember how God produced, we remember he created.
[The verb ÉÞ× can also mean ‘to acquire’ as in 12:5,
this being wider in meaning, as production was thought
of as an example of acquisition, and the Sabbath ban is
more accurately on acquisition in this wider sense.]
G 2:4 ¼>¼} ¼µF6 ¼1¼}¼- Dx
Here ÒDÎ refers to the whole period of creation of earth
and sky, whereas in the first chapter each was created
on a different ‘day’. There is no contradiction. This
shows that the word ÒDÎ must not be taken too literally
as ‘a day’ but means ‘a period’ – in the first chapter it
refers to a stage, here to nearly the whole lot.
G 2:5 (J- D(H- 1J< J,
Lit. ‘[being] yet about to be’ i.e. was not yet. ¼Ò JÝ JÍ
requires a special grammatical construction, with the
subject (normally) preceding the verb, which refers to
something about to be. We can translate ¼ÒJÝ JÍ as ‘not
yet’ if we also change the verb from future to past, but
that is not the literal meaning.
( J' L¶K(
‘the countryside’. It has other meanings, but not ‘field’.
G 2:6 ( L; Ḑ H( D) SSSSS ¼(J0F6K-
This shows that neither the imperfective (the first) nor
the perfective with conversive vav (the second) is a
future tense. Both mean the same, and are often used for
a future tense, but also as here for a repeated action
(‘used to rise’) whether in past, present or future.

G 2:7 ¼)¼- L² K$ Dx
Into his nostrils, or nose. ¼ÒHÎ Kb KÅ is the dual form of ¼Ø KÅ
(a nostril), so literally ‘a pair of nostrils’. Unfortunately
¼ÒHÎ Kb KÅ in Aramaic also means a face (Hebrew ¼Ò¼ÎHÕ Lb),
which has led to confusion.
? D0 ¼1 L'L$ L( - H(D-K)
‘and the man became’. Hebrew lacks two important
verbs, to have and to become. Both are expressed by the
verb ‘to be’ followed by ?Ñ, the latter sometimes (not
always) using the verb ‘to be’ in the nif’al form.
G 2:8 1 J' J́ H2
‘to the east’. To the east of what? It does not say.
G 2:9 >K6 Kz K( 9 I6
‘Realisation’ is perhaps a better word than ‘knowledge’.
The verb K×ÃÈLÎ does not strictly mean ‘to know’ but to
discover, become aware, find out, realise, get to know.
Something happens. The state of affairs resulting
(knowing) is expressed by the perfect, so ‘I have
discovered’ means ‘I know’. In Modern Hebrew this is
not recognised, but the same idea is, still, in a very
similar verb: ‘I understand’ is ¼Î Hf DÕ KÆ IÉ, literally ‘I have
grasped’. ( ¼Ô¼Î HÆ IÓ ¼ÎHÕFÅ is slang, copied from English.)
We have here a grammatical problem. ¼ß K×KV is clearly
construct, yet it carries the definite article.
6L<L) %},
The word ¼×KÝ usually means ‘bad’, sometimes ‘wicked’,
‘wrong’, often ‘harm’; never ‘evil’ (for which there are
stronger words). Here ¼×LÝLÊ ¼Æ¼D ¼Í probably means ‘right
and wrong’ (for which there is no other Hebrew
expression)’ or possibly even both, i.e. ‘right and
wrong’ together with their results of ‘good and bad’.
G 2:10 ¼' I< L²H- SSS ¼$ I:M- ¼< L(L4 D)
Participle construction, ‘with a river emerging from
Eden ... From there it used to be split into four ...’
G 2:20 ¼( J' L¶K(
As in verse 5.
G 2:21 ( L2IzU< Kº
drowsiness (not a deep sleep, > G15:12).
G 2:23 ¼( L+G;O0
In Hebrew the original passive of the kal has been lost
except for the participle. Normally the nifal is used
instead, but with some verbs the hofal is used (cf. ¼Ô KfOÎ),
or, as with this verb, the pual. (The dagesh is omitted
because of the sheva.)
G 2:24 ¼%L*F6K-
It is not clear if this is an imperfective and hence a
statement (‘a man leaves ...’) or an optative and hence
an instruction or command (‘a man is to leave ...).
G 2:25 1- H®|<F6
An odd form. ¼Ò¼Î HÓ¼X¼ÝF× (no dagesh) means ‘cunning’ (as
in the next verse ¼Ò¼X ¼Ý L×), but here the meaning is as in
verse 3:7 ¼Ò¼Î H_OÝ I× (allow ¼Ò¼Î H_¼X¼Ý I×) from ¼ÒÃÝ I× ‘naked’. In
3:7,10,11 a yod is inserted to avoid this confusion.
G 3:1 (L- L( ¸L+L̄ K(D)
Placing the subject before the verb merely to introduce
a new character is exceptional. > 4:1 below.
G 3:7 |6U'I£K)
They realised or discovered or found out. See on 2:9.
¼(L4 I$ D> ¼(I0F6
Not a fig leaf, but collective, foliage, leaves. A mistake,
since fig leves dry up in a day or two.
G 3:8 0};
‘sound of’. Not necessarily a voice (cf. 2Kings 18:29).
¼3Ly K( ¼9 I6 ¼¦¼} ¼> Dx
As Kimchi, ¼Ú I× is collective, they hid among the trees,

Gen. 13



not inside a tree.
G 3:19 ª- J² K$
your nose (lit. ‘nostrils’, cf. 2:7).
1 J+J0
> app. Here bread as the basic food, instead of fruit.
Lº D+ Ĺ O0
> 2:23.
G 3:22 |¯ J® H2
of (lit. from) us. A mistake has crept into our Bibles,
throughout. In older MSS ¼X¼̀ J_ HÓ meant ‘from him’, ¼X¼Õ L_ HÓ
‘from us’. Likewise ¼X¼̀JÕ¼Î IÅ ‘he is not’, ¼X¼ÕLÕ¼Î IÅ (Jer.4:16)
‘we are not’. (Onkelos therefore translates this here
differently, as Re’em, who used the old version,
explained. See also Talmud Sotah 35a on Num.13:31
¼X¼̀ J_ HÓ ¼É L̂ JÅ ¼X¼Õ L_ HÓ ¼Î IÝ DÜ Hf ¼Ñ KÅ.)
G 3:23 |(I+ D¬ Ķ D-K)
drove him out > 3:24, 8:7.
+ Ḱ O0
> 2:23.
G 3:24 ¸J<L&D-K)
the words ¼I IÝLU and KÌ Î KI (in this sense) are
synonymous, and often interchanged. > 8:7.
This is a repetition.
3 J' I6 3K& D0 1 J' J́ H2
to the east of the Garden of Eden. (Not ‘from’ – see
12:11).
¦J< Jz
the road to. Here it is obvious, elsewhere not always.
G 4:1 6K'L- 1 L'L$ L(D)
Pluperfect. ‘Now Adam had known...’ (More precisely,
‘now Adam had got to know...’ – > 2:9 above.) This is
a pluperfect, as Rashi points out, because the subject is
placed before the verb. The rule which Rashi quotes is
of wide implication. In normal narrative, the subject, if
needed, comes after the verb. Placing it before the verb
indicates a relative tense. Where the verb is in the
perfective it implies a pluperfect (as in verse 1:2),
something that has already taken place. Where the verb
is in the imperfective, if ¼ÒJÝ JÍ is added (as in verse 2:5
above, q.v.) it refers to something that has not yet taken
place; otherwise to something that happens (or happened
or will happen) repeatedly or regularly, as in verse 2:6
above. For something taking place at the same time, the
participle construction is used, as in verse 2:10 above.
This rule is extremely important and will be referred
to frequently. It is not without exceptions – at times the
subject is placed before the verb merely for contrast (or
for some other obvious reason, e.g. 3:1) but mostly the
subject before a perfective means a pluperfect.
(To be strictly accurate, when the background tense is
present, as in conversation, subject before a perfective
implies a ‘present perfect’ (e.g. ‘I have done’, not ‘I
did’) but when the background tense is in the past, as in
narrative, we have a ‘past perfect’ or pluperfect.)
The really surprising fact is that although Rashi
mentions the matter casually, as if it is a widely known
rule and he is merely pointing out its relevance here, it
does not appear in any of the grammar books, it is never
taught, and none of the grammarians seem to appreciate
it. Nehama Leibowitz (quoting Rashi here) points out its
relevance to Gen. 25:34. (> G.21:1 re- Rashi.)
G 4:2 (L- L( 3H- K; D)
‘and Cain already was’ (the same rule as in 4:1).
G 4:3 1- H2L-
‘a year’. (Ibn Ezra). The word used alone without any
adjective or numeral always means a year.

G 4:4 $|( 1K& $-H% I( 0J% J( D)
‘Abel, too, had brought....’ Pluperfect again, and here
we see that understanding this alters the whole meaning
of the story. (If the rule Rashi quotes in 4:1 is true
there, it is equally true here.)
Note the literary style which forces the use of a
pluperfect. The story – or the introduction to it – is not
told chronologically but in the order Cain, Abel; Abel,
Cain; Cain, Abel; Abel, Cain; Cain....
G 4:4,5 (L6 Ļ ... 6 Ķ H£K)
‘Appreciated’, or ‘took notice of’, or perhaps
‘acknowledged’. This implies a gesture in return for the
gesture of the offering or present. Such a return gesture
was granted to Abel but not to Cain. Note that Cain
worked the land before Abel started rearing sheep, but
did not bring his offering till a year after Abel brought
his! What was the gesture? If we take the most probable
simple explanation (as opposed to the Midrashic one of
fire from heaven) this would take the form of a
blessing, the flocks would increase, and this would be
seen the following year. Cain seeing this then brought
his offering, presumably as an investment, which is why
it was not accepted.
The advantage of this explanation is that it teaches a
lesson, which the midrashic one (fire from heaven, not
mentioned in the text) does not.
G 4:6
We see here a further point. From the very start there
was the struggle between the agricultural farmer and the
animal farmer: the former wants to divide out the land,
each looking after his own property and keeping off the
other’s. The latter wants all the land to be open to
everyone. The former resents the latter’s animals
entering his land and eating or damaging his crops. Cain
assumed that God was offering favouritism to the
animal farmer over the agricultural farmer, and was told
that was not the case. God’s reaction depends only on
the motivation and behaviour of the giver.
There are a number of issues in the story of Cain and
Abel, apart from murder and responsibility.
G 4:13 $WµD̄ H2 -H4M)F6 0}'Ly
There are at least three possible explanations of this,
based on three different meanings of the phrase ¼ÔÂÊ L× ¼ÅWKLÕ.
1) My sin (i.e. the troubling of my conscience) is too
great (for me) to bear. The next part does not follow
on very well from this translation.
2) My punishment is too great (for me) to bear.
A word for sin (¼ÔÂÊ L× B ¼ß ¼Å LZ KÌ) can also mean punishment.
3) Is my sin too great (for you) to forgive?
[The phrase ¼ÔÂÊ L× ¼ÅWKLÕ also has a fourth meaning, to bear
responsibility, e.g. in Num.18 but not applicable here.]
G 4:15 >}$ 1 JµL£K)
The English expression ‘The mark of Cain’ implies
something to show that the bearer is a criminal. It was
the reverse. People knew that Cain was a criminal, the
mark was to show that he was to be left alone.
G 4:17 ¼<¼- H6 ¼(J4Nx ¼- H(D-K)
This is usually taken literally word by word, that he was
(in the process of) building a town (when his son was
born). However this is contrary to Biblical Hebrew style
instead of just ¼Ý¼Î H× ¼ÉJÕÃT ¼Å¼X ¼É DÊ or some other construction.
Here it probably means ‘When he was [later] building
a town, he named it after his son Enoch’.
G 4:18 'L<- H6 > J$ SSSSS 'I0L|H£K)
Contrary to the rules of English grammar. When a verb
changes from active to passive, the object of the active
verb (e.g. ‘him’ in ‘Dan hit him’), denoted in Hebrew
by ¼ß JÅ, becomes the subject of the active verb and
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cannot take the accusative (‘he was hit by Dan’ not ‘him
was hit’). But Hebrew also allows ‘him was hit by Dan’.
'K0L- ' L<- H6 D)
One of the exceptions, definitely not a pluperfect.
G 4:20,21,22
The first shepherd (after Abel), the first musician and
the first metal worker were all sons of Lemech,
descendants of Cain!
G 5:30 - H+D-K)
Noah was 595 when Lemech died, 5 years before the
flood (see 7:6).
G 6:3 (L4 Ļ 1-V< Dµ J6D) ( L$ I2
Either that man was given 120 years in which to repent,
or more likely that his lifespan would be reduced to 120
years. From the time of the flood onwards we see a
steady decrease in length of life compared to previously.
Even today, 120-125 years is the biological average life
expectancy of a normal healthy human being, but we all
in various ways live unhealthy lives. (Healthy animals
live on average to five times the time taken to reach full
maturity. Man reaches full maturity on average at the
age of 24-25, when he cuts his last wisdom tooth.)
G 6:8 L- D- -I4- I6 Dx 4+ $L: L2 +4 D)
The five ‘final’ letters (Ú Ø Ô Ò Ï) were not in Hebrew
originally but invented later. Here we see the two letters
of ÌÕ reversed (ÕÌ) in God’s eyes – compare 38:7.

+4

G 6:11 9J< L$ L( ¼> I+ L¹ HºK)
[the population of] the world became corrupt. Contrast
Ex.8:20 where the same wording means ‘the land (i.e.
the ground) was destroyed’. > 1:10.
5 L2L+
lack of justice (‘a-justice’) where there is anarchy and
no legal redress, ‘might is right’. ‘Injustice’ is not the
same, nor is ‘violence’.
G 6:14 LºU< K8 L/ D)
and cover (or coat) it. The word here implies a covering
that becomes a part, not a lid (despite ¼ßJÝÃb K] Ex.25:17).
<J8N¤Kx
with (the) coating. Obviously some semi-liquid
waterproof material that hardens (such as pitch), we are
not told what.
G 6:16 + K> J8|
and the entrance of. Presumably there was a door there,
but the word does not mean ‘door’. Later, the word
acquired a different connotation (> 18:1).
G 6:17 $-H% I2 -H4 D4 H(
When the word ¼É Ì HÉ is followed first by the subject and
then an active participle (¼ÎHÕ DÕ HÉ is short for ¼ÎHÕFÅ ¼É Ì HÉ) the
meaning is normally ‘about to’, here ‘I am about to
bring’. There are exceptions, especially when describing
dreams. (Without the subject, the meaning is different.)
G 6:21 Lº D8 K5 L$D)
‘and bring in’ (or ‘take inside’).
The principal meanings of the verb ¼ØÃÖ LÅ are:
(a) to take or bring in(side);
(b) to collect, or gather, or assemble. (Transitive.)
These two are quite distinct and different meanings that
should not be confused. However, a third meaning,
(c) combines the two, when talking of produce that has
been harvested, that may or may not have been left to
dry in the sun, or been processed in the barn (threshing
floor) or winepress (or olive press), and is then

‘gathered in’, where it is both collected (or gathered)
and taken inside into store (e.g. for the winter). The fact
that it can have this combined meaning does not alter
the fact that it can have either of the first two meanings
on its own, without the other making sense. Another
example of (a) where (b) makes no sense is Deut.22:2.
An example of (b) is Ex.3:16, and (c) occurs often. Note
that (a) sometimes has the connotation of ‘return’, to
take back in.
The above refers to the kal form. For the use of the
niphal form, in which there is currently further
confusion, > 25:8).
G 6:22
Note the Hebrew punctuation. The first part of the
sentence simply says that he did it, the second that he
did it correctly as instructed. Contrast 7:5 which simply
says that he did everything as instructed.
(This is not as usually translated. Similar sentences
occur frequently, especially at the end of Exodus.)
G 7:1 ¼ª D>¼- Ix
Your family. (A frequent meaning, short for ¼F¼Î HÆ LÅ? ¼ß¼Î IT.)
G 7:2 ( L6 D% Ḩ ( L6 D% Ḩ
Seven males and seven females i.e. fourteen of each in
all. Of the others (6:19,20) it says only ¼ÒHÎKÕI, two, one
pair, one of each. See on 7:9 below.
G 7:4 <- H, D2 K2 - H/M4 L$
‘I am about to’ – unusual without ¼É Ì HÉ.
G 7:9 ¼1H-F4 Ḑ 1H-K4 Ḑ
Unlike ‘seven, seven’ in verse 2, this does not mean
four, nor just two of each, but ‘in twos’ or better, ‘in
pairs’. A male came with a female partner, whether the
total of the species was only two or fourteen.
G 7:11 ¼-H4 I¹ K( ¼̧ J'N+Kx
In the Middle East the rain comes in the winter, not in
the summer. So the second month would be Heshvan
(October/November). Only after the Exodus was Israel
told to change the calendar.
G 7:14 {L4- H2 D0 B|(I4- H2 D0 B}4- H2 D0
of various species (see on 1:11).
G 7:15 ¼1H-F4 Ḑ 1H-K4 Ḑ
See on 7:9.
G 8:3 %}¸L) ¦}0 L(
progressively (or steadily) returning. This is a standard
idiomatic use of DÊ ¼E¼D ¼Ñ LÉ, both verbs in the infinitive.
A total misunderstanding of this has led to the Israelis
using the phrase to mean a return (bus or train) ticket!
G 8:5 <}5 L+D) ¦}0 L(
Likewise, progressively (or steadily) decreasing.
G 8:6-14
Without knowing something of the habits of the two
birds – the raven and the dove (or pigeon) – it is not
possible to understand this section properly.
G 8:7 +K¬ Ķ D-K)
and released. Do not confuse the root KÌ Î KI with a
dagesh in the Ñ, and KÌWÑ LI without.
With a dagesh the meaning is (a) to release, to unleash,
to let (someone) go, to see (a visitor) off; (b) to send
away, to drive out, to divorce. Only without a dagesh is
the meaning to send (on a mission, or to someone or
somewhere). There are rare exceptions where one is
used instead of the other. The idiom ?DT ¼ÈLÎ KÌWÑ LI (no
dagesh) means to attack or to lay hands on.
%}¸L) $}:L- $ I:I£K)
The plain meaning is ‘it went out, leaving and
returning’, the last two words, infinitives, in the form of
an idiom apparently similar to (but not the same as) that
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described in the note on verse 3. [In fact ¼Æ¼D ¼ILÊ ¼Å¼D ¼ÛLÎ
would have been more appropriate for a return ticket.]
However, the punctuation, supported by Onkelos, takes
the first two words together (‘it definitely left, and
returning’) which does not make much sense, and does
not explain why the third word is an infinitive.
1H- K® K( > J̧ N% D- ' K6
Note that the raven still kept coming back even after the
pigeon (or ‘dove’ – same thing) ‘disappeared’.
G 8:9 {L0 D&K< 7K/ D0
for its foot. Not ‘the sole of’. In Hebrew, ¼ÈLÎ means
arm and hand combined, there is no separate word for
‘arm’; similarly ¼ÑJÇ JÝ means leg and foot combined,
there is no separate word for ‘leg’.
¼ØK] can mean either hand or foot. Where there is a need
to differentiate, ¼ÈLÎ ¼ØK] means hand and ¼ÑJÇJÝ ¼ØK] means
foot. These expressions do NOT mean ‘palm of the
hand’ and ‘sole of the foot’ as mistranslated. It is
impossible to translate the words accurately, but ¼ÈLÎ
when used figuratively usually corresponds to the
English ‘arm’ rather than ‘hand’. [The same meanings
are preserved in Modern Hebrew, with the same
impossibility of translation into English.]
Note that ¼ÉLÕ¼D¼Î is feminine: Noah did not necessarily
send the female, so ‘its foot’, not ‘her foot’.
G 8:10 ¼+K¬ Ķ ¼7 J5M£K)
Idiomatic for ‘he again released’ (NOT ‘continued’).
This is the usual meaning, often mistranslated.
G 8:11 7L< L,
Without entering the discussion as to whether this is a
noun, adjective or participle (‘torn’ etc.), it is worth
noting that ¼ØKÝ DÍ in Aramaic means a leaf, and is used
by Onkelos (q.v.) to translate ¼É IÑF×, adding to the
problem.
G 8:13 ( I5 D/ H2
the covering of. This would be some form of loose
cover (not a lid, which would probably be ¼ßJÝÃb K]) – see
Ex.25:17, and compare Ex.26:14.
( L2L'F$L( -I4 D² |%U< L+
The surface of the ground had dried off. The verb ÆÝÌ
is often used, followed by the verb IÆÎ, to describe
rivers drying up. The former implies the disappearance
of visible water, which drains away or evaporates, but
leaving the ground underneath still soaking wet.
G 8:14 9J< L$ L( ( Ļ D%L-
The earth was dry (i.e. had dried out).
G 8:15
The traditional chapter divisions we have are of
Christian origin, and used by us merely because they are
convenient for the purpose of quoting, but at times they
are utterly ridiculous, and here is an example in point.
This should have been the start of the new chapter.
<Ix K'D-K)
instructed or told. The verb ¼Ý ITKV when followed by ¼Ñ JÅ
usually means ‘to tell’, in the sense of giving orders or
instructions, similar to ¼ÉIX KÛ. (Not in the sense of
‘relate’, which is ¼Ý Ib KÖ or ¼ÈIU KÉ.) This does not apply to
¼ß JÅ ¼Ý IT KV or to ¼Ñ K× ¼Ý ITKV. Unlike ¼ÉLÊ DÛ HÓ, which usually (but
not necessarily) refers to a single specific instruction,
¼ÝLÆLV (which also has several other meanings) when used
in this sense usually refers to a set of instructions on a
single matter, e.g. Num.15:31 and 30:2. References to
idolatry and the Sabbath in the ‘Ten Commandments’
each contain not single instructions, but sets of
instructions, so we have ¼Ò¼ÎVÝLÆUV KÉ ¼ßJÝ JK K× and the
translation ‘commandments’.
Note also: SSS ¼ß JÅ ¼ÉIX KÛ but SSS ¼Ñ JÅ ¼Ý ITKV.

G 8:21 K+N+-H̄ K( K+-I<
the relaxing aroma (lit. ‘the aroma of relaxation’)
> Lev.26:31.
G 8:20-21
God’s reaction was not one of pleasure, but of despair.
Noah was told to take these animals into the Ark to
preserve them, to keep them alive (7:3). Who told him
to kill them, even as sacrifices? This did not show the
good in man, but the inherent bad. Here was Noah, the
one good one left after the rest, the bad, had been
removed, showing that even he had this bad streak, but
had somehow managed to convince himself that he was
doing good! He really ‘meant well’! (This is the true
meaning of the expression ‘the road to Hell is paved
with good intentions’ – not things you ‘intend to do but
never get round to doing’ but stupid, harmful, bad
things that you do ‘with good intentions’.)
Seeing this, God decided to compromise and make
concessions. These are stated in the last part of verse 22
and in the following verses.
G 8:21 ¼'¼} ¼6 ¼0 I¬ K; D0 ¼7 H5N$ ¼$W0
I will not again curse (NOT ‘continue’, > 8:10.). The
apparent duplication (adding ÈD×) is an optional idiom.
G 8:22 7J<N+L) 9H- K;D) 1N+L) <N;D) <- H: L;D) 6K<J*
Some try to explain this as dividing the year into six
two-month periods (2+2+2), others into eight periods
(2x2x2). Neither explains the inclusion of ¼ÉLÑ DÎKÑLÊ ¼Ò¼D¼Î.
Clearly all that is meant is that nature will continue in
its routine fluctuation between seasonal extremes. ‘Heat
and cold’ do not occur only once each in a year.
1N+L) <N;D)
These could be gerunds (verbal nouns) ‘heating and
cooling’, but more likely plain nouns ‘heat and cold’,
but contrast 18:1. Onkelos notes the difference.
G 9:3 ¼(J- D(H- ¼1 J/L0
you will have. In Hebrew there is no verb ‘to have’,
and this is the normal way of expressing the idea, > 2:7.
‘Will be for you’ is unnecessarily clumsy.
G 9:9 - H>-V< Dx
Sometimes a solemn agreement, contract, treaty or pact,
but more often, as here, a covenant, which means one
side’s obligation under a contract rather than the
contract itself, even if followed by ‘with’, > app. The
other side’s may be mentioned elsewhere, if at all.
G 9:18 ¼3 K6L4 D/ ¼- H%F$ ¼$¼| ¼( ¼1 L+D)
Canaan did not come out of the Ark. Rashbam (Rashi’s
grandson) explains that this information is irrelevant
here but background to explain what happened later.
G 10:8-10 SSSSS ¼} ¼º D/K0 D2 K2 ¼>¼- Ḩ ¼$ I< ¼- H( DºK) SSS 'N< D2H4
Nimrod appears, from this account, to have been the
legendary ‘Sargon (an assumed name) of Akkad’.
Compare the account here with that of Sargon in any
good encyclopaedia.
G 10:11 ¼<¼| ¼¹ K$ ¼$ L:L-
he went out TO Ashur. Matches Sargon.
G 10:12 (L0}' Dy K( <- H6 L( $) H(
This is Nineveh in the previous verse (see Jonah 1:2),
not Resen. Often in the Torah when a word refers back
to an earlier word, it is not obvious which word it refers
back to, the punctuation can be misleading, and we have
to rely on the context and common sense, or as here
knowledge from elsewhere, to help us to decide. At
times it can be ambiguous.
G 10:14 1- Hº Ḑ H0 D8
This word is a sort of double-agent, a singular looking
like a plural, sometimes pretending to be a plural acting
like a singular! That is to say it is a singular despite the
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ending, but often used in a collective sense (like ¼ÒHÎ KÝ DÛ HÓ
Egypt). That is why we often find ¼Ò¼Î HHf DIHÑ Db and not
¼Ò¼Î Hf DIHÑ Db KÉ (in contrast to ¼Ò¼Î HÆFÅ¼D ¼_ KÉ etc.). Even in those
days people got confused, so we have a Philistine as
¼Î Hf DI HÑ Db and not ¼Î HÓ¼Î Hf DIHÑ Db. All this is borne out by the
occurrence of the word in various books (especially
Judges and Samuel). The other names in verses 13 and
14 do not occur regularly, and it is uncertain whether or
not the same applies. The names in verses 16, 17 and 18
are certainly singular nationality-descriptive (not
personal) names used collectively to describe whole
nations, not the names of individuals.
G 10:19 0|% Dy
territory. The territory of the Canaanites extended
from.... to ... to... etc. The word implies territory with
its limitation, so the derived verb means to allocate
territory or to delineate it, which is done by defining its
borders. Eventually in modern Hebrew ¼Ñ¼X ¼Æ DU itself came
to mean border, but that is NOT normally its meaning
in the Bible. There are cases where this distinction is
important and the whole meaning of the text is altered.
(L/F$Nx
Derived from ¼FFÅÃT (your coming), it is often found
meaning as far as or upto... It is usually spelt with a
final É which probably means ‘to’ (cf. ¼É LÓ DÎKÝ DÛ HÓ etc.).
6 Ķ L0
We have Sidon in the north-west, Gaza in the south-
west, the four towns in the south-east, so this place is
presumably in the north-east. Possibly it is the same
place as ¼IHÎ KÑ (Jud.18:7,27,29), also referred to as ¼Ò JIJÑ
(Jos.19:47), later re-named Dan.
G 10:30 1 J' J́ K( < K(
Probably not the name of a hill or mountain, but of a
hilly or mountainous region (as often in the Bible, cf.
Mt. Seir, Mt. Ephraim), somewhere in the East.
G 11:1 1-V' L+F$ 1-V<L%U'|
with unique words. Elsewhere ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ LÌFÅ may mean ‘very
few’, but not here. (In the days of King James the word
‘unique’, a precise translation, did not exist in English,
so he had translation problems that we do not have.)
G 11:2 1 J' J́ H2
to the east, or eastwards. Babylon is east of Ararat,
assuming that the latter is somewhere in Turkey. Logic
(that it means ‘from the east’) does not apply and makes
no sense of the text here or elsewhere. Compare the lack
of logic when Israelis do the reverse and say ¼Î HÑ ¼ÆKÕ DÇHÕ
‘was stolen to me’ when they mean ‘was stolen fom
me’. See 3:24, 12:8, 13:11. Cf. ¼ß KÌ Kf DÓ B ¼Ñ K× IÓ.
G 11:3 (L8I< DµH0
‘into that which is burnt’, ‘a burnt product’ or ‘a
product of burning’, here ‘burnt bricks’. It does NOT
mean ‘burning’ – Hebrew nouns of this form are not
abstract (e.g. ¼É LÈ IÆFÅ means ‘lost property’, not ‘loss’).
< L2I+K( D)
‘and the asphalt’
G 11:28 }ºU'K0}2
The word ¼ßJÈJÑ¼D ¼Ó does NOT mean place of birth, but
family or people or something in between, normally in
a very wide sense. (See especially Esther 8:6.) Usually
it means the very large family to which one belongs (by
ascent) but it can mean family in the sense of
descendants (e.g. in 48:6). In this verse we could offer
a free translation of the phrase ¼D ¼fUÈKÑ¼D ¼Ó ¼ÚJÝ JÅ as ‘his home
country’. > 12:1 below.
G 11:28,31 ¼1¼- Vz DµK¤ <|$
Ur of the Chaldees (i.e. Chaldaeans). The Chaldaeans
migrated from the north to the extreme south of
Mesopotamia (near the Persian Gulf). They later became

the ruling class in Babylon when well over a thousand
years after Abraham they created the second Babylonian
(the Chaldaean) Empire.
G 11:29 (L¤ D5H- - H%F$K) (L¤ D0 H2 -H%F$ 3L< L(
This is to point out that Nahor’s father-in-law’s name
was also Haran, the same as his brother’s, but they are
not to be confused. Apparently his two daughters both
became so famous that he was known as Haran their
father. (Note carefully the wording of 24:15, 24.)
(English adds a further confusion by spelling the place
mentioned two verses later, ¼Ô LÝ LÌ, as Haran. This
confusion is avoided in modern Bibles which spell the
place as Harran, a spelling adopted here.)
G 11:31
From verse 12:1 below taken in conjunction with other
verses in the Bible that appear to contradict, it seems
that Terah’s decision to leave Ur (for which he may
have had various reasons) and go specifically to Canaan
may have been influenced by his son Abram who was in
some way inspired by God to do this. Abram was not
however specifically instructed, in the way he was later
instructed to leave Harran.
Three questions arise from this verse:
1. What happened to Nahor? He did not leave Ur with
his father and the rest of the family, yet later he – or at
least his family – does turn up in the same place,
Harran.
2. Why did Terah go via Harran, way off the route?
3. What made Terah change his plan and decide to stay
in Harran?
We note from later stories that it was Nahor, rather than
his father Terah, who made a name for himself at
Harran. A likely possibility is that Nahor left home and
went to Harran first, and settled there. Terah decided on
leaving Ur to make a detour to visit his son, found him
comfortably settled there, and decided there was no
need to go further into an unknown country. He was no
longer young. Lot was a younger man, prepared to
follow his uncle as a pioneer and adventurer, facing
what life may bring.
G 11:30 'L0L)
An Aramaic word is extremely scarce in the Torah.
G 11:32
It is the normal literary style of the Torah (we will meet
many examples) to finish one story, so as to get it out
of the way, before beginning another, if the remainder
of the first does not interact with anything else. We
have no further interest in Terah, so we are told how
long he lived, that he never left Harran, and that he
died. But bear in mind that all that is related in several
of the following chapters took place during his lifetime
– a simple calculation will show that he died only two
years before his daughter-in-law Sarah did!
The Talmudic phrase ¼ÉLÝ¼D ¼f KT ¼Ý LÌ OÅ DÓ¼X ¼ÒLV DÜ OÓ ¼Ô¼Î IÅ means
simply that strict chronological order is often broken so
as to keep the various parts of a story together. (Strict
chronological order would produce an atrocious literary
style.) The phrase is also used to justify the use of the
pluperfect (> 4:1) by those who could not understand it
as a grammatical concept. There may be other
exceptions for other reasons, but the phrase does NOT
mean that there is chronological anarchy.

.0 .0

G 12:1 ª-H% L$ >- Ix H2| ª DºU'K0}® H2| ª D:U< K$ I2
Leave your country, your people, and your immediate
family. > 11:28 above. Only by mistranslating ¼ßJÈ JÑ¼D ¼Ó
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do you get problems and contradictions as to whether he
was born in Ur or Harran, which commentators twist
themselves into knots to explain.
G 12:4
Lot, a young man, was prepared to follow his uncle as
a pioneer in a new and strange country. His grandfather
had found life in Harran comfortable (which presumably
it was not in Ur).
G 12:5
Note the order: Abram, then his wife, then Lot, then all
that they owned. One man at the head of his family and
entourage. This becomes relevant later, when the order
changes.
The whole verse is carefully worded to be compared to
and contrasted with 11:31.
¸J8J̄ K(
the people. The word means ‘person’ but is often used
collectively. (In English the normal plural of ‘person’ is
‘people’ – ‘persons’ in licensing lifts and taxis and for
lawyers and others who wish to be pompous.)
|µL6
they had acquired (> 2:2).
G 12:6 1J/ Ḑ 1}; D2
It has always been assumed that he came along the
Fertile Crescent through Lebanon entering Canaan in the
north. There is no evidence for this. On the contrary he
probably came from Harran by the same route used later
by Jacob, viz. through Transjordan and crossing the
Jordan at Adam (modern Damya), then going up the hill
facing. Shechem would then be the first place in Canaan
of any significance that he came to.

The routes from Harran

It appears that the town Shechem itself (modern Nablus)
did not exist at that time. It may have existed earlier,
certainly it did later. The references in the Torah to this
town are all rather peculiar. That in 33:18 is ambiguous,
and note how Moses describes it in Deut.11:30 without
actually naming it. (> 33:18 for fuller details.)
3}0 I$
tree, or name of a type of tree. Here collective ‘trees’.
9J< L$Lx * L$ -H4F6K4 D¤ K(D)
If ¼Ú JÝ LÅLT meant ‘in the country’ the whole thing would be
ridiculous. Who else do you expect to find in Canaan if
not Canaanites? Eskimos? Zulus? Obviously there were
Canaanites in Canaan! But there were others too, and
the Canaanites were not found in every part of the
country. The word ÚJÝ JÅ has a variety of connotations,
and here means a region or county (> 1:10, no.6) as in
35:22, 1Sam.9:4,5, and elsewhere. We are told that the
Canaanites were ¼ÚJÝ LÅ LT in the region (later known as

Mount Ephraim, i.e. around and between Shechem and
Bethel), ËLÅ at that time, i.e. when Abram first arrived
there. This apparently irrelevant information is given
here so that a later remark may be contrasted with it.
G 12:7 ªF6U<K* D0
to your offspring. ‘Seed’ refers to plants, not people.
G 12:8 1 J' J́ H2
The word occurs twice and means to the east. (> 11:2).
The first time ‘To the east of Bethel’ and the second
time ‘Bethel to the west and The Ai to the east’.
(Incidentally never just Ai but always The Ai.)
-- ¼1 I̧ Dx ¼$L< D;H£K)
and he preached in the name of God. In Ex.34:5 (q.v.)
the punctuation, and hence the meaning, is different.
G 12:9 K6}5L4 D) ¦}0 L(
progressively (or steadily) moving on. (See on 8:3.)
G 12:10 ( L2D-K< D: H2 1L< D% K$ 'J<I£K)
Abram left the country without divine permission
(which was later refused to Isaac but granted to Jacob)
and was punished not only by what happened there, but
also by his descendants becoming slaves there.
(Nachmanides, alias Ramban).
G 12:15 + Ḱ OºK)
> 3:23.
G 12:16 >N+ L8 Ḑ |
slaves (fem.). The grammatical feminine of ¼ÈJÆ J×, viz.
¼ÉLV DÆ K×, is never found in the Bible. Instead, one of two
other words, either ¼É LÓ LÅ or ¼É LÌ DÙ HI, is used. These two
words are used interchangeably and (notwithstanding
1Sam.25:41) appear to be completely synonymous. One
might hazard a guess, admittedly without evidence, that
the grammatical form was originally used, but because
of the way in which women slaves were often used,
depriving them of the last grain of self-respect, the word
acquired a connotation that prevented its being used
normally in the sort of context found in the Bible. (It
may have become an obscenity, or may even have
dropped out of the language altogether.) To indicate a
female slave, with no further special connotation
implied, two (probably) foreign words were imported,
either of which was acceptable.
G 12:19 ª Dº Ḑ H$ (Ī H(
Here there is no participle, so it does not mean ‘about
to’, but simply like the French voci or voilà, ‘here is’.
G 12:20 }>}$ |+ D¬ Ķ D-K)
Either they released him or they saw him off or they
sent him away (drove him out) – all three are possible.
See 8:7.
G 13:1
Note the order: Abram, his wife and his possessions;
and Lot with him. 13:5 adds that Lot who went with
him also had possessions. Two men, each with an
entourage, travelling together. Contrast 12:5.
G 13:2 'N$ D2 'I% L¤ 1L< D% K$D)
Not ‘and’. Abram being very ‘heavy’ (heavily loaded).
(J4 D; H2
livestock
G 13:6 ¼9J< L$ L( ¼1 L>N$ ¼$ LµL4 ¼$W0 D)
The story makes it clear that it was not literally shortage
of room. It is like a kitchen that can be big enough for
ten men but is not big enough for two women. (God’s
punishments for misbehaviour included one that ten
women should have to share an oven, Lev.26:26.)
9J< L$Lx % I̧ M- * L$ -H~V< D² K(D) -H4F6K4 D¤ K(D)
Compare and contrast 12:6. A long time had passed
since Abram’s first arrival, probably several years, and
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the situation had completely changed. ¼¼Æ IIÂÎ means that
they were the settlers there, as against Abram and Lot
who were nomads. There appears to have been no
conflict between settlers and nomads. As long as the
latter behave and do not annoy the locals they are
welcome because they bring trade.
However, the story is interrupted after telling us of
conflicts between the two groups of nomads who were
travelling together, to inform us that the Canaanites and
Perizites were living at that time in the district
(Shechem-Bethel). Abram observed this before speaking
to his nephew, so he noticed something which
influenced what he said. The situation among the
settlers had changed, due to the appearance of the
Perizites. More than likely they were quarrelling with
the earlier Canaanite settlers over land. These quarrels
did not affect the quarrel between Abram and Lot over
grazing, but they paralleled it.
Hence Abram’s remark in the next verse: ‘Let you and
I not quarrel, because we are brothers!’ The best
solution is for us to split up and remain friends – you go
whichever way you wish and I will go the other way.
(Seforno writes ‘set them a good example’, but more
likely he meant ‘do not take a bad example from them’.)
G 13:9
The references to ‘left’ and ‘right’ here are not to be
taken too literally (i.e. north and south) as in 14:15.
G 13:10 3 IzU<K£ K( < K¤ H¤
the Jordan Basin. ‘Jordan’ means that it was to the
north of the Dead Sea. The modern identification of the
location of Sodom is based not on archaeology but on
misinterpreting the texts. More on this later.
( J; Ḑ K2
irrigated Rainfall is low in the Jordan Valley, but it
seems the Jordan overflowed in the Basin like the Nile
in Egypt, which had evidently impressed Lot. Contrast
Canaan which relies on rain. (See Deut. 11:10,11.)
(L/F$Nx
as far as or upto (see 10:19).
G 13:11 1 J' J́ H2
eastwards or to the east. > 11:2.
G 13:12 % Ķ L- ,}0D)
Contrast, not a pluperfect.
Note that ‘Abram lived in Canaan, but Lot lived in the
towns of the Basin’. Where Lot lived was not part of
Canaan. This fits in with other evidence (2Sam.18:23)
that the Basin (including Sodom and Gomorrah) was to
the east of the Jordan, probably roughly facing Jericho
(Deut.34:3) and northwards. It was NOT covered by the
Dead Sea but still existed at the time of Moses and at
the time of King David.
G 13:14 ¼< K2 L$ L-¼-K)
Pluperfect, had said. Chronologically it fits between
verses 11 and 12, but it is left out there so as to finish
the story of the separation of Abram and Lot.
G 13:16
Note the verb ¼ÉÂÕ LÓ twice meaning to count, and its
synonym ¼ÝÃÙ LÖ in 15:5 and 16:10, not ¼ÈÃÜ Lb which never
means to count (a mistake often made elsewhere).
G 13:17 1|;
An auxiliary verb often used this way idiomatically with
no specific meaning – compare English ‘go’ when
someone says ‘Go and eat’ or ‘Go and get dressed.’
G 13:18 -I4W0 I$
Trees, or trees of a certain type. See 12:6.
G 14:1-10
To understand exactly what happened in the battle one

needs to appreciate the geography. This scholars have
failed to do because they have not studied the texts
properly, have formed prejudiced opinions and stuck to
them. The explorer George Adam Smith (no relation to
the present author) comments on this and alone ‘keeps
an open mind’, but he has overlooked certain texts and
topological facts that could lead to a more definite
theory. The comments above on verses 13:10 and 13:12
are directly relevant and what is written below follows
on from them.
G 14:2 6 Ķ U<Hx ... 6K<Jx
If the T is a prefix (for ¼Ô JT son of, with the 3 dropping
out, quite usual in Hebrew) we are left with ¼×KÝ (bad, or
wicked) and ¼× LILÝ (a wicked man). For one of these
kings to be so aptly named could be a coincidence, but
not for both! Nor would anyone adopt such a name. One
is left to conclude that these were nicknames applied by
their enemies and used by the Torah in derision and
contempt. (Nicknames were used in Bible times, e.g.
Edom for Esau.) This suggests that possibly Shinab and
Shemeber were also nicknames whose meaning escapes
us, while the king of Bela did not have one – which is
why his name is not mentioned.
G 14:3 and 8
‘The Valley of Siddim (where the battle took place) is
the Dead Sea.’ What does this mean? That it used to
exist but has since been covered by the Dead Sea? This
is very probable. But it nowhere says that the Valley of
Siddim is the Jordan Basin, nor that the Basin (Sodom,
Gomorrah etc.) is the Dead Sea or is covered by it. The
Dead Sea in nearly every case, both before and after the
overthrow, is referred to in Hebrew by the same name,
which means ‘Salt Sea’, so we may assume that it was
always full of salt.
G 14:4 ¼| ¼'L< L2 ¼(L4 Ļ ¼(I< Dµ J6 ¼̧ W0 Ḑ ¼|
This could mean that they rebelled for thirteen years,
but verse 5 suggests otherwise – that on the thirteenth
year they rebelled, i.e. refused to pay tribute.
G 14:5,6,7
Let us follow the route of the invading armies. They
started east of the Jordan at Ashteroth Karnaim in the
north, moved southwards towards Seir (later Edom) and
Paran, turned right to Kadesh and then northwards up to
Hazazon Tamar, clearly identified (2Chron.20:2) with
En Gedi on the west bank of the Dead Sea (about
halfway up at present).
G 14:7 ¼- H; I0 L2F6L( ¼( I' Dµ
Often ¼É JÈ LK is used instead of ¼Ú JÝ JÅ meaning country.
Later in the Bible we often meet Amalekites living in
the Negev and south of there, which fits in here.
G 14:8 $ I:I£K)
The local armies came out to meet them. Where from?
The battle took place in the Valley of Siddim. Where is
that? We have shown that Sodom and its neighbours
were on the east side of the Jordan to the north of the
Dead Sea. If the invaders were at En Gedi, the
defenders would presumably have come down the north-
west of the sea to meet the invaders, or the invaders
would have continued up the north-west of the sea
towards Jericho. Both of these, as will be explained, are
impossible. The Valley of Siddim could also not be in
that area (see next verse).
G 14:10 < L2I+ >N<E$Jx >N<E$Jx
The Valley of Siddim was full of pits of asphalt. The
asphalt deposits are all at the southern end of the Dead
Sea, much further south than En Gedi, and are unlikely
to have moved that distance. There is another problem
– it appears that the asphalt pits caused the local kings
to flee, and they fell in them. This is extremely strange
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– adverse local conditions which can influence a battle
are always to the advantage of the locals, who are
familiar with the terrain, and to the disadvantage of the
invaders, who are not. Yet it was the locals, not the
invaders, who fell!
The key to the whole thing is the north-west bank of the
Dead Sea. There is a road there, blasted by the Israeli
army after the Six Day War. Until then, the land came
down in the form of high cliffs right to the edge of the
sea. Inland is the desert of rugged high mountains and
dangerous ravines, to avoid which a very long detour
inland is needed. The terrain, full of ravines and caves,
(Kumran, which is now famous, is typical of the area)
is impassable except with a donkey or mule, and even
then an experienced local shepherd guide is needed to
take anyone from En Gedi to a little south of Jericho (or
vice-versa) along narrow and dangerous mountain paths.
To take a whole army along there was absolutely out of
the question. (Modern access to this inland region is
mainly by helicopter.) The inhabitants of Jericho always
regarded En Gedi as inaccessible except to the brave,
other than by a detour going almost to Jerusalem.
One must assume that the invading army discovered all
this on reaching En Gedi. News of their arrival reached
Sodom via the locals who knew the way, but the
invaders, intent on punishing Sodom, had to turn back
south and to go right round the Dead Sea in order to
reach the place. The local kings were not going to wait
until attacked – they went out to meet the invaders,
going down to the east of the Dead Sea.
They met them at the southern end, where the asphalt
deposits are – the Valley of Siddim – and there the
battle took place. The Dead Sea is at present about 50
miles (80 kilometres) long, north to south. In those days
it may have been a bit less, not covering the Valley of
Siddim, but from the Jordan in the north down to the
asphalt deposits was still a great distance. The people of
Sodom did not (as we find out later) welcome strangers,
they liked to keep themselves to themselves, and to
them this would have been strange, unfamiliar country.
They did not recognize the dangers of pits of asphalt.
By contrast, among the invaders was Amraphel, king of
Babylon where asphalt was plentiful (see 11:3). The
Babylonian army would know how to behave in such
terrain; the inhabitants of the Basin did not, and their
kings fell.
The above theory, based on known facts regarding the
location of asphalt and the former impassability of the
north-west bank of the Dead Sea, is the only one I have
yet found that explains how the asphalt pits helped the
invaders against the locals.
G 14:12,13 3 I/Ņ $|(D) ... % I̧ M- $|(D)
‘he living in Sodom ... he dwelling at ..’ (participle
constructions, used to describe something happening at
the same time as the main verb – > 4:1).
Lot actually lived ¼Æ IIÂÎ in Sodom, Abram merely
happened to be residing ¼Ô IÐWI at Hebron at the time.
G 14:13 ¼-V< D% H6 L(
Unusual. This is the name used by the Egyptians for
people from Canaan. > E2:11.
G 14:15 ; Jµ L®K' D0 0$N2 D¶ H2
To the north (lit. left) of Damascus. Modern maps face
north, as their first important use was by seafarers who
navigated by compass (North Pole) and the North Star.
In olden times you started by facing east, the rising sun,
so the left means the north, just as ¼Ô LÓ¼Î If (teyman or in
Arabic Yemen), literally ‘right’, means south. Onkelos
in his Aramaic translates ÑÅÃÓ DK here as ‘north’, but
mediaeval commentators do not mention this because to
them it was obvious. Contrast 13:9. Also note ‘to (not

from) the left’, cf. ¼ÒJÈ Jd HÓ ‘to the east’.
G 14:17
The location of the Valley of Shaveh, otherwise called
the King’s Vale, is unknown.
G 14:18 $- H:}( ... ;J' J: - H¤ D0 K2|
Pluperfect ‘had brought’ (> 4:1).
Verses 18, 19, 20, interrupt the narrative started with
verse 17. They are inserted to indicate two contrasts:
first between Melchizedek, basically a decent person
whose hospitality Abram accepted, and the king of
Sodom whom he clearly disliked; second between the
use of El Elyon by Melchizedek to designate an idol,
and its use (verse 22) by Abram as a description not of
the chief god but of the One God.
Melchizedek’s particular form of idolatry seems to have
been a comparatively clean one, with high ideals (such
as hospitality) that approached very closely to those of
Abram. The latter did not wish to discourage him, but
had to correct his remark regarding the maker (or
owner) of heaven and earth. For all that it does seem
surprising that Abram paid him tithes. [As it simply
says that ‘he gave him tithes’, some commentators
suggest that Melchizedek gave tithes to Abram, but this
is even harder to accept.]
1I0 Ļ
Abram would have returned along the Jordan Valley,
east or conceivably west of the Jordan. Salem could
have been the town near Shechem which was in an
enclave near the Jordan Valley, opposite a point Abram
would have passed before reaching Sodom and the
Basin on the East Bank or opposite Sodom on the West
Bank. The traditional identification of Salem with
Jerusalem is based on two weak and not very
convincing indicators: that Salem is half of Jeru-Salem,
and comparing the king’s name, Melchi-Zedek, with
Adoni-Zedek, king of Jerusalem in the time of Joshua,
(Jos.10:1). If Abram indeed passed near Jerusalem on
his way to Hebron, it would have been after leaving Lot
at Sodom. Against this, Salem mentioned later (33:18),
was a small place ruled by a local magnate, whereas this
one had a king (unless he was just called ‘king’). It may
have been neither Jerusalem nor the one near Shechem.
G 14:22,23,24
Note how Abram waived his claim to any spoils for
specific personal reasons, but emphasised that he did not
waive his right to such a claim, by deducting expenses
incurred and insisting that his allies received their share.
G 15:1 <K+ K$
An unusual but not unique use of this as a preposition
instead of ¼Î IÝFÌ KÅ (compare 22:1 and 22: 20). ¼Ý KÌ KÅ is
normally an adverb, ‘afterwards’ or as in 22:13.
(J*F+ K2Kx
in a vision. Why KT and not DT? Sometimes in Hebrew,
as quite often in Aramaic (especially Onkelos), the
definite article is used when not necessary.
Apparently (a probable explanation of a very difficult
passage), all was a message in the form of a sort of
dream, down to and including verse 5 where he dreamed
that it was night and he was taken outside to see and try
to count the stars. Verse 6 tells us that Abram believed
and trusted the promise made.
Verse 7 onwards was more direct. In verse 12 Abram
became drowsy, which means that before that he was
wide awake. Taking the animals, (killing them – not
mentioned but implied,) cutting them, and driving away
the vultures, were not parts of a dream.
'N$ D2 (IxU< K( ª D< L/ Dµ ... $L<- Hº 0 K$
His reward for turning down the King of Sodom’s offer
would be considerable, but why the need for
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reassurance? What was he afraid of? We find the phrase
a few times with Jacob, who is painted as a man whose
whole life was a struggle to conquer inherent cowardice,
and who is reassured at times when he had reason to
fear, but Abram is never shown as such a person, and at
this point he had just emerged as a great courageous
hero! Was the Allied Imperial Army likely to return
from Damascus and beyond just to punish him? Perhaps
he was afraid that they would send a hit squad.
G 15:2 -V<-V<F6
The word does not mean ‘childless’ – see Jer.22:30,
where ‘childless’ makes no sense, since Coniah
(Jehoiachin) was not childless (see 1Chron.3:16,17)!
Apparently it means something like unsuccessful, or a
failure, but the precise meaning is uncertain. Abram
complained that he was ¼ÎVÝ¼ÎVÝF× because he was childless.
G 15:5 1-H% L/}¤ K( <N8 D5|
Count the stars! It was night-time, yet in verse 12 we
find the sun not yet set. Either accept the explanation
given above (15:1), or accept that the story told in this
chapter is not of one event at one time, but of at very
least two events, on different days.
ª J6U<K*
your offspring (when referring to human beings).
G 15:10 <N² H³K(
The birds. Singular used collectively.
G 15:11 ,H- K6 L( 'J<I£K)
This sentence describes an apparently irrelevant detail.
Likewise the remarks about the sun setting in verses 12
and 17. One needs to know more of ancient customs and
practices to understand these, and why, in the previous
verse, the birds were not severed or what their function
was. (The commentators attach Midrashic style symbols
to all these.) The function of the animals is explained
later in verse 17, but even then not the details.
G 15:12 ( L2 IzU< K>
If this word really means ‘deep sleep’ then either the
whole thing turns into a mere dream, or Abram did not
witness what happened, yet it is described as a real
incident. More likely it means ‘drowsiness’.
G 15:13 1 L>N$ |¯ H6 D) 1|'L%F6K)
The punctuation indicates that these three words are in
brackets. Being residents in an alien country (as Abram
himself was) would last four hundred years, not the
servitude.
G 15:16 (L̄ I(
The word occurs twice in the verse, once referring to
place and once to time.
G 15:17 ( L$rLx
(a) ¼I JÓ JI is sometimes feminine (despite ¼Î HÉ DÎKÊ).
(b) Accent on first syllable is perfective, i.e. ‘the sun
had set’. (Accent on last syllable would have been
participle, ‘the sun was setting’.)
¼( L,L0F6
Either darkness or obscurity.
1-V<L* Dy K( 3- Ix < K% L6
This explains the cutting of the carcasses into two.
Apparently an oath was often taken by walking between
the sections of an animal carcass (see Jer.34:18).
G 15:18 >-V< Dx
This does not mean a contract, but a covenant, the
obligation of one side in a contract (see 9:9), which is
why Abram did not also walk between the carcasses.
G 15:19
The verse is difficult. The only Keni we find are the
descendants of Jethro, who did not live there and

anyway were always nomadic. The only Kenizi we find
is Caleb, an Israelite! The Kadmoni could be the ‘sons
of Kedem (the east)’ (29:1), Mesopotamia beyond the
Euphrates (verse 18). None of these fit.
Probably these were tribes who lived there at that time,
but disappeared before the time of Moses, as did the
Refaim in the following verse. All were important in the
promise to Abram, but the only ones that mattered later
to the Israelites who left Egypt were those still living in
the country at the time of Moses and Joshua.
G 16:5 - H5 L2F+
A complaint regarding lack of justice, no redress for
unfair treatment. (See 6:11).
G 16:7 0 K6
By. Not ‘on’. The four principal meanings of ¼Ñ K× are:
1. On (the most usual but not the only meaning);
2. By, alongside, next to, very near to (as here);
3. In addition to, together with (compare the English
idiomatic use of ‘on top of’ in that sense);
4. About, concerning.
Sometimes it is uncertain which is meant (e.g. 28:13),
but here it is obvious.
<|¸ ¦J< J' Dx
The High Road from Canaan to Egypt went from
Shechem via Bethel, near Jerusalem, Bethlehem,
Hebron, Beersheba, near Kadesh (Barnea) and through
Shur to Egypt. The Low Road (Derech Erets Pelishtim)
followed the coast.
G 16:11 (L< L( ¦L̄ H(
¼ÉLÝ LÉ here is a noun ‘a pregnant woman’. [If a participle,
‘pregnant’, this would mean ‘you are about to be
pregnant’ but she was already (vs.4)] DfUÈKÑÂÎ is an archaic
construct of ¼ß JÈJÑÂÎ, ‘and a bearer of’. Cf. Jud.13:5,7.
¼G16:14 'J<Lx 3- I%| ¸I' L; 3- I% (Ī H(
The well was a pin-prick on the map, on the main Shur
Road (verse 7) so unknown that its exact location had to
be given. Its importance comes up later. Kadesh
(Barnea), an important oasis to the east of the road, is
often mentioned and has been located. Bered is not, and
would have had to be to the west of the road.
G 16:16 SSSS ¼3 Jx ¼1L< D% K$D)
Abram being .....
G 17:1-14
Here we find ¼ß¼ÎVÝ DT mentioned first to represent one side
of the contract, then the other (vss. 7 ff. and 10).
G 17:5 ¼1 L(L< D% K$ SSSSS ¼1L< D% K$
We see only the addition of one letter to his name, but
the two names could obviously be interpreted, in a way
that is lost to us.
G 17:10 ¼0¼} ¼® H(
Nif’al, hence reflexive, a gerund ‘circumcising’. (If it
was a command, imperative, it would have to be plural,
as in the next verse.)
G 17:14 L(¼- J® K6 I2
The word ¼Ò K× generally (but not always) appears in the
plural form with a singular meaning (but only found in
the forms LÉ¼Î J_K× B¼Ê¼Î L_ K× B ¼F¼Î J_ K×) in the following contexts:
1. when a person is ‘severed’ from his ‘people’;
2. when a person is ‘taken in’ to his ‘people’ (i.e. dies);
3. behaviour of a priest in Lev.21:1, 4, 14, 15;
4. Ezek.18:18 and Lev.19:16 (which may be simply a
surplus yod). (Hos.10:14 in some editions is a mistake).
It seems that in these cases the meaning of the word is
slightly different, but in what way?
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G 17:15
Here too the meaning of the change is lost.
G 17:18 ª-J4 L8 D0 (J- D+H- 0$ I6 L2 Ḑ H- |0
Unlike ¼Ò HÅ, which defines a possibility, XÑ means ‘if’ in
a supposition contrary to fact (such as ‘if it were
possible to walk to the moon, but it isn’t’). The word
occurs often in the Tanakh without problems, but four
of the six occurences in the Book of Genesis present
difficulties. One of these (50:15) can be explained, a
far-fetched explanation of 30:34 is offered, but this and
also 23:13 remain difficult. ‘If Ishamel could live,
which he cannot’ does not make sense in context.
G 17:23 ¼0 L2L£K)
In this chapter and in Chap. 34 (but not in Joshua) the
verb is otherwise always in the nif’al (middle, with an
active or reflexive meaning, not passive). In Lev. 12:2
it probably is passive. Here we find the normal active
(kal) form, because he circumcised someone else (as in
21:4, Ex.12:44 and Deut. 30:6).

$<-)

G 18:1 $L<I£K)
This is a headline. We usually find references to God’s
‘appearance’ in the form of a headline, followed by the
story which includes details. The ‘appearance’ here was
of course in the form of the visit of three men.
% I̧ M- $|(D)
Note the participle, he sitting at ... (no ‘and’). In
English this sounds a bit awkward, and we would
normally convert this participle phrase into a finite verb,
adding a conjuction (‘while’) to make it a subordinate
clause ‘while he was stting ...’, and then change the
order: ‘While he was sitting .... God appeared ...’
0J(N$ L( + K> J²
Not the doorway or actual entrance to the tent.
In a wet or cold climate, a building has an entrance hall
inside, just beyond the front door, where people can be
received who are not necessarily invited further in. The
‘reception area’. In hot climates, this area is outside,
and is known as the ¼Ì Kß Jb which does not usually mean
‘doorway’, and certainly not ‘door’. We could translate
it here approximately as the front garden. (Hence the
expression ¼È I×DÓ ¼Ñ JÉÃÅ ¼Ì Kß Jb meaning the Tabernacle
courtyard, or reception area, not the actual doorway or
immediate entrance to the building itself.)
¼1¼}¼£ K( ¼1N+ D¤
at the warming-up of the day, or as the day was
becoming warm. ¼ÒÃÌ is the gerund of the verb ¼ÒÃÓ LÌ,
shown by the use of the prefix D]. (If it was a noun
‘heat’ the prefix would mean ‘like’ or ‘similar to’ which
would make no sense here.)
G 18:2 $U<K£K) )-L4- I6 $ L¶H£K)
He looked up and saw, a very common Hebrew idiom.
)- L0 L6 1-H% L³H4
Standing close to him, or just above him. Due to the
terrain, they suddenly emerged. In the terrain of the
Judaean hills (where I once lived) he might pitch his
tent at the foot of the hill, they could suddenly come
round the hill on a path and stand extremely close, just
a few yards (metres) up but unable to climb straight
down (due to a sheer drop) and unable to see the way
down. This would explain why he had to run (along to
where the path descended then back along the path)
towards them. Other similar possibilities would also fit
the description given and the precise words used.

G 18:2 onwards
In the following story, sometimes the plural is used for
the three men, sometimes the singular, i.e. the leader
who was the spokesman. Also it seems fairly certain
that when ‘God’ spoke, it was the leader who spoke on
God’s behalf – this was the ‘appearance’ referred to in
the headline in verse 1. (Rashbam).
G 18:4 ¼+ Ḱ O-
With the verb ÌÜÑ instaed of the nif’al the pu’al or (as
here) hof’al is normally used for the passive.
G 18:6 >J0N5 + K2 J;
The word ¼Ì KÓ JÜ is a general term for flour, and that is its
meaning here. ¼ßJÑÃÖ (best translated simply as solet) is
finely ground processed flour – possibly white flour,
and certainly not semolina (as today) which is the
coarsest part of the grain that cannot be milled.
Elsewhere ¼Ì KÓ JÜ usually (not always) refers specifically
to coarse flour, as opposed to solet.
G 18:7 < K6K̄ K(
The word means boy, young man, but has a secondary
meaning of a servant or attendant who need not be a
slave. (In parts of the old British Empire a native
servant was called a ‘boy’ even if he was an old man.)
G 18:9 0 J(N$L% ¼(Ī H(
Abraham thought she was in the tent (verse 6), but she
wasn’t. The next verse tells us that she was outside.
G 18:10 )- L<F+ K$ $|(D)
Birnbaum in his edition, simply avoided translating this.
It seems to mean that the tent was behind Abraham (and
Sarah was behind the tent) so that although Sarah was
outside, neither Abraham nor the guests saw her.
G 18:11 1 L(L< D% K$D)
Participle. ‘Now Abraham and Sarah being old,
advanced in days (i.e. years), Sarah had ceased to have
the way like (i.e. of) women’.
G 18:16 1 L(L< D% K$D)
Participle, ‘Abraham going with them ...’ (no ‘and’).
1 L+ D¬ Ķ D0
to see them off
G 18:17 < L2L$ --K)
Note the pluperfect, God had said. Verses 17-19
inclusive interrupt the story, which is resumed in verse
20, to explain why he was told. On account of the cries
from Sodom, God decided to ‘go down and investigate’,
through agents who would put them to the test. On the
way they would visit Abraham, tell him the good news
about Sarah, and inform him of the intended action
against Sodom. Abraham’s tremendous hospitality
towards three men whom he did not know stood out in
direct contrast to the extreme inhospitability of the men
of Sodom, the main sin for which they were punished.
Note that those who screamed out ‘injustice’ were in
fact as bad as those they cried against, so that in the end
they were all destroyed.
G 18:19 )- Hº D6 K'D-
I know him. No problem except for Israelis, for whom
a lengthy article of explanation was once written.
G 18:22
Two of the men carried on to Sodom, while the third,
the spokesman, stayed to talk to Abraham and explain
the mission. (Rashbam).
1 L(L< D% K$D)
Participle, ‘Abraham still standing ...’ (no ‘and’).
G 18:24,25
He did not ask for the good to be spared, but for the
whole lot to be spared. The argument is not strictly
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logical. Abraham really wanted to pray for the wicked
to be given a chance, but had to express it as a plea for
justice that the good should not suffer. Only much later,
after the incident of the Golden Calf, did Moses learn
how to pray for mercy as such.
G 18:28
Note the illogicality again, shown by the difference
between request and response.(‘For the sake of five’;
‘for the sake of forty-five’.)
G 18:27 ¼< J8 I$L) ¼< L8 L6 ¼- H/M4 L$ D)
Said in humility.
This has led to a misunderstanding of Job when he used
the same words (Job 30:19) not in humility but as a
complaint, and later repented (Job 42:6).
G 18:33 % Ļ 1L(L< D% K$D)
Not a pluperfect, but a contrast. See 13:12.
Alternatively, present participle: ‘Abraham returning’.
G 19:1 1-H/ L$ D0 K® K( -I4 Ḑ |$N%L£K)
the two messengers came. We are tempted to translate
this as ‘two of the messengers came’, because that is
what happened (there were three previously), and that is
what the words look like. But that is not the meaning of
the words, which would have to be ¼Ò¼Î HÐ LÅ DÑ K_ KÉ IÓ ¼ÒHÎKÕ DI. We
may well ask why it does not say this, but may not
distort the meaning of the text as we have it.
% I̧ M- ,}0D)
Participle. ‘Lot sitting ...’ (no ‘and’). In English we
would convert the participle phrase to a finite verb, and
then we would need the ‘and’ –– ‘and Lot was sitting’.
[> 18:1, identical grammatically, but not quite the same
in what it is trying to convey. There the essential is the
appearance, ‘sitting’ is subsidiary, so English would use
‘while’. Here neither the arrival nor the sitting is
subsidiary, so English would use ‘and’. Or we might
make the arrival subsidiary, and say ‘When the two
messengers arrived, Lot was sitting ...’ but Hebrew does
not do this.]
<K6 Ķ Dx
in the gateway. Refers to the large public square near
the gates, where business was transacted (so that
visiting traders need not enter the town, keeping out
spies – this was normal in Canaan, and not a practice
confined to Sodom). The town gates are called ¼ÒHÎ KßLÑUV.
1H- K² K$
nose. (lit. ‘nostrils’ from ¼Ø KÅ, see 2:7.) Of course if your
nose touches the ground, your face touches the ground
and often vice-versa, but the word does not mean ‘face’.
G 19:4 |%L¤ Ḑ H- 1J< J,
they were yet about to lie down, i.e. they had not yet
lain down. This construction differs from ¼ÎIÕ DÙ HÑ ‘before’,
because ‘before’ always implies that whatever else it
was did eventually happen (‘before he ate’ means that
he did eat, but something happened first). The ¼ÒJÝ JÍ
construction, however, means that something was about
to or intended to happen; it may have happened (as in
2:5) but as a result of an interruption, as here, it may
not have done. They did not necessarily lie down that
night, changing plan as a result of what happened before
they had a chance to. In English we would not say
‘before they lay down’ but could say ‘before they had
a chance to lie down’. (This explanation has been given
here at length not to explain the story but to explain the
use of ¼Ò JÝ JÍ.)
Incidentally note pronunciation yishkávu, not yishkavú.
G 19:6 >J0 Jz K(D) (L+ D>J² K(
to the entrance; and closed the door behind him. The
‘entrance’ is the reception area outside the house,
something like a front garden. Fuller explanation > 18:1.

Note throughout this story the distinction, unnoticed by
King James, between ¼ßJÑJV and ¼Ì Kß Jb.
G 19:8 ¸- H$ |6U'L- $N0 < J̧ F$
The Torah does not say they were virgins, Lot does.
Father does not always know what daughter gets up to.
The later behaviour of the elder suggests that she was
not all that ‘innocent’.
G 19:9 >J0 JzK(
to break the door.
G 19:10 >J0 JzK(
they closed the door.
G 19:11 >H-Kx K( + K>J² < J̧ F$
who were in the entrance (front garden)
1-V<I) D4 K±Kx
‘Blindness’ is ¼Ô¼D ¼ÝLX H×. The word ¼Ò¼ÎVÝIÊ DÕ KÖ probably means
substances that cause blindness, or is the name of
specific powders or liquids that cause blindness.
(Imagine throwing the equivalent of a canister of tear
gas.) This would explain the unusual word and the
plural form. The effect might cause permanent eye
damage, or it might just last long enough to serve its
purpose. [Another explanation, that the word means
‘dazzle’, seems less likely, as it seems to fit less well
with the story in 2Kings chapter 6, the only other place
where the word occurs.]
+ K> L²K( $N: D2H0
This cannot mean the entrance area, because they were
already there. Nor does it mean the door, or it would
have said so. It presumably means the entrance to the
entrance area, i.e. the front gate or rather the gateway to
the front garden. Having been smitten by blindness they
were trying to find the way out!
G 19:13 |4 I+ D¬ Ķ D-K)
Irregular for XÕIÌ DÑ DIH[KÊ – see notes on 8:7 and 38:17.
G 19:16 @ ¼{ dL2 D( K2 D>H£K)
[Technical]. Note the shalshelet, followed (as always)
by a pasek. This is NOT (as popularly supposed) a
treble pazer (it means a chain, not ‘three’) but is a zarka
followed by a segol, combined.
G 19:17 ,-Hx Kº 0 K$
A grammatical exception – we expect ¼Í IT Kf ¼Ñ KÅ.
G 19:19 ( L6L< L(
harm.
G 19:20 $L̄ ¼( L, D0 L® H$
Optative, for ‘self-exhortation’, a desired intention. A
simple statement of fact, ‘I will’, neither a desire nor a
consequence, would be expressed in the future using the
imperfective ¼ÍIÑ L_ JÅ.
G 19:22 0K/|$ $W0
The statement that nothing could start till they got there
seems to have been an exaggeration to get them to
hurry. Lot’s wife looked back, presumably to watch the
sight – the fireworks had already started.
G 19:23
When the sun rose, Lot had arrived (or: The sun rose,
Lot arriving) [without his wife] at Zoar; and God had
rained brimstone (sulphur) and fire on Sodom ....
It does not mention it here, but salt also rained down
with the sulphur (Deut. 29:22) – relevant in verse 26.
G 19:26 +K0 J2 %- H:D4 - H( DºK)
This does NOT imply that her body became converted
into Sodium (or Potassium) Chloride. There is a fixed
idea among many that any act of God, and especially a
miracle, must be ‘against nature’. If God created nature
there is no reason why he should not use it.
What had happened? Presumably there had been an
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earthquake (the Jordan Valley is prone to such), which
was accompanied by some volcanic activity or by an
underground gas explosion (connected with the
earthquake), at the uninhabited southern end of the Dead
Sea, where the salt and sulphur deposits are, throwing
up flames with salt and brimstone high into the sky and
a distance of some forty to fifty miles northwards (not
exceptional for volcanoes) to pour down from the sky
and land on the cities of the Jordan Basin that had been
‘overthrown’ by the earthquake. It does not matter if
this description is not correct – if it wasn’t this, the
effect as it is described was very similar. Lot’s wife
turned round to look and was transfixed and hypnotised
by the ‘fireworks display’ destroying her home, leaving
it too late to escape when the ‘rain’ overtook her. She
was then totally covered with salt, just as a man caught
in a blizzard is often covered with snow and found next
day frozen to death standing up, a pillar of snow! So
she became a pillar of salt. (Her body underneath
remained, though the salt would slowly eat it up.)
What is the difference? A totally different moral
teaching and explanation of the punishment for
disobedience. God did not get angry at her and throw a
thunderbolt to punish her for not obeying. The punish
ment was already there before the sin. The salt was
going to fall, and anyone caught there would be covered
in it and unable to escape. She was warned not to stop
and not to look back – obedience would have enabled
her to avoid the pit, by not obeying she fell into it.
A child finds the idea of a God who punishes to be
easily acceptable – until he does something wrong and
waits for the thunderbolt, which does not come! A
‘commandment’ is really a warning against danger,
which you may be lucky to escape once or twice even
if you do not listen, but sooner or later you will fall in,
however clever you think yourself, if you disobey.
G 19:29 (L/ I8F( K(
that which is [to be] overthrown, not ‘the overthrow’,
just as ¼É LÆIÕ DU is ‘stolen goods’ not ‘theft’.
G 19:31
One gets the impression that the elder girl was
experienced (> verse 8). However, the Rabbis praise the
girls: there was no intention of lustful incest, they really
believed that they were the only people left in the world
and had to re-populate it.
G 19:32 ¼3H-K-
They probably found some wine stored hidden in one of
the caves.
G 19:33 6K'L- $W0 D)
Lot did not become aware of her arrival or of her
departure. That does not mean that his daughter raped
him in his drunken sleep and ignorance. What could
even give her (or anyone) the idea that it was possible?
More likely she knew her father. Lot had his redeeming
graces, but was no saint. Let us assume that he was in
the habit of visiting the night clubs of Sodom, getting
drunk, and picking up a woman for the night. So his
daughter got him drunk enough to fall asleep and then
went and lay next to him. Later he woke up, and in a
drunken haze found a strange woman (it was dark in the
cave) lying next to him, and encouraging him. This to
him was no strange occurrence, nor was the fact that he
was not quite sure where he was, so he acted
accordingly. Afterwards he fell asleep again, and she
got up and went back to her end of the cave. In the
morning, after his hangover had cleared, he would
vaguely recollect a dream – it must have been a dream,
as he was alone in the cave with his two daughters!
That allowed the younger one to repeat the performance.

G 19:38 ( L' D0L- ... (L<- H6 D³K(D)
Note the pluperfect, cf.4:4. Ben-Ami (Ammon) was born
first. We usually find Ammon mentioned before Moab.
(Contrast the literary style, which here always puts the
elder before the younger, with the beginning of chap. 4
where the two alternate.)
G 20:2 (L< Lµ 0J$
concerning (not ‘to’) Sarah. This is often the meaning
of this idiom (Rashi elsewhere). (Contrast 20:10.)
¼(L< Lµ ¼> J$ ¼+ Ḱ H£K)
She was nearly 90 years old, but still attractive!
G 20:3 > I2 ª D̄ H(
you are about to die. (Not ‘you are dead’.) ¼ß IÓ is a
participle.
G 20:4 %K< L; $W0 ¦ J0 J2-H%F$K)
This verse is almost unique in that here even King
James recognises the pluperfect! Abimelech had not
approached her (even before the dream). Had it said
instead ¼E JÑ JÓ¼Î HÆFÅ LÉ¼Î JÑ IÅ ¼ÆKÝ LÜ ¼ÅWÑ DÊ that would have meant
‘then he did not approach her’ (after the dream).
G 20:5
‘I knew nothing about it!’ Abimelech was an expert at
not knowing when it suited him not to know. (> 21:26).
- K² K¤ 3M- D;H4 D%| - H%L% D0 1 L> Dx
Roughly, ‘with innocence of mind and clean hands’. In
the next verse we see that God accepted the first, he
was ignorant, but did not accept the ‘clean hands’ – he
had no right to take any woman against her will.
G 20:7 ¼0 I¬ K² D>H- D)
Optative, used for a consequence (‘and then, following
this, he will pray’). A simple future, requiring the
imperfective, would have to say ¼Ñ Î Kb Dß HÉ DÊ, i.e. conversive
vav with the perfective. With the imperfective you
cannot use a non-conversive vav, only with the optative.
G 20:11 >K$U<H- 3- I$
This does not mean ‘fear of God’, because it would
imply that here there is not, elsewhere there is. The
word frequently means simply ‘authority’, and this was
a rebuke to Abimelech – ‘here there is no respect for
authority’, you are not much of a king.
G 20:13 |6 D> H(
Rashi brings examples of a plural adjective being used
in connection with this word for God, itself a plural
form but normally taking a singular verb. However, the
verb form could be an archaic singular like ¼X ¼Ì Kf DIH[KÊ.
¦ Iz D5K+
your kindness, i.e. do me this favour.
- H0 -V< D2 H$
say concerning me, not ‘to me’. See on 20:2.
G 20:15-16 (Ī H(
Three times, without a participle, so NOT ‘about to’.
G 20:16 ¦- H+ L$ D0
to your ‘brother’. Sarcasm in the Torah is rare.
G 20:17 )- L>N( D2 K$D)
¼ß¼D ¼É LÓFÅ is the normal, if irregular, plural of ¼É LÓ LÅ –
probably a foreign word – a (female) slave, > 12:16.
Note that the plural of ¼Ò IÅ is ¼ß¼D ¼_ HÅ (regular); the use of
¼ß¼D ¼É L_ HÅ to mean ‘mothers’ (or ‘matriarchs’) is post-
biblical, and unnecessarily confusing.
G 21:1 ¼' K; L² L-¼-K)
had remembered. ¼ÈÃÜ Lb here means to remember to deal
with someone as previously promised. (Definitely not
‘visited’, a concept which in such a context is very non-
Jewish). For other meanings of the word > app.
Notice the pluperfect again. Sarah was already pregnant
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before being taken by Abimelech – no question of his
having slept with her and making her pregnant (Rashi
here and G4:1; better Rashi, caption ÈÜÙ, on Talmud
Bavli Bava Kamma 92a where it quotes this verse.)
G 21:4 0 L2L£K)
Kal form > 17:23.
G 21:6 ;K+ D:H-
Some versions have ¼Ü KÌFÛHÎ. This is not a true hataf
patach but merely to emphasise that the sheva is
sounded, contrary to what might be expected.
G 21:9 ;I+ K: D2
playing around, or making love (cf. 26:8). The word
has a sexual connotation. Not quite the sort of behaviour
expected of Abraham’s son at his father’s party, in the
presence of such guests as Abimelech (> 21:22).
G 21:10 ¼̧ K<¼-H- ¼$W0 ¼- H¤
Sarah was reluctant to upset Abraham by telling him
what had happened, at the same time she did not want
such a boy to be an influence on her son as he grew up.
She therefore preferred to make it look as if she was
merely jealous and greedy for her own son. The point
about not inheriting was an excuse (not the real reason)
– she was not concerned about disinheriting Ishmael in
favour of her own son, but with removing the bad
influence without upsetting her husband by telling him
what happened. In an ancient code of laws it states that
the son of a master and a slave-girl inherits but if set
free loses his inheritance. This may be relevant.
G 21:11 ¼6K<I£K)
Abraham, not knowing the facts, took this at face value
and objected to his son (Ishmael) being treated that way.
Sarah’s behaviour was, to him, consistent with her
behaviour towards Hagar before Ishmael was born, it
was going to create injustice, and he was not going to
allow it.
G 21:12 ¼{L0N; Dx ¼6 K2 Ḑ
God, knowing all the facts, steps in and stands by Sarah,
both in supporting the request to send Hagar and
Ishmael away and in not upsetting Abraham by telling
him what happened.
G 21:14 'J0J£ K(
The word means child and as in English, when taken on
its own it implies someone very young, but relative to
a parent it does not imply age. Here we find ¼ÈJÑJÎ used
in the story when Ishmael is considered along with his
mother – he was aged about 16 at the time but was still
her child. When viewed objectively he is called ¼Ý K×KÕ,
which means a boy (even a baby) or young man. (Moses
is called that at the age of three months – Ex.2:6; in
Gen. 44 Benjamin is called both at the age of 30; and
the words are used interchangeably in 2Kings.4:29-35
and in the feminine in 34:3,4.) ¼Ý K×KÕ also has a secondary
meaning for which ¼ÈJÑJÎ is not used (see Gen.18:7).
G 21:16 ¥ D% IºK)
Tears of self-pity. It is not normal for a woman to throw
her child away so as not to watch him die. She would
cradle him in her lap to the very end (e.g. 2Kings.4:20).
Hagar had wandered around aimlessly until the water
was used up, so that she could then make herself a
martyr and complain. Her tears were not listened to.
G 21:17 <K6K̄ K( 0}; > J$
Ishmael’s cry was of thirst and suffering. It was heard,
even though his behaviour had led to it all.
G 21:18 - H2|;
> 13:17.
G 21:19 $J< IºK) ... +K; D8H£K)
God opened her eyes and she saw a well. It was there
the whole time, but she had not seen it because she had

not wanted to see it. (Explanation of verses 16 - 19
from my father.)
G 21:21 3L<$L²
This was in the area south of Kadesh, between Canaan
and Egypt. See also 25:18.
G 21:22 $) H( K( > I6Lx
Presumably at the party, which we left after Sarah
spotted Ishmael’s misbehaviour so as to follow the
adventures of Hagar and Ishmael. Now we return to it.
(In verse 32 we are told that Abimelech returned, but
we are not told that he came, so presumably he was
already there. Why? Presumably for the party. Ishmael’s
behaviour, in the presence of such people as Abimelech,
would be particularly reprehensible.)
G 21:23 1 H$ SSS (L6 D% L¹ H(
An oath to abstain from something would take the form
of ‘May terrible things happen to me (or may I be
punished) if I do this’, i.e. a conditional self-curse. This
would be shortened in narrative by leaving out the first
part, so it becomes ‘I swear if I do this’ meaning I
swear not to do it. In effect, in an oath or curse ¼Ò HÅ
means ‘not’. [The reverse, I swear to do it, is ¼ÅWÑ ¼Ò HÅ.]
G 21:25 K+H/¼} ¼(D)
We expect ¼ÌKÐ¼D¼[KÊ. The form we find seems to mean that
he used to rebuke him, which does not fit into the
context. Hard to explain!
G 21:26
Lots of excuses. Shakespeare would have said ‘The
King doth protest too much, methinks’. A king should
know what is going on, but Abimelech was an expert at
not knowing what it suited him not to know. (> 20:5).
Abraham was not fooled (> 20:11).
G 21:31 $L< L; 3 I¤ 0 K6
Following some incident, we often find ‘therefore’ a
place or a person is given a name, a mode of expression
in the Torah that must not be taken too literally. It does
not mean that the name was not used before that, but
that after that incident the name was associated with it
so that the incident should be remembered. This place
was probably called Beersheba before, perhaps because
a man named ¼× KÆ JI (cf. 2Sam.20:1) dug a well there, but
the name was attached to this incident, and later on to
a similar incident involving Isaac. A noteworthy case is
that of Esau, almost certainly nicknamed Edom because
of his red complexion (Gen.25:25), but after the incident
of the red soup his nickname was associated with that.
The origin of the proverb ‘Is Saul too among the
prophets?’ is attributed to two different incidents
(1Sam.10:11,12 and 1Sam.19:24). Moses certainly did
not invent the name Eliezer for his son (Ex.18:4), as it
already existed in the time of Abraham (Gen.15:2), but
he chose it because it could be associated with the idea
he wanted to use, and this probably applies to most of
the names for which reasons are given.
G 21:33 1 Ļ $L< D;H£K) SSS 0 J̧ J$ 6 K¢H£K)
He planted a large tree (to provide shade for his
audience) and preached there.
G 22:1 <K+ K$
> 15:1.
( L±H4
‘had tested’. This is hard to explain, since the test is
surely what follows.
¼-H4Ī H(
There was a Hebrew word for ‘no’ but not for ‘yes’.
One had to answer with a statement or a repetiton.
Compare 27:24, 29:5 etc.
G 22:2
The Canaanites sacrificed their children to their gods.
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Abraham was now asked to sacrifice his own son, after
which he would have to return and face the world,
having proved that he was no better than those he had
criticised!
We do not know how old Isaac was at the time, only
that this took place after the party (when Isaac was a
baby) and before Sarah died (when he was 37). He was
able to walk along with and talk sensibly to his father,
but was probably still a young boy as his father, a very
old man, was able to overpower him.
G 22:5 <K6K̄ K( D) ... )-L< L6 D4
Notice how the word ¼Ý K×KÕ is used in the verse (and
elsewhere in the chapter) in two different meanings – an
attendant (see 18:7) and the boy (or young man) Isaac.
In the Haftarah (2Kings, chapter 4) the word refers, in
one story, to four different people – Gehazi (vs.12), the
reaper (vs.19), the donkey driver (vs.24), and the son
(vss.29,31,32,35).
G 22:6 ) Lz D+K- 1 J(-I4 Ḑ |/ D0I£K)
They both went together.
G 22:7,8
Isaac was still trusting. They still went together.
G 22:9
There is no suggestion at any time that Isaac
acquiesced. The binding of Isaac was a test of
Abraham’s faith, not of that of Isaac.
G 22:13 <K+ K$
‘behind’ – adverb. It does not say behind what. You do
not look up and see something behind you, you turn
round first, so it does not mean ‘behind him’.
G 22:19 )- L< L6 D4 0 J$ 1L(L< D% K$ % Ļ L£K)
Abraham returned to his lads, apparently without Isaac
who was no longer willing to go with his father after his
recent traumatic experience. ‘They went together to
Beersheba’ refers to Abraham and the lads. (I am
grateful to Mr. Michael Luzan who pointed this out to
me, adding that here is an example of a particular strain
that can often exist between a father and his son.
However with regard to the latter, I feel that such
strains are usually of a deeper nature, not the result of
an incident as here.)
G 22:20 1L(L< D% K$ D0 'KyO£K)
Abraham had been so completely out of touch with his
family that two new generations had been born without
his knowing. Isaac’s birth was 25 years after he left
Harran, and we do not know how much later this news
arrived. It would have been some time before the death
of Sarah (next section) because about three years after
Sarah’s death Laban is already grown up to the extent
that he bossed the whole family (> 24:58); yet here
Laban is not mentioned, so was presumably not yet
born. The arrival of the news is significant not just in
reporting the birth of Rebekah but also in that it re-
established contact between Abraham and his family,
leading him to learn other news (> 24:4).
$) H( 1K&
Not only Sarah.
G 22:24 }¸ D&K0- H8|
The word ¼IJÇ JÑ¼Î Hb does not mean a concubine (i.e.
mistress) but a sort of morganatic wife, except that the
children have the right to succeed.

(<= --+

G 23:2 $N%L£K)
Presumbaly he came from his tent, which was outside
the town, into the town itself, in order to perform public

mourning rites as a sign of honour.
G 23:3 }> I2 0K6 I2 ... 1L;L£K)
Need not be read too literally. Probably idiomatic, he
finished the pre-funeral mourning rites (and was ready
to start making arrangements for the funeral).
G 23:4 % Ļ }>D) <Iy
In Biblical Hebrew idiom we sometimes find pairs that
go together, not like ‘strawberries and cream’ or
‘Gilbert and Sullivan’ where the two parts are
complementary, but something like ‘aims and objects’,
‘rules and regulations’, ‘peace and quiet’, or adjectivally
‘neat and tidy’, ‘true and accurate’, where the two parts
to a large extent overlap. Here we find such a pair. The
word ¼ÝIU means a (foreign) resident – the usage of one
who becomes a Jew is post-biblical; ¼Æ LI¼D ¼f means a
settler. The two go together in a pseudo-legal style so
as to cover the common ground plus any meaning that
either one has but which the other might not cover.
Similar pairs include ¼ÉLÑFÌKÕ DÊ ¼ÜJÑ IÌ (31:14), ¼ß JÓEÅJÊ ¼È JÖ JÌ and
¼ÍLb DI HÓ¼X ¼ÜÃÌ (or ¼Ò¼Î HÍ Lb DI HÓ¼X ¼Ò¼Î Hd OÌ), considered elsewhere.
For a totally different meaning of ¼Æ LI¼D ¼f see Ex.12:45.
(L< Dx D; J$D)
Optative – the imperfective (misnamed ‘future’) would
be ¼Î HfUÝ KÆ LÜ DÊ, a simple statement of fact. The optative is
used when there is some sort of desire (the true
optative), or as a consecutive. Here both apply – ‘so that
I may bury’. You can recognise the optative (which
often has the same form as the imperfective) here in two
ways: (1) the use of a non-conversive vav (2) the longer
form ¼ÉLÝ DT DÜ JÅ and not ¼ÝÃT DÜ JÅ.
G 23:6 |¯ J® H2
of (lit. from) us. > 3:22.
G 23:9 3 JºH- D)
Optative (consecutive) ‘that he may give’. Not ¼Ô KßLÕ DÊ.
¼(O0 I² D/ K® K( ¼>K< L6 D2
It seems from this verse, verse 17 and 19 below, and
from G.49:30 and G.50:13, that the cave was in
Ephron’s land, which in turn was in the Machpelah,
whatever that was – probably an area of land that
included Ephron’s. Abraham at first asked only for the
cave, but eventually bought the whole lot.
|(I' Lµ
his land. ¼É JÈ LK means land (unbounded) and not a field,
which by definition has physical boundaries. Ephron’s
land may happen to consist of just one field, or half of
one, or several adjacent or non-adjacent fields.
Sometimes the word is used to mean ‘countryside’ as
opposed to town; sometimes it means ‘country’ as in
‘the country (or land) of Edom’; sometimes it means
arable or grazing land as opposed to vineyards (Num.
21:22). Never ‘a field’.
Incidentally, in the later Biblical books, an archaic form
¼Î KÈ LK often occurs, with the construct ¼Î IÈ DK that looks like
a plural (as if from ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ LK) but is not. ¼É JÈ LK and ¼Î KÈ LK are
the same; ¼É IÈ DK and ¼Î IÈ DK are the same – ‘the country of’
not ‘the fields of’! The plural of ¼É JÈ LK is not ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ LK but
¼ß¼D¼È LK (Ex.8:9 etc.) meaning ‘lands’ – plots of land
defined not by physical borders (fields) but by owner.
G 23:10 % I̧ M- 3}< D8 J6 D)
A participle phrase – ‘Ephron sitting’ (no ‘and’). In
English we would change it to a finite verb ‘now
Ephron was sitting’.
G 23:13 |0
The word means ‘if’ in a supposition contrary to fact
(such as ‘if it were possible to walk to the moon, but it
isn’t’) – > 17:18. What is it doing here?
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(L< Dx D; J$D)
As 23:4 q.v.
G 23:17 ¼}¼0O% Dy
his territory, the normal meaning of the word. Unlike
¼É JÈ LK it implies something that is specifically bounded.
G 23:18 (L4 D; H2
purchase – do not confuse with ¼ÉJÕ DÜ HÓ livestock.
G 24:1-2
Understanding the syntax and construction here properly
helps one to get the ‘feel’ of the language and an
appreciation of how it works (not as we were taught).
In verse 1 and the first half of verse 2 we have three
statements, but only one main verb ¼Ý JÓ ¼ÅÂ[KÊ.
(1) Abraham being old, advanced in years. (Participle.)
(2) [Now] God had blessed Abraham with everything.
(Pluperfect.)
(3) Abraham said to his slave ... (Main verb.)
In English we would change the participle to a finite
verb in a subordinate clause, and change the pluperfect
into a participle, thus:
(1) When Abraham was old, advanced in years,
(2) God having blessed Abraham with everything,
(3) Abrahan said to his slave ....
There is a difference in meaning – God did not wait till
Abraham was old before blessing him (as we were
taught) but did so earlier.
G 24:3 ¦F6-Hx Ḑ K$ D)
Again note the optative for a consecutive.
+ Ḱ H> $W0 < J̧ F$
... swear that you will not take, because here he uses
the straightforward form ‘swear that’. However, if he
had used the ¼Ò HÅ form explained above (see on 21:23)
he would have said ¼Ì Kd Hf ¼Ò HÅ ¼EF×¼Î HT DI KÅ without ¼ÅWÑ.
¼-H4F6K4 D¤ K(
Here clearly from the context not literally ‘the
Canaanites’ but the inhabitants of Canaan, including
Amorites, Perizites and so on. (See also 50:11)
G 24:4 - H:U< K$ 0 J$ - H¤
Following the last comment, compare this with the way
the slave reported, ¼Î HÆ LÅ ß¼Î IT Ñ JÅ ¼ÅWÑ ¼Ò HÅ (verse 38).
- HºU'K0}2 0 J$D) - H:U< K$ 0 J$
to my country and to my people (or family). ¼Î HfUÈKÑ¼D ¼Ó,
synonymous with ¼Î Hf DÌKb DI HÓ, tends to bear likewise the
connotation of a ‘wide’ family, even a nation. So in
quoting his master the slave tactfully added ¼Î HÆ LÅ ¼ß¼Î IT
(24:38,40,41), which tends to mean a ‘narrower’ family,
(see notes on 11:28 and 12:1), but he did not misquote
his master as is often claimed.
-H4 D% H0 ( L¹ H$ Lº D+ K;L0D)
Why did Abraham wait so long? Until Rebekah grew
up? There is nothing to indicate that he specifically
intended her for his daughter-in-law. After Sarah died,
he saw that his son was lonely. But why wait so long?
A calculation based on 11:32 and other verses will show
that Terah died only two years before Sarah! Abraham
may not have heard immediately that his father was
dead. It is possible that just as he did not want his son
to return to his (Abraham’s) family, so he did not want
even his slave to visit there unless he could be sure of
not being influenced by them. It is one thing for a slave
to stand up against his master’s brother, another to stand
up against his master’s father (to whom the master too
owes respect). It could have been news of Terah’s
death, more than the death of Sarah, that influenced
Abraham to send his slave to visit his family.

G 24:7 - HºU'K0}2 9J< J$ I2|
and from the country of my people (NOT ‘birthplace’).
G 24:8 % I̧ L> $W0
Irregular. We expect either ¼Æ II Lf ¼Ñ KÅ or ¼Æ¼Î HI Lß ¼ÅWÑ.
G 24:10 1H-K<F(K4 1K<F$
The region including Northern Mesopotamia and
extending westwards to the Mediterranean (modern
North Irak, Syria and perhaps part of Lebanon) was
known as Aram. Later with the rise of Ashur the Greeks
called it A (‘Ashuria’, Latinised to Assyria),
still later shortened to Syria, but the latter was
eventually used for only the western part. At different
periods of history Aram was split in different ways
politically to separate kingdoms. Rashi tries to explain
the situation here on the basis of the political situation
1000 years later as described in the Book of Kings.
Aram of the Two Rivers (Tigris and Euphrates) was the
eastern part (North Mesopotamia), which was known as,
or included, Paddan (> Gen.25:20).
<}+L4 <- H6
It has been suggested that this means ‘the town Nahor’
because archaeologists have found remains of a town of
that name near Harran. The grammar is against it – it
would require ¼Ý¼D ¼ÌLÕ ¼Ý¼Î H× LÉ. Also, we find the family
earlier at Harran and again there later in the time of
Jacob, so ‘the town of Nahor’ is more likely, meaning
Harran. The existence of a town named Nahor is not so
surprising, as it was probably built by someone of that
name, a name not uncommon since it was also the name
of Abraham’s grandfather (11:22-25). This discussion
becomes relevant when considering 33:18.
G 24:11 < I$ Dx
In this story it is clear that ¼Ý IÅ DT and ¼ÔHÎ K× mean the same
and in the next few verses are interchanged. There may
be a difference elsewhere.
G 24:13 % L³H4 - H/M4 L$ (Ī H(
I am about to stand. He was not yet there, because we
see in verses 16-17 Rebekah arrived there and he had to
run there to meet her. (> 6:17.)
G 24:15 (L¬H¤ 1J< J,
An irregular form; the form in verse 45 is regular.
>$ I:M- ( L; D%V< (Ī H( D)
An exception. (There was Rebekah coming out).
Unusual.
(L¤ D0 H2 3 Jx 0 I$|> Dx
See the importance of Milcah (> 11:29), again in vs. 24,
but the slave did not quite appreciate this (vs. 47).
G 24:19 ¼% L$ Ḑ J$ ¼ª¼- J¬ K2 D& H0 1Ky
What about the men who were with him (vs. 32)?
G 24:21 ¼} ¼¤U< Kz *( K+¼- H0 D: H(K(
(> G 39:2,3). Note that ¼D ¼]UÝKV does not mean ‘his
journey’, but is part of an idiom – ¼D¼]¼ÝKV KÌ¼Î HÑ DÛ HÉ is used to
mean ‘he has made a success (of whatever he was
doing)’, or simply ‘has been successful’ or ‘has
succeeded’, here the result if any being attributed to
God’s effort, not his own. The kal form is used when an
action succeeds, the hiphil for the doer (or here God).
G 24:22 ¼6 K;Jx
A half-shekel (lit. a ‘split’) (Ex. 38:26).
G 24:24 ¼(L¤ D0 H2 ¼3 Jx
> vs.15.
G 24:32 + Kº K8D-K)
and unhitched.
G 24:35 < L;Lx
cattle. (The only Hebrew word meaning cattle.)
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G 24:37-38 - Hº D+K² Ḑ H2 SSS $W0 1 H$ SSS -H4 I6Hx Ḑ K£K)
See notes on 24:3-4.
G 24:45 ¼(J¬ K/F$ 1J< J,
The regular grammatical form. Contrast verse 15.
(Ī H(D)
As verse 15.
G 24:47 ¼<¼} ¼+L4 ¼3 Jx
The servant did not appreciate the importance of
Milcah.
G 24:49 > J2E$J) ' J5 J+ (>}µF6)
An idiom meaning approximately to do a favour, but
used of important serious things, not trivial ones.
(J4 D8 J$D)
Optative (for consecutive). Not ¼Î Hß¼ÎHÕ LÙ¼X.
G 24:50 *(2
Terah’s family were not pure idolaters, but recognised
God among all the rest of their gods.
G 24:55 <}µL6 }$ 1- H2L-
a year or (at least) ten months. ¼Ò¼Î HÓLÎ on its own
always means a year (4:3)
G 24:56 (L/ D0 I$D)
Optative (consecutive).
G 24:57 (L0F$ Ḑ H4 D)
Optative (consecutive).
G 24:58 ¦I0 I$ < J2$NºK)
We are not told how old Rebekah was, but she was old
enough to know her own mind, and her younger brother
(not mentioned in 22:23, so presumably at that time not
yet born) seemed to run the household and boss
everyone around (verses 29,30,50,53,55,57,58).
G 24:62 - H$N< - K+K0 < I$ Dx
What had Isaac been doing there? See 25:11.
G 24:63,64 $J< IºK) L(-J4- I6 .. $ L¶ HºK) ... $U<K£K) )-L4- I6 $ L¶H£K)
looked up and saw.
G 24:64 ¼0N² HºK)
she alighted (not fell). See 2Kin.5:21; also similar
Josh.16:18, Jud.1:14.
G 24:65 (J*L¬ K(
It has been suggested that approximately
¼ÉJY KÉ is this – here; or someone or thing new introduced,
¼Ë L̂ KÉ B J¼ÉJË L̂ KÉ is that – there,
¼Å¼X ¼É KÉ is that – somewhere else; or someone or thing
already referred to, or known. Likewise with variants
¼Ò IÉ LÉ B ¼É Ĵ IÅ LÉ B ¼ß ¼ÅÂY KÉ etc. But there are other explanations.
G 25:2 3L-U' H2
There is no reason to assume that this was the father of
the tribe of Midianites, else we would expect a comment
to that effect. Furthermore, they lived in the South, but
this one was sent north-east (see next verse).
G 25:6 1 J' J; 9J< J$ 0 J$ ( L2U' I;
Eastwards (north-east), to Mesopotamia where he had
come from and where his family was (see 29:1). But not
Ishmael, who had gone to the south (south-west). (See
21:21 and 25:18.) Despite what had happened, Ishmael
returned to help Isaac pay their father their last respects,
(verse 9) but the others were probably too far away.
G 25:8 )- L® K6 0 J$ 7 J5 L$I£K)
Lit. ‘and he brought himself to his people’, i.e.
wherever his dead predecessors were, he went and
joined them – an idiom often used in connection with
dying. Note the use of the niphal, which is not passive
but reflexive. This is the primary meaning of the niphal,
which is neither active nor passive but ‘middle’,
something which is usually reflexive or something

similar; the niphal is often used instead of the passive
(which has been lost) but not here. (For proof, see
Deut.32:50, where this same idiom is used in the
imperative. An active or middle verb can have an
imperative, but in classical Hebrew a passive verb never
can. See also Gen.49:1, slightly different.)
For main meanings of ¼ØÃÖ LÅ in the kal > 6:21. The
following exemplify the main meanings of this verb in
the niphal:
(a) to take oneself inside, Num.11:30 (middle)
(b) to gather, assemble (intransitive), Ex.32:26 (middle)
(c) to be taken inside, Ex.9:19 (passive)
(d) to be gathered, be assembled (passive).
Note that with (a) and (c) there is sometimes the
connotation of returning, of taking oneself or being
taken back in. At times it is not certain whether the
middle or passive is meant; in such cases it makes little
or no difference, e.g. Num.12:14-15. The idiom used in
this verse is derived from (a), and probably means
rejoining the fold: he had not left it, it had left him!
G 25:10 <Kx O;
Pual used as the passive of the kal, > 2:23.
G 25:11 - H$N< - K+K0 < I$ Dx 1 H6 ; L+ D:H- % J̧ I£K)
Isaac lived alongside Beer-Lahai-Roi. (Compare
Jud.18:3;19:11.)
Two questions come to mind. Why did he choose that
place to live? and So what? (i.e. why mention it?)
Consider the location – an unknown dot in the desert in
the extreme south of the country (16:14), and nearest to
Ishmael. Why not go further north to get away from
Ishmael? And there lies the answer – he stayed near the
border to maintain his claim and prevent his half-brother
from encroaching in his absence, especially as Ishmael
might claim that the place was holy to his mother and
therefore to him (see 16:13,14).
G 25:18 (L<|¹K$ (L/F$Nx
as far as (or upto) Ashur. Near (or in) Egypt, not to be
confused with Assyria (same name in Hebrew).

>'0)>

G 25:20 ¼1L<F$ ¼3 KzK² H2
From Paddan OF Aram, as Onkelos. The ‘absolute’
form is ¼Ô LV Kb (Gen.48:7), and ¼ÔKVKb is the ‘construct’. It
was either a town (Harran) or a district in Aram (which
comprised what was later Syria together with what was
later Assyria). > Gen.24:10.
G 25:23 <- H6 L: 'N%F6K- %K< D)
lit. the young (one) will serve a great deal.
G 25:25 -H4}2U'K$
Hence, presumably, the nickname Edom.
G 25:26 >J* J+N$ }'L- D)
with his hand holding.
G 25:27 ¼( J' Lµ
the countryside. You don’t hunt in the field!
G 25:28 )- H8 Dx 'H- K: - H¤
The most likely explanation is that ‘his mouth held’
interesting hunting stories.
¼%N;F6K- > J$ ¼>J% J(N$ ¼( L; D%V< D)
Rebekah loving Jacob. (Participle, not a ‘present tense’,
no ‘and’.)
G 25:30 1}'E$ }2 Ḑ $L< L; 3 I¤ 0 K6
> 21:31.
A further point: ‘he called’ – who called? Not Jacob.
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This is what is known as an ‘impersonal’ third person
singular, ‘one called’, which sounds clumsy in English
– we prefer the passive ‘his name was called’ (or ‘he
was called’) – but in both French (on) and German
(man) the form is very often preferred to the passive.
(Modern Hebrew uses the plural.) With this particular
verb, ¼ÅLÝ LÜ and ¼ÅLÝ DÜH[KÊ occur often in this sense. For the
use of the passive impersonally > 46:27.
G 25:31 ª D>L<N/ Dx > J$ ... (L< D/ H2
The word ¼ÉLÝÃÐ DT does not mean the birthright, which
cannot be sold, as the firstborn remains the firstborn and
keeps the title. However he is entitled to an extra
inheritance, the bekhorah, an asset which has a value
and which he can dispose of (see I Chron 5:1-3), just as
a woman can sell her ketubah (marriage settlement) for
its value. Since the bekhorah or ketubah is sold as a
‘future option’ which the purchaser may not live to
receive, it would be sold at a discount.
The price of the potage (or pottage) was not the ¼ÉLÝÃÐ DT
itself, but Esau’s agreement to sell it at a (presumably
discounted) price to be agreed.
G 25:32 >|2L0 ¦I0}( - H/M4 L$ (Ī H(
The word ¼ÉÌ HÉ followed by the subject (which must be
included) followed by a participle implies the immediate
future ‘about to’ (6:17). (Without the subject it can refer
to the present.) But ¼E IÑ¼D ¼É does not mean ‘going’ in the
English idiomatic sense of ‘about to’ (i.e. ‘I am going
to die’). It means ‘I am about to go to die’ – not from
hunger but from his way of life. One could translate it
‘I intend to live dangerously and do not expect to last
long enough to have any use for the firstborn-portion’.
G 25:34 3 K>L4 %N;F6K- D)
Note the pluperfect Now Jacob had given Esau. The
potage of lentils here is not the red potage referred to
earlier. (Red lentils do not make red soup. Try it!) Esau
came home hungry, and Jacob gave him bread and lentil
soup to eat, but Esau wanted to taste the special
concoction that Jacob had made, and for that Jacob
demanded his price. He did not hold a starving brother
to ransom for food, nor would that have been
defensible. (Nehama Leibowitz draws attention to
Rashi’s comment on 4:1, which she seems to be the first
person to appreciate, and so to the whole concept of the
pluperfect in Classical Hebrew grammar.)
G 26:1 1- Hº Ḑ H0 D²
Also in verses 14,15. > Gen.10:14.
G 26:2 ( L2D-L< D: H2 'I< Iº 0K$
Isaac was not to leave the land. (Evidently he had been
thinking of doing so.) His job was not to expand but to
consolidate. Until a third generation was born in the
country the family had not grown roots there. > 12:10.
G 26:8 ;I+ K: D2
‘making love’, here obvious, see also 21:9.
G 26:10
Rape was permissible there but not adultery!
G 26:12 1-V< L6 Ḑ ( L$ I2
A committee deciding to build a district outside the
walls of Jerusalem looked in the weekly portion for a
name. They found this phrase and used it.
G 26:13 0I'L& D) ¦}0 L(
steadily growing, > Gen.8:3.
G 26:17 0K+K4
wadi. A valley like the Welsh valleys, i.e. a sloping
cleft between mountains or hills. Water runs down it
after rain, but most of these dry up in the summer.
G 26:26 ¦K0L( ¦J0 J2-H%F$K)
Abimelech had gone (come) – before the well was

actually dug.
|( I6I< I2 >K~O+F$K)
The first is presumably his name. The mem in the
second is not a prefix ‘from’, but the word is K×IÝ IÓ, a
friend (closer than K×IÝ). Other explanations are forced.
G 26:28 ¼(L0 L$
A conditional curse. If A imposes one of these on B and
B accepts, that is the equal to B swearing an oath, since
an oath is a conditional curse on the swearer.
|4-I4- Ix |4- I>}4-Ix
Strictly, the ‘first person plural’ in grammar (we, us
etc.) is ‘I and mine’ as against the second person plural
‘you and yours’ etc., but it is also used as a mixed first-
and-second person plural (I and you together). This is
the only case I have found in any language where a
distinction is made. ¼X¼Õ¼ÎIÕ¼Î IT (for ¼X¼ÕIÕ¼Î IT) is the pure first
person plural, ¼X¼Õ¼Î Iß¼D¼Õ¼Î IT is the mixed first-and-second
person.
G 26:29 1}0 Ļ Dx
Big deal! They did not attack him!
G 26:31 1}0 Ļ Dx
Isaac’s ‘revenge’ – see verse 29 above.
G 26:33 3 I¤ 0 K6
> 21:31.
G 26:35 °-J- D( HºK)
Information that becomes relevant later in the story.
G 27:1 ¼>N$U< I2 ¼)¼-L4¼- I6 ¼°¼- J( D/ HºK)
Probably cataract (or perhaps glaucoma), common in old
age and in those days there was no treatment. We find
it with Jacob (48:10) and Ahijah (1Kings 14:4).
G 27:3 ( J' L¶K(
[to] the countryside. You don’t hunt in a field. (23:9)
G 27:4 (L0I/N$ D)
Optative
- Ḩ D8K4
I, me. (Nothing to do with ‘soul’). This and ¼ÎVÈ¼D ¼Æ D] are
often used, especially in the Psalms, to mean ‘I’ when
referring to something from within.
G 27:5 >K6 K2W̧ ( L; D%V<D)
‘Rebekah listening’ (participle). The first half of the
verse really belongs to what precedes. In English we
would say ‘Now Rebekah was listening ...’. (Cf. 18:10.)
G 27:6 (L< D2 L$ ( L; D%V<D)
Pluperfect. ‘Had said’ before Esau left.
G 27:12 -H4 I¹ O2D- - K0|$
Note that Jacob’s concern here was not with the
morality but with the logistics of the plan, to ensure that
it would work and not rebound to his disadvantage. It
does not seem to have occurred even to Rebekah that
Isaac might recognise the voice. (Jacob of course would
not recognise his own voice.) Apparently as brothers
their voices were alike. Even so, the conspirators made
a mistake that nearly bungled the whole project (see
verse 22).
G 27:13 -H4 Dx ª D>L0 D0 H; -K0 L6
This does not mean ‘I will accept your curse to fall on
me instead’ because that would be idiotic. Probably it
means ‘as you are my son, any curse that falls on you
would fall automatically on me, so you can trust me to
prevent it.’
G 27:19 -H̄ K/U<L% Dº
Third person feminine. Subject is ¼F JI DÙKÕ, ‘you’.
G 27:21 $W0 1 H$
‘or not’. Isaac was suspicious; his grounds are given in
the next verse.
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G 27:22 %N;F6K- 0}; 0Ń K(
Had the voices not been very much alike, almost
identical in fact, he could not have let this pass.
Rebekah had overlooked the fact that Isaac being blind
had developed his sense of hearing more acutely, and
could detect the subtle differences between the voices
which she did not notice. This mistake was nearly fatal
to the whole plan.
G 27:24 -H4 L$
‘I am’. Hebrew apparently had no word for ‘yes’.
G 27:27 ( J' Lµ
land. The word does not mean a field. (See 23:9).
G 27:28 -Ī K2 Ḑ H2|
From the word ¼Ô LÓ DI HÓ. (Note: it is NOT ¼Î Ì KÓ DJ HÓ).
G 27:29 ¦|<Lx SSS <|<L$
Why not ¼Ò¼Î HÐ¼X¼Ý DT SSS ¼Ò¼ÎVÝ¼X ¼ÝFÅ? Also in Num.24:9. Probably
this was an old idiomatic phrase that had become
corrupted that way.
G 27:30 $Lx ... ¼) Lµ I6D)
With Esau arriving ( ¼ÅLT is the participle).
G 27:31 1O;L-
Unusual form. One would have expected ¼ÒÃÜLÎ.
G 27:33 $}% Lº 1J< J, Dx
While you were yet about to come, i.e. before you
came.
G 27:36 -H4 I% D; D6K£K)
A pun on ¼ÆÃÜF×KÎ. Compare 29:25.
(L/L< Dx - H¬ Lº D0 K: L$ $W0F(
Esau’s argument, which he could scarcely put into
words, was by implication clear. ‘I am your elder and
favourite son and for me you reserved the main
blessing, but after all Jacob is also your son, and
presumably you intended to bless him as well. If he got
my blessing, at least let me have his, the one you
intended him to have.’ As will be seen later, this Isaac
did not give to Esau but gave to Jacob, showing that he
had intended all along to give it to Jacob and would not,
even in these circumstances, give it to Esau. Rebekah
worried too much.
G 27:39 -Ī K2 Ḑ H2
> verse 28.
G 27:41 (L&U< K( K$D)
Optative (consecutive).
G 27:42 > J$
Often retained before the subject of a passive. > 4:18.
G 27:43 - H0N; Dx 6 K2 Ḑ -H4 D% ( Lº K6D)
Once again Rebekah gives him advice and instructions.
G 27:44 1-V' L+F$ 1- H2L-
A few days. Note the phrase she uses, also the unusual
use of ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ LÌFÅ (contrast 11:1).
G 27:45 }¬ L>- Hµ L6 < J̧ F$
That you have done to him. This was rather cowardly,
considering that Jacob only did what she ordered him to
do, and had got into a mess through listening to her. She
was punished for the whole thing by never seeing her
favourite son Jacob (25:28) again.
G 27:46
Rebekah found an excuse (see 26:35) for getting Isaac
to send Jacob out of the way without Isaac having to
know of Esau’s threat to Jacob’s life.
¼> I+ ¼>¼}¼4 Dx
Specific, Hittite women, see next verse.
G 28:1
(These chapter divisions are not of Jewish origin, and

this is a really idiotic place to start a new one, in the
middle of something!)
3 K6K4 D¤ >}4 Dx
Not specific, ‘local women’ includes all the locals.
G 28:1,2
Isaac took the hint; his advice to marry one of Laban’s
daughters must have followed a prompt from Rebekah,
who had kept contact with her family.
G 28:3,4
The third blessing. The fact that there were three is
often overlooked. The first was the blessing that Isaac
gave Jacob thinking the latter was Esau. The second was
one that he squeezed out for Esau when he found out
what had happened. This one was given to Jacob
knowing he was Jacob, and the fact that he had not used
it for Esau (see 27:36) shows that he had intended it all
along for Jacob.
This was not just a small extra blessing for the journey.
The others concerned power and prosperity, but this was
the blessing that God had given to Abraham, the
promise of the Land, the most important blessing of all.
This Isaac had intended to give all along to Jacob and
not to Esau, despite the fact that Esau was his favourite,
and even when he found how Jacob had deceived him.
Although God did not forgive Jacob or Rebekah for
what they did – both were punished – and Isaac did not
know that Rebekah was responsible, yet Isaac seems to
have immediately forgiven Jacob. He bears him no
grudge, and his initial sympathy for Esau (27:35) seems
to have largely evaporated almost immediately. Why?
The probable answer lies in Esau’s reaction to the bad
news (27:36), saying that Jacob had deceived him twice
– taken the bekhorah and the blessing. This would have
been the first Isaac heard about the bekhorah, and would
have suddenly showed him his two sons in a new light:
one who valued it so much as to want to buy it, and the
other who despised it so much that he was ready to sell
it. It is the only piece of information we are given that
could readily account for Isaac’s sudden change of
attitude. Seeing how highly Jacob valued both the
bekhorah (which he bought) and the blessing (to obtain
which he was prepared to risk his father’s great anger),
Isaac had a sudden new respect for his younger son and
was prepared to forgive him his deceit. Jacob, he now
saw, deserved the blessing, and not Esau; if he had set
about getting it the wrong way, perhaps he himself,
Isaac, was partly to blame for not having recognised the
difference between the set of values that Jacob had and
those of Esau.
G 28:6 +K¬ Ḩ D)
And had sent him away. The form is unusual: one
would have expected ¼Ì K̂ KI DÎKÊ. But ¼ÌKÑ LI DÊ, or better ¼ÌKÑ DIH[KÊ
would mean ‘had sent him’ on an errand for himself
(Isaac). > 8:7.
G 28:7 %N;F6K- 6 K2 Ḑ H£K)
This is not a repetition of 28:5 but a continuation of
28:6, part of what Esau noticed.
G 28:8 )- H% L$ ; L+ D:H- -I4- I6 Dx
His father probably suffered from his daughters-in-law
in silence. Open friction (if as is likely existed) between
his wives and his mother would not have worried Esau.
G 28:9 >0+2
Different editions have spellings – ¼ßKÑGÌ LÓ B ¼ßKÑFÌ LÓ B ¼ßKÑFÌ KÓ.
¼)¼- Ļ L4 ¼0 K6
In addition, not a replacement, showing his hypocrisy.
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G 28:12 - I/F$ D0 K2
‘Angel’ is taken from the Greek word ‘angellos’ which
means a messenger or agent. However, the Hebrew can
also mean a message, just as the word for ‘witness’ can
also mean testimony or evidence.
1-V'U<M- D) 1-H0N6
In describing a dream ¼É Ì HÉ does not indicate ‘about to’.
A dream is symbolic and not open to a simple down-to-
earth explanation. Possibly the divine messages going
up and down represented the confusion in his mind
between the teachings of his father and of his mother,
each represented as being God’s teachings. He had tried
to listen to both, and as a result had now landed himself
in a mess. He had to run away from home to escape his
brother, for the first time in his life he was entirely on
his own, and he had neither mother nor father to turn to
for guidance at a time when he would be in most need
of it.
G 28:13 )- L0 L6 % L³H4
This is ambiguous. It could mean ‘standing on it’ (i.e.
standing on top of the ladder, receiving and despatching
the ‘angels’) or it could mean ‘standing right next to
him (Jacob)’. It does not really matter, the main thing is
the reassurance given that from now on God would look
after him directly, confirming his father’s blessing.
(Though not mentioned, his sin in deceiving his father
would be punished, he would not be allowed to get
away with it. What he had done was wrong, but had not
been his idea; his wrong had been in not standing up
against his mother, whom he was normally supposed to
listen to, on this particular occasion. But once punished
it would be over, and even the punishment was to have
its compensations. One small wrong was not to stand in
the way of everything else.)
G 28:13-14 ª J6U<K*
your offspring. (‘Seed’ is used for plants.)
G 28:15 1 H$ < J̧ F$ ' K6
before I have done, i.e. I will not abandon you without
doing what I said. ‘Until’ in this context would imply
that as soon as I have done it I will abandon you, which
is not what it means.
G 28:16 - Hº D6 K'L- $W0
I had not realised or did not know. (Usually it means
I do not know.)
G 28:19 $L< D;H£K)
The inhabitants of a city would not change its name just
because a penniless wanderer happened to have a dream
there and wanted it changed. It seems that the locals
called it Luz until at least the time of Joshua, but Jacob
always called it Bethel and so did his children, who
officially renamed it after the conquest (Judges 1:23).
Earlier references to Bethel (12:8, 13:3) could mean the
place that was later called by that name. (Joshua 16:2
confuses the issue a bit, and is not easily explained.)
G 28:20,21,22
A simple conditional sentence is one that is expressed
in English in the form ‘If A then B’. The word ‘then’ is
often left out in English but it is always implied, and in
Hebrew it is translated by the prefix DÊ (or X), which
could also mean ‘and’.
Consider a complex conditional sentence ‘If A and B
then C and D’. Translated into Hebrew both the ‘ands’
and the ‘then’ are the same. You would use the same
Hebrew to say ‘if A then B and C and D’ or ‘if A and
B and C then D’. Hebrew does not differentiate.
Now start with a Hebrew sentence like the one we have

here: ‘If A and B and C and D and E and F and G’:
one, only one, of the ‘ands’ must be replaced by ‘then’,
but which of them? We are not sure what the conditions
are and what the promise is. The sense is against
replacing any of the first four ‘ands’ by ‘then’, but that
still leaves two options.
G 29:1 ¦J0I£K) )- L0 D&K< SSS $ L¹H£K)
Idiomatic, compare ¼ÅUÝK[KÊ ¼Ê¼ÎLÕ¼Î I× ¼Å LJH[KÊ often found.
1 J' J; -I4 D% ( L:U< K$
Identified here with Mesopotamia.
G 29:2 - I<U' J6
flocks of. ¼Ý JÈ I× means a flock (of sheep and goats) or a
herd (of cattle) as appropriate.
¼| ¼; Ḑ K-
Imperfective – past, for repeated action.
G 29:3 |8 D5 J$J4 D)
would or used to be gathered. See 25:8 (d).
G 29:5 ¼|¼4 D6 L'L- SSSSS ¼1 Jº D6 K'D- K(
Do you know ..? We know.
(i) Lit. ‘have you got to know?’ > 2:9.
(ii) The answer is instead of ‘yes’, a word Biblical
Hebrew did not have, > 22:1 (¼ÎHÕ Ì HÉ)
G 29:6 ¼( rL$Lx 0 I+L< (Ī H(
The word ¼É Ì HÉ followed by the subject, followed by a
participle, as usual implies an immediate future, not an
actual present. This often affects the whole meaning.
Here it means ‘Rachel is about to arrive with the
sheep and goats’. It does not mean ‘here she is!’
G 29:7,8
Jacob’s remarks appear to be extremely rude, and his
attitude that of an interfering busybody minding other
people’s business; the reply of the shepherds by contrast
is undeservedly polite.
There are two acceptable interpretations.
One is that he was in fact rude and interfering. This
does not seem to be in conformity with his nature, we
find no other reference to it, and no reference to any
punishment or retribution.
The other is that his actual remarks are not quoted but
condensed, and in fact he spoke in a more friendly way
that did not induce resentment. This is not the usual
style of the Torah which when condensing would not
alter the whole tone in such a manner, but would have
quoted his words as a question, not an instruction.
(There are commentators who see nothing rude in his
being an interfering busybody (some even justify his
concern for the shepherds’ employers), an attitude
consistent with modern Israeli mentality. Such people
have no problems with verse 7.)
G 29:7 7 I5L$ I(
to be taken in (for the night). See 25:8 (c).
G 29:8 |8 D5L$I-
will be gathered (future). See 25:8 (d). (Contrast v.7)
G 29:9 ( L$rLx 0 I+L<D)
meanwhile Rachel had arrived. In verse 6 the accent on
¼É LÅLT is on the last syllable, indicating a participle. Here
the accent is not on the last syllable, and since the verb
is preceded by the subject we have a pluperfect.
G 29:13 3L% L0 D0 < I² K5D-K)
He told Laban the whole story, which Laban later used
against him.
G 29:14 1- H2L- ¸ J'N+
a month. ¼Ò¼Î HÓLÎ here does not mean a year, but is part of
a peculiar meaningless Hebrew idiom. Ignore it.
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G 29:17 >}¤K< ( L$I0 -I4- I6 D)
Opinions differ as to whether this means that they were
attractive or unattractive, although whichever it was
attention is drawn to the fact.
( L>D- L( 0 I+L<D)
Contrast, not pluperfect.
G 29:19 - Hº Hº %},
Laban appears to accept the agreement, but typically of
him says something which when analysed is seen to be
non-committal.
G 29:20 1-V' L+F$ 1- H2L- D¤
Like the ‘few days’ that his mother had said (27:44).
As has been pointed out, he did not find that the time
passed ‘like a few days’ – a man in love would feel the
opposite; but he regarded the time specified in the
agreement as being like a few days, that is to say she
was worth far more and he had made a good bargain.
G 29:21 - Hº Ḑ H$ > J$ (L% L(
Bring my wife. It is possible that this is just a way of
speech, ‘my wife’ meaning ‘my bride’. The latter is
used in English for both immediately before and
immediately after the wedding. There is however
another possible meaning which would explain how
Jacob came to marry two sisters, something not only
forbidden in Jewish Law (Lev.18:18) but also regarded
as one of the abominations of the Canaanites leading to
their being driven from the land (Lev.18:24-28).
Marriage in ancient times (and preserved symbolically
among Jews today) took place in two parts. The first
part (wrongly translated ‘betrothal’ because it was a
binding part of the marriage, not a mere promise) was
in the form of a ceremony and agreement, and the
woman became a legal sort of half-married wife, but
responsibility for maintaining her remained with her
father until the consummation (usually preceded by
celebrations) at a later agreed date.
It is probable that here the initial agreement between
Jacob and Laban (29:18-19) would have involved the
first half of the marriage taking place, the second to be
concluded at the end of the payment, the seven years of
work. So when Jacob said ‘bring my wife’ he meant just
that – she was already his wife.
Consummation alone could constitute marriage but this
was a social offence, and the girl’s father would be
particularly offended. Here, in the subsequent story, we
see that Laban actually engineered this (with Leah) so
that Jacob found himself married to two sisters before
he realised it!
While later Jewish law may have its technicalities, and
in a case like this the man might have to divorce one of
the women, the complaints in Leviticus (Lev.18:24-28)
against the early inhabitants of the country were in
respect of general principles, not of mere technicalities.
The prohibition of marrying two sisters is not inherent
but only in the lifetime of both, and expressly to prevent
distress. Here the deed was already done by the time
Jacob knew it, and it was perhaps better to leave things
alone and make the best of it, rather than increase
distress by humiliating one of the women – there would
be a lot of argument as to which – by throwing her out.
G 29:22 7N5E$J£K)
gathered. > 6:21.
G 29:23 ( L$I0 > J$ + Ḱ H£K)
Leah listened to her father to deceive Jacob and sister
Rachel, just as Jacob had listened to his mother to
deceive both Isaac and brother Esau. A girl is much
more under the thumb of her father (especially in olden
times) than a grown man is under his mother, so she
carried less guilt.

However, Jacob could try to justify his action by
claiming that Esau was not worthy, that Esau had
forfeited any right that appertained especially to the
elder by selling his bekhorah, and that Isaac was too
blind to see what was going on. (This is called
‘deceiving oneself’ which alas we all do.) How did Leah
attempt to justify her action?
We are told repeatedly that Jacob loved Rachel, but not
that Rachel loved Jacob. Leah possibly looked at him
and felt that she alone really appreciated him, that he
was wasted on her sister who did not, and that she
would be far better for him as a wife than Rachel
would. There is little direct evidence to support this
theory, except her desperate attempts to secure her
husband’s love, but it is fully compatible with woman’s
nature, and with the jealousy between sisters that exists
frequently (and that certainly existed here – 30:15).
G 29:25 -H4 L>- H®V< ( L®L0D)
Notice the word Jacob used for ‘deceive’, a pun on
¼Î H_KÝFÅ, the title by which Laban was known (28:5).
Compare Esau’s remark about Jacob (27:36) in similar
circumstances.
G 29:26
Laban used Jacob’s own story (see verse 13) against
him. This was Jacob’s punishment for deceiving his
father, but it was certainly not for Laban to execute that
punishment. Laban’s name has been carried down into
history as that of a wicked man: not of a great evil
monster, but of a small, greedy, petty, nasty, perverted,
cunning, mean little nothing, who, when he received
undeserved good fortune, did not appreciate it but
allowed it to increase his nastiness. The exact opposite
we find in Jethro, who in very similar circumstances
acted (towards Moses) quite differently.
G 29:27 K6O% Ḑ
Although the ‘week’ did not yet exist, the custom of a
seven-day celebration did.
¼(L4 DºH4 D)
This could be an optative ‘so that we may give’ but
unlikely for Laban to use a plural. More likely it is the
third person feminine niphal ‘and [she] will be given ...’
G 29:28 ( L¹H$ D0
On the basis of the second explanation given to verse 21
above, this would mean ‘as a full wife’. It does not
preclude their being half-married already.
G 29:29 }> L+ D8 Ḩ
his slave. It is the feminine of ¼ÈJÆ J×.
G 29:30 ( L$I¬ H2 0I+L< > J$ 1Ky % K(E$J-K)
The verb can mean ‘like’ (moderate) or ‘love’ (strong)
and he loved Rachel, but did not actively dislike Leah,
for whom it seems he had a mild liking. See next verse.
G 29:31 ( L$|4 Dµ
Here too, the word can mean ‘hated’ (strong) but also
‘disliked’ (moderate). The previous verse suggests that
she was not even disliked. The expression is relative.
When a man has two wives and prefers one to the other,
the preferred one is called ¼É LÆ¼X ¼ÉFÅ and the other ¼É LÅ¼X¼Õ DK
(Deut.21:15). For a woman, simply to be not loved is
one thing, to be placed second to another woman is
unbearable, and she might just as well be hated. Also,
her reactions might tend to get on her husband’s nerves
until he really begins to dislike her and this may well
have happened here. God is sympathetic to the woman
who suffers through no fault of her own, without his
blaming the husband as the cause.
G 29:32 }2 Ḑ $L< D; HºK)
A suitable name was chosen, not necessarily invented.
> 21:31. This applies to all the names given in this
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chapter.
G 29:33 ( L$|4 Dµ
> verse 31.
G 29:35 ( L$U< L; ¼3 I¤ ¼0 K6
She probably did not invent but chose appropriate
names.
G 30:3 ¼- K¤U<Hx ¼0 K6 ¼'I0 I>D)
She was jealous of her sister (verse 1) but would not be
jealous of the slave, as she would adopt any child born.
G 30:3,4 ¼{ L> L+ D8 Ḩ SSS ¼- H> L2F$
Note how these two words for a female slave are
completely interchageable (which some try to deny).
G 30:14 1¼- H¢ H+ ¼<¼- H: D; ¼- I2¼- Hx
Springtime.
1- H$ L'|'
These were a type of plant, but the literal meaning of
the word is ‘aphrodisiac’ – they were probably so called
because of a popular belief (justified or unjustified) in
their powers. Rachel apparently thought that they might
act as a fertility drug, hence her eagerness to obtain
them, and Leah’s reaction to her request. She got them,
but they did not work.
G 30:15 - Ḩ - H$ > J$ ¦ Iº D+ K; ,K6 D2 K(
Who took whose man? Women ignore logic.
G 30:18 <L/= L¶H-
Verse 16 hints at another possible reason for the name,
which is not directly given as it is not flattering.
G 30:23 7 K5 L$
has withdrawn (taken back in: ‘removed’ amounts to
the same, but is not the meaning of the word, see 6:21).
G 30:25-26 (L/ D0 I$D)
Optative (consecutive).
G 30:27 ¼- Hº Ḑ K+H4
Laban attributed his good fortune to God’s blessing
through Jacob arising from his (Laban’s) sorcery! (See
Lev. 19:26.)
G 30:31 <N2 Ḑ J$ SSS (L%|¸L$ SSS ( JµF6 Kº 1 H$
When used in the consecutive sense, often only the first
consecutive verb (here ¼É LÆ¼X ¼I LÅ) is in the optative, so
¼ÝÃÓ DI JÅ is the normal imperfective (and not ¼ÉLÝ DÓ DI JÅ).
G 30:32 < I5 L(
This is not an imperative, Jacob telling Laban to remove
them, but an infinitive used as a participle (i.e. while
removing) following ¼ÝÃÆE× JÅ.
SSSSS ¼'N;L4
It seems that Jacob asked to keep all those not pure
white, easy for him to remember (in Hebrew but not for
Laban in Aramaic) – all that were pure white ¼Ô LÆLÑ would
belong to Laban ¼Ô LÆLÑ. A modest request, only the second
best, as pure white wool would be more valuable.
The description of different colourings of sheep and
goats given here and to the end of the story is very
confusing. Possibly this is deliberately so – the same
words can be used by different people or in slightly
different cases to mean slightly different things. The
point made is that however hard Jacob tried to be
precise in his agreement, Laban always found some way
to twist things round and make it seem that he had
originally agreed to something else when things worked
out to Jacob’s advantage (see 31:7,8). Any attempt to
really unravel the whole thing is probably a waste of
time, and the Torah may be trying to indicate this.
1-H% Lµ D¤Kx
The singular word ¼Æ JK J] is the normal Hebrew word for
a sheep, as opposed to a goat, and always means that.

It occurs often in the Torah but nowhere else in the
Tanakh, and includes both young and old. (Contrast the
view of Baal Haturim, which does not fit the facts,
though to his credit he is the only one who recognises
the independence of the word.) Interchanging the last
two letters produces the derived word ¼KJÆJ] (and not ¼Æ JK J]
from ¼K JÆ J] as everyone else claims), found throughout the
Tanakh, which means a young sheep, a lamb.
This is not a mere theory, but the only explanation that
fits. It can be put to the test by anyone who cares to
check up with a concordance or a global search on a
computer against every occurrence of each word. The
confusion started long before King James. In modern
Hebrew ¼KJÆJ] means a sheep, but not in Biblical Hebrew.
G 30:33 ( L>D4 L6D)
will speak up or testify (not ‘answer’).
G 30:34 3 I(
Does not mean ‘yes’ for which it appears there is no
Hebrew word (cf. 27:24, 29:5), but is short for ¼ÉÌ HÉ (cf.
Num.31:16) ‘see!’ (French voilà).
- H(D- |0
Unlike ¼Ò HÅ, which defines a possibility, XÑ means ‘if’ in
a supposition contrary to fact (such as ‘if it were
possible, but it isn’t’). The sentence seems to mean ‘if
it might be as you say (which it can’t be)’. (¼Î HÉDÎ does not
mean ‘will be’, which is ¼ÉJÎ DÉHÎ.) It is a typical Laban
remark that seems to mean acceptance but which he can
later say meant something else (> 29:19).
G 30:36 ( J6N< %N;F6K- D)
Participle – Jacob tending, i.e. while Jacob tended.
G 30:38,39 |2E+J£K) SSS (L4 D2 K+I£K)
The first is the original old Hebrew form of the third
person feminine plural (cf. Aramaic), later replaced by
¼ÉLÕ DÓ KÌ IfKÊ (as ¼¹UÈKÑ IfKÊ) which is not used here. The second
is the masculine form often used in later Hebrew for the
third person feminine plural but rarely in the Bible.
G 30:41 ¼1 LµD)
each time. Perfective with conversive vav. ¼Ò JKL[KÊ would
mean just once.
G 30:42 ¼1¼- HµL- ¼$W0
likewise, each time. Imperfective without conversive
vav. ¼Ò LK ¼ÅWÑ would mean just once.
G 31:3 ª JºU'K0}2 D0|
and to your family. > 11:28.
G 31:4 ¼( J' L¶K(
They were all shepherds, so here at least the word does
not exclude grazing land.
G 31:6 7H0E+ J( D) SSS 0 J> I(
The first is a perfect tense ‘has deceived’. The second
is repeated action, so in the imperfective.
G 31:7 ¼1¼-H4N2 ¼>J< JµF6
‘Ten’ is not literal, but often used loosely, as ‘a dozen
times’ in English does not usually mean exactly twelve.
¼6K< L( D0
to harm. (Forget the horrible word usually taught).
G 31:13 1|;
Idiomatic, > 13:17.
G 31:13 ª JºU'K0}2 9J< J$
Your homeland, lit. the country of your family. ‘Land’
is implied by ¼ÚJÝ JÅ not by ¼ßJÈJÑ¼D ¼Ó. (See 11:28).
G 31:14 (L0F+K4 D) ;J0 I+
These two words form an idiomatic overlapping pair (>
23:9). ¼Ü JÑ IÌ means a part or portion, but in particular a
portion in an inheritance; ¼ÉLÑFÌKÕ means a legacy. The two
go together in a pseudo-legal style so as to cover the
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common ground plus any meaning that either one has
but which the other might not cover.
G 31:16 |4-I4L% D0| $|( |4L0
Women have a natural greed, and this illustrates it. They
do not recognise the right of Jacob to what he has
sweated and toiled and suffered to earn, but claim that
it all belongs to them and their children. This attitude
has nowadays been legalised (under the name of
‘women’s rights’) in the divorce courts, where men’s
rights are virtually non-existent. The Torah however
merely quotes them, but justifies Jacob.
G 31:18 (I4 D; H2 ... |(I4 D; H2
livestock. The word is nowhere limited to cattle.
¼1L<F$ ¼3 KzK8 Dx
In Paddan OF Aram > 25:20.
G 31:19 ¦L0L( 3L%L0D)
Pluperfect. Laban had gone.
0I+L< %M4 D& HºK)
In her father’s absence. It seems from ancient
documents uncovered by archaeologists that possession
of the household idols had legal implications regarding
the rights of the head of the family over the rest.
Whatever her motive, this was an irresponsible act.
Jacob would never approve of this, and later it would
have caused his complete humiliation at the hands of
Laban, had the latter succeeded in finding them after
Jacob had denied all knowledge. (See verse 32).
G 31:20 %M4 D&H£K)
A mild rebuke to Jacob. God had told him to go back,
not to run away secretly. The latter was his own
decision, as he was afraid he might have to leave empty
handed, as he himself explains later (verse 31).
¼- H®K<F$L(
Perhaps put in here as a reminder of the pun ‘deceiver’?
G 31:21 <L(L̄ K(
The River. Whenever unspecified, the Euphrates.
G 31:24 6L< ' K6 %}¢ H2
Good or bad.
G 31:25 6K; Lº 3 L%L0D) SSS 6K; Lº %N;F6K- D)
The first is pluperfect, the second contrast.
G 31:29 6L< 1J/ L® H6 >}µF6K0
To do you harm. I can, but I am doing God a favour as
he asked me not to.
G 31:32 (J- D+H- $N0
> verse 19. God defended both Jacob (who was
innocent) and Rachel (whose guilt if discovered would
have embarrassed Jacob) from being humiliated by
Laban, but dealt with them separately. Jacob should not
have made such a rash threat to kill a thief. Rachel died
not very long afterwards in childbirth, and was not even
buried alongside her husband.
G 31:34 (L+ D;L0 0 I+L<D)
Pluperfect. Rachel had taken.
G 31:42 - I0|0
For ¼Å IÑ¼X ¼Ñ, a contraction of ¼ÅWÑ ¼X ¼Ñ, ‘if it were not’ or
better here had it not been that.
;L+ D:H- ' K+K8|
We only find this expression to define God here and in
verse 53, in both cases used by Jacob when talking to
Laban. (Contrast 31:5 and 32:10.) We must remember
that the conversation would not have been in Hebrew
but in Aramaic, the Torah giving us a translation. Now
when Onkelos translates ‘God (of)’ or even ‘a god’, he
sometimes uses ¼Å LÉLÑEÅ and sometimes ¼ÅLÑ DÌKV (‘fear’) –
there is apparently a subtle difference in Aramaic which
does not show in Hebrew. It seems that Laban used the

first, but for some reason Jacob, while using the first
one in respect of Abraham, was very particular to use
only the second one in respect of Isaac. To show this,
the Torah translated the second one ( ¼ÅLÑ DÌKV) literally into
Hebrew as ¼È KÌKb, although ¼È KÌKb is not normally used in
Hebrew in that sense.
G 31:44 ( L>U< D/H4
A desire, hence optative. Laban was afraid that at some
future time Jacob might take revenge over the swindles
that he had caused, a treaty would prevent that.
G 31:48 $L< L; 3 I¤ 0 K6
See note to 21:31, only here it is slightly different. It is
no coincidence – the text draws the reader’s attention to
the name ¼È I× DÑKU situated in (verse 25) ¼È L× DÑHU. We also
have a ‘reason’ attributed to ¼É Lb DÛ H_ KÉ, at a later date the
capital of Gilead (Judges 10:17; 11:11,34).
G 31:50 ¼- K>M4 Dx ¼0 K6 ¼1¼- Ḩ L4 ¼+ Ḱ Hº ¼1 H$D)
Their children would not be Laban’s grandchildren but
would inherit.
G 31:52 ¼( L6L< D0
Applies to both conditions (‘I’ and ‘you’).
G 31:53 'K+ K8 Dx
> verse 42.
G 31:54 |0 D/$M£K)
Both parties eating together seems to have been as
important an element in a contract as swearing the oath
(e.g. 25:34; 26:30) > app.
G 32:2 ¦K0 L( %N;F6K- D)
Possibly contrast, not pluperfect, or pluperfect used
because Jacob continued on his journey after Laban left
but before Laban reached home (previous verse).

+0=-)

G 32:4 1}'E$ ( I' Dµ <- H6 Iµ ( L:U< K$
To the country of Seir, the country of Edom.
Before ¼Ý¼Î H× IK we find ¼ÚJÝ JÅ as before ¼ÒHÎ KÝ DÛ HÓ B ¼Ò¼Î Hf DIHÑ Db B¼Ô K×KÕ D],
but before ¼Ò¼D ¼ÈEÅ we find ¼É IÈ DK as before ¼Æ LÅ¼D ¼Ó etc. This
was presumably a question of regional dialect.
G 32:5 <K+ I$L)
A contraction for ¼Ý KÌEÅ JÅLÊ.
¼<¼} ¼2F+K) ¼<¼} ¼̧
Not just one of each, but the words (except ¼Ô ¼ÅÃÛ) used
collectively, to show that he was not short, at the same
time not boasting. Watch out for this usage elsewhere
where it may not be so obvious.
G 32:7 }® H6 ¸- H$ >}$ I2 6Kx D< K$D)
Commentators are divided on the interpretation:
(1) The messengers meant ‘with warlike intentions’.
(2) The messengers meant ‘with peaceful intentions’,
but Jacob knew his brother and interpreted the news
differently.
G 32:8 9K+K£K)
This was the first plan, to divide his camp into two for
the reason stated.
G 32:9 >K+ K$ L(
The word ¼ÉJÕFÌ KÓ is normally masculine, rarely feminine
(e.g. Ps.27 ¼ÉJÕFÌ KÓ ¼Î KÑ L× ¼ÉJÕFÌ Kf ¼Ò HÅ), and here it is mixed.
G 32:10 < J2$M£K)
The next stage, additionally, was to pray. Not speaking
to Laban in Aramaic, he does not use the word ¼È KÌKb.
G 32:14 ( L+D4 H2 ... + Ḱ H£K)
The next stage of the plan. Appeasement of a potential
enemy towards whom he felt some guilt.
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G 32:21 )-L4 L8 (L< D² K/F$
I will placate him. Obtain pardon – > Ex.30:15. (A
desire, hence optative.)
G 32:23 1 L;L£K)
Here was a change of plan. It seems that the first plan
was abandoned by a new idea he had in the middle of
the night. Why take them across the wadi, towards Esau,
when the wadi might have afforded some protection?
The reason possibly was to prevent their running away
back towards Laban.
Rashbam suggests that the whole idea was that he
wanted to run away and escape. In that case the idea
would have been to run round to the right and then to
cross the Jordan before Esau could reach him. Why then
did he stay alone on the north of the wadi?
(If he had previously crossed the wadi and what he did
at night was to take them back, staying alone on the
south to face Esau, then if they fled they would have
had to go back towards Laban, and it is hardly likely
that Jacob could have considered this positively.)
$|( (L0D- K¬Kx
We find this phrase a few times instead of ¼Å¼X ¼É KÉ as in
the previous verse. It has been suggested that scribes did
not like to write three heys together.
G 32:25 < I>L|H£K)
See comments on verse 23. He may have remained
alone just to check that all was alright before joining the
rest, and the man came to fight him before he could
cross over.
The struggle is usually considered symbolic of an inner
conflict. If he had to face Esau in battle, the possibility
of Esau killing not only him but all the people for
whose lives he felt responsible was bad enough; the
only alternative, to prevent this, was for him (given the
chance) to kill his own brother, Esau, which he could
not face doing. He did not overcome his enemy, but did
not have to – it was a struggle for survival and he ‘won’
simply by not letting his enemy overcome him.
Rashbam, continuing his theory, has a more down-to-
earth explanation. Jacob did not want to face Esau but
to run away, to escape during the night when it was
dark and he could not be seen from any distance. All his
life he had run away, and God did not want him to
spend the rest of his life running away, but to learn
courage and faith, to stand and face the enemy. So he
sent the man to fight with him and delay him until
daybreak, when it would be too late to run away since
he could be seen from afar. When day broke, the man
said that his task was complete and asked to be released.
There is no simple satisfactory explanation of the story
as told, but from a moral aspect that of Rashbam has a
great deal to commend it. Jacob had an inherent streak
of fear and cowardice, and his greatness was the way
throughout his life he constantly strove, with God’s help
and encouragement, to overcome this.
G 32:26 ¦J<J- 7K¤
the hip of. He dislocated it.
G 32:27 -H4 I+ D¬ Ķ
Release me. (Not ‘send me away’).
G 32:33 |0 D/$M- $W0
Imperfective, not as a future but as a repeated present.
‘They do not eat’, explaining a custom.
G 32:30 ¼} ¼>N$ ¼¦ J<L% D-K)
The man blessed Jacob.
G 33:1 ¼$Lx ¼) Lµ I6 ¼(Ī H( D)
Esau was about to arrive.

9K+K£K)
A further change of plan, an improvisation to meet the
emergency. This plan worked.
G 33:3 <K% L6 $|(D)
Contrast, not pluperfect.
G 33:12
Three optatives - request.
G 33:13 K6 I'M-
realises
|> I2L) SSS 1|;L8U'|
if ... then ... (> use of vav Gen.1:3).
G 33:14 ¼(L0F(K4 D> J$
This traditional form (which is also the Yemenite form)
is grammatically preferable to ¼ÉLÑFÉLÕ Dß JÅ (used by Breuer,
based on the Leningrad MS). See also 47:17 ¼ÒIÑFÉKÕDÎKÊ.
(L/$L0 D® K( 0J& J< D0
According to the speed of the animals. See very
important note on 2:2.
G 33:17 6 K5L4 %N;F6K- D)
‘and Jacob moved on’. Contrast, not pluperfect.
>H-Lx }0 3 J%H£K)
He built a house, and shelters for his livestock. The
house implies that he stayed for some time. After his
headlong flight from Laban, followed by a peace treaty,
then his encounter with Esau, he seemed very reluctant
to continue his journey home, and sought excuses for
delay. It is hard to find a reason.
Between verses 17 and 18 Jacob crossed the Jordan,
presumably at the ford at Adam (‘Damya’) where there
is now a bridge. It may have been difficult to cross with
all his animals at that time of year, so he built a house
to stay in for a few months until the crossing was
easier. This would not account for the further delay that
apparently took place on the other side.
It is of course possible that he learned from Esau of his
mother’s death (we do not know when she died) and did
not fancy facing his father without her presence.
G 33:18 1J/ Ḑ <- H6 1I0 Ļ
The expression ¼ÒJÐ DI ¼Ý¼Î H× (translating ¼<¼- H6 for the moment
as ‘town’ though not strictly accurate) cannot mean ‘the
town of Shechem’ in the sense of ‘the town called
Shechem’, as that idiomatic use of ‘of’ is English and
not used in Hebrew. (> 24:10 ¼Ý¼D ¼ÌLÕ ¼Ý¼Î H×.) ¼Ò IÑ LI would
then be an adverb or adjective, meaning something like
‘in good health’ or ‘in one piece’.
It means a town of Shechem, i.e. a town belonging to
Shechem, and the town was called Salem, possibly the
same one referred to in 14:18 but not necessarily.
Shechem could then refer to either (a) the main town or
city of which this was a subsidiary, or (b) the district,
named after the city of Shechem, or (c) the person who
owned the place, and whose name happened to coincide
with the name of the nearby city.
Shechem itself is surrounded by mystery. There was a
very ancient city there that was destroyed and not
immediately rebuilt. Abraham arrived at ‘the place of’
Shechem, references in this story here (except when
talking of the person of that name) are to the district, as
in the later story of Joseph (37:12,13, you do not
pasture animals in a town), Moses went out of his way
to describe the location of the place in great detail with
several co-ordinates but without naming it (Deut.11:30),
and to a lesser extent so did Joshua (Jos.8:30-35)
without any reference anywhere to Joshua having
captured Shechem! In Jos.17:7 we have a place ‘facing
Shechem’, and only in Jos.20:7 do we first find a
normal mention of the place as a town or city, its being
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designated a refuge city. Later (Jos.24:1 onwards) we
find it again mentioned, as the place where all the
people were assembled, and in the book of Judges it
became the seat of the first king of Israel, Abimelech.
It seems that the city of Shechem was destroyed some
time before the arrival of Abraham and not rebuilt until
the time of Joshua.
The word ¼Ý¼Î H× does not in fact necessarily mean a town
or city, and to translate it always as such is ridiculous.
In Mishnaic times criteria were set out to define what is
¼ÉLÑ¼D ¼È DU ¼Ý¼Î H× (a big Ir), any place not meeting those criteria
being called ¼Ý LÙ D], a village (Mishnah Megillah 1:3).
This means that a village is still called Ir, only it is a
small or medium-sized Ir, not a big one. This almost
certainly applied not only in Mishnaic times but also in
Biblical times. Other words occur for smaller places
which probably mean ‘hamlet’; possibly a hamlet is not
considered Ir, but a village certainly is. Salem was
certainly not a city, just a village or small town. It could
have been the size of a village with the status of a town.
(The Salem of 14:18 had a king, which means that
either it was a different place, or in the course of time
its status had changed.)
3 K6K4 D¤ 9J< J$ Dx < J̧ F$
This tells you that he had crossed the Jordan.
G 33:19 ( J' L¶K( > K; D0 J+
The portion of land. (Not ‘of the land’. ¼É JÈ LK ¼ß KÜ DÑ JÌ would
mean ‘a portion of land’, ¼É JÈ LK KÉ ¼ß KÜ DÑ JÌ means ‘the portion
of land’.) Sometimes the word ¼É LÜ DÑ JÌ is used on its own,
and is the nearest there is in Hebrew to ‘field’. Certainly
the phrase does not mean ‘portion of the field’ – > 23:9.
1J/ Ḑ - H%F$ <}2F+
To name a man after his son rather than his father may
seem odd to us, but it is practised by the Arabs to this
day, ‘Abu’ meaning ‘father of’. However, it is more
likely that this was a title (‘father’) given to the leading
dignitary or landowner of the district of Shechem, and
the fact that he also named one of his sons Shechem is
irrelevant. See 1Chron.2:50-53 (admittedly obscure).
( L,- Hµ D;
According to the Talmud, a coin. Onkelos says ‘lambs’.
G 34:1 (L4- H' $ I: IºK)
Apparently Jacob was not just passing through, but
having bought the plot of land decided to stay there
awhile. Why he did not hurry on is not clear. (For a
suggested reason > 33:17.)
G 34:2,3,4
Why did Shechem want to bother to marry her properly
with her father’s approval?
What happened later (verse 26) shows that Dinah was a
prisoner. At first Shechem raped her, then he fell in
love with her and wanted to talk her round to
reciprocating his feelings and accepting him. Probably
she told him that she was willing to do this if he
married her properly, with her father’s approval. This
would certainly have been the sensible thing for her to
say, if for no other reason than to force him to contact
her father. She may have really meant it, or may have
hoped and assumed that her father would not approve
and would arrange to set her free. Shechem certainly
took her very seriously.
G 34:5 |- L( )-L4 L%| SSS 6 K2 Ļ %N;F6K- D)
Jacob had heard ... while his sons were ...
¸-V<E+J(D)
Expect ¼IIÝFÌK[KÊ.
G 34:7 |$Lx %N;F6K- -I4 D%|
Meanwhile Jacob’s sons had come.

G 34:12 - K0 L6 |xU< K(
As local lord he was a very rich man.
(L4 Dº J$D)
Optative (consecutive).
G 34:15-17
Jacob hearing this must have understood that it was a
ruse, but not their full intentions. He probably took it as
bargaining argument – the people of Salem would never
accept!
G 34:21 1 I( 1- H2I0 Ḑ
Mere coincidence? Or was this word deliberately chosen
as a play on the name of the place, Salem ( ¼ÒIÑ LI)?
G 34:22 ¼1¼- H0N®H4 1 I(
Reflexive ‘they circumcise themselves’. (‘are
circumcised’ would be ¼Ò¼Î HÑ¼X ¼Ó cf. Jos.5:5).
G 34:23 1 I( |4L0
The inhabitants of the town were apparently, unlike
their lord, poor in comparison to Jacob and his camp.
The offer was therefore very tempting.
G 34:26 %J< L+ - H8 D0
‘at the edge of a sword’, the meaning wherever this
occurs (see Jud.3:16). King James got it right, but a lot
of people do not. ¼É Jb is the cutting edge of the sword,
just as the mouth cuts (bites) the food.
G 34:27 |$Lx %N;F6K- -I4 Dx
A very unusual construction, without an initial vav,
instead of ¼ÆÃÜF×KÎ ¼ÎIÕ DÆ ¼X ¼ÅÃÆL[KÊ. Certainly not a pluperfect,
which as a relative tense demands an initial vav.
G 34:30,31
Jacob rebukes his sons apparently mainly on practical
grounds, for endangering his life, but his remarks on his
deathbed suggest that he had moral qualms as well. He
did not like the resort to force in order to achieve
justice, and at the back of his mind no doubt was the
fact that he had learned his lesson about deceit and
cunning and he did not approve of it. Simply to use the
ruse as a bargaining counter likely to prove
unacceptable was one thing; to use it to trick people into
being killed was another. The whole thing did not
encourage respect for the God to whom he had built an
altar near his tent (33:20). To the sons it was a question
of self-respect, and the argument was never settled.
It can, with hindsight, be assessed on a different basis.
The killing of Hamor and Shechem (verse 26) may have
been the only way of rescuing Dinah. Killing the male
population (verse 25) may have been the only way to
reach Hamor and Shechem, in order to rescue Dinah and
get away safely. But plundering the spoil (verses 27-29)
was not necessary, even if it was allowed under certain
recognised codes at the time. Contrast Esther 9:15 and
9:16, where the Jews were authorised to take the spoil
(Esther 8:11) but refused to do so.
Had Jacob’s sons not touched the spoil but left it all as
it was, they would have shown that they acted only over
a point of principle and not for personal gain. They
would have gained some respect, and the surrounding
people would anyway have been far too busy themselves
plundering the spoil to think about retribution.
Jacob’s fears were well-founded. Verse 35:5 shows that
the local population did want to attack them, but were
prevented only by special divine protection. However,
there were consequences some years later that affected
the whole course of human history (> 37:28).
-H~V< D²K%| -H4F6K4 D¤Kx
Although Shechem was a Hivite (34:2) most of the local
population were Canaanites and Perizites (12:6; 13:7).
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G 35:1 (I0F6 1|;
What is done is done, don’t start a war, get away from
the place and its associations and put your mind to
something else. In a case like this, running away is not
cowardice.
1 Ļ % J̧ D)
‘Stay there’ for some while (not ‘live there’). Compare
2Sam.10:5. This would give him time to get over the
recent unpleasant events before continuing his journey.
G 35:2 |<- H5 L(
In taking the plunder they had also taken the idols.
G 35:3 ¼( JµE6 J$D) SSS ¼(J0F6K4 D) ¼( L2¼| ¼;L4 D)
Three optatives.
G 35:4 (L0 I$ L( > K+ Kº
Probably (but not certainly) at the foot of.
1J/ Ḑ 1 H6
Alongside, next to (see Jud.19:11 and Gen.25:11).
G 35:5
> 34:30,31 above.
G 35:8 (L<N% Dz > L2 LºK)
The purpose of this statement seems to be to draw
attention to the absence of any reference to the death of
Rebekah, whom Jacob never saw again. What was
Deborah doing there? She had left Harran with Rebekah
(24:59) nearly 120 years earlier, Rebekah had been
grown up, and Deborah had been old enough to have
been her nurse, so she must have been quite an old
woman. Probably she went to meet Jacob, the ‘little
boy’ (now over ninety) that she had helped to bring up,
and perhaps at the same time to get first-hand news of
Laban and of her own family in Harran. The love both
of and by an old retainer in the family is always very
strong, and this verse tells a very sentimental story.
>K+ Kº SSS >K+ Kº H2
below Bethel at the foot of ...
G 35:10 %N;F6K- '}6 ª D2 Ḩ $I< Ĺ H- $N0
God tells him that he is no longer to be called Jacob but
Israel; yet very much later (46:2) God himself calls him
‘Jacob’! From now on he is referred to sometimes by
one name and sometimes by the other. Contrast a
similar remark made to Abram (17:5) after which the
name Abraham alone is used, and except in Nehemiah
9:7 and 1Chron.1:27 (which are worth looking up to see
just why) the name Abram does not occur again
throughout the Tanakh.
It seems that there was a reason for discarding the name
Abram, which had some bad connotation. Israel was
preferred to Jacob, but the name he had always been
known by did not have to be discarded. He used both
names, but his children were known only by the new
one. (The people were sometimes referred to as Jacob in
the later books, only because at that time Israel had
been assigned a political meaning that excluded Judah.)
G 35:16 9J< L$ L( >K< D% H¤
The meaning of ¼ßKÝ DÆH] is obscure and several possible
explanations have been offered. These in turn have led
to two different explanations of the whole phrase, which
occurs in only two other places (Gen.48:7 and 2Kings
5:19). All agree that it means ‘a certain distance’, but
some put it as meaning a long distance (roughly a day’s
journey), and others a short distance (about a mile, a bit
more or less). The former would mean that the grave
was to (or in) the north of modern Jerusalem, near
modern Ramallah, the latter that it would be just outside
Bethlehem. Supporters of the former theory include
Menahem, Rashbam and Hizekuni; supporters of the
latter include Saadya Gaon, Rashi and Kimchi (Radak).

Nachmanides (Ramban) confesses to having supported
the former at first and writing his opinion accordingly,
but that he then travelled to the Holy Land and saw the
grave for himself, situated about a kilometre (under a
mile) from Bethlehem, proving that he had been wrong.
Of course it proves nothing of the sort. Someone had at
some time buried a woman (his wife?) named Rachel
just outside Bethlehem and set up a mausoleum there,
calling it Rachel’s tomb, and in the course of time the
locals had begun to believe that this was the tomb of the
original Rachel. They showed this to Nachmanides, no
doubt in good faith, and he accepted it. The population
of the area had become very low (Nachmanides himself
found only two Jews living in Jerusalem), and there was
no continuous tradition till his time of the exact location
of the original.
Leaving aside the meaning of ¼ÚJÝ JÅ ¼ßKÝ DÆ H], there is a lot
of other evidence (from texts) pointing to a location
near Ramallah and against Bethlehem, and virtually
none in favour of the Bethlehem location.
From the Bible itself we find that it was in the region of
Benjamin (1Sam.10:2), whose southernmost border was
Jerusalem, five miles north of Bethlehem. This is the
main convincing evidence. Support comes from
Jer.31:14, ‘the sound is heard in Ramah of Rachel
crying over her children’ – we know that Ramah was a
little to the north of Jerusalem (Jud.19:13). (The other
Ramah, that of Samuel, was much further north still.)
Jeremiah’s remark implies that if this was not the site of
the grave, it was near. It is also logical that the tribe of
Benjamin, or failing that the tribe of Ephraim or
Manasseh, would have wanted territory that included the
grave of Rachel, and would not have wished that area to
be allocated to, of all the tribes, Judah (whose area
included Bethlehem).
Then we have the tradition related in the Talmud that
when Nebuchadnezzar’s army led away thousands of
captives from Jerusalem to Babylon, they stopped and
prayed on the way at Rachel’s tomb. It is hard to
imagine the Babylonians allowing the people to start
their march by going five miles south, in the wrong
direction, just for this purpose, when they were in fact
being taken north.
After leaving Rachel’s tomb, Jacob proceeded
southwards (verse 21) and encamped beyond Migdal
Eder. This place is referred to (Micah 4:8) in a way that
suggests to some its proximity to Bethlehem. This
evidence is weak, but we do find Migdal Eder
mentioned in the Talmud (Mishnah Shekalim 7:4) as the
furthest place to which an animal that wanders off from
Jerusalem is likely to stray on its own. A stray found
nearer than Migdal Eder could well be a holy animal
intended for sacrifice that escaped from the Temple area
at the last minute, but if found further away it is
assumed not to be. Bearing in mind the local terrain of
hills and valleys, it is hardly likely to stray five miles in
an area which at that time was well-populated, so
Migdal Eder would be less than five miles from
Jerusalem, that is to say nearer than Bethlehem is, and
so further north than Bethlehem. Jacob reached there
after leaving Rachel’s tomb, so it was probably at least
a day’s journey from the latter (not for a lone traveller
– a day’s journey for Jacob with all his camp, but even
so) implying that the tomb was some considerable way
north of Bethlehem. A site near or perhaps slightly to
the south of Ramallah would fit the bill. Coming from
Bethel it was on the Ephrath (or Bethlehem) Road. This
means that ¼ÚJÝ JÅ ¼ßKÝ DÆ H] is a fair distance, certainly several
hours’ journey, but in no way helps us to determine the
meaning of ¼ßKÝ DÆH] itself. There is still the controversy as
to whether the kaf is a prefix to the word ¼ßKÝ DÆ from ¼É LÝ LT
or a root letter in the word ¼É LÝ DÆ H], before we try to
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understand what either of these might mean.
G 35:18 $L< L; )- H% L$D)
Contrast, not pluperfect.
G 35:19 <I% Ĺ HºK)
The emphasis on this, both here and in 48:7, shows that
Jacob had a very definite reason for burying her on the
way, which, it seems, was not the normal or expected
thing for him to do. Perhaps he did not wish to return to
his father carrying a dead wife, or he was uncertain of
his rights in the Machpelah cave, but there are other
possibilities and we are not told what his reason was.
( L>L< D8 J$
Ephrath was an alternative name for Bethlehem which
led to some confusion even in (later) Biblical times. An
inhabitant (who would have belonged to the tribe of
Judah) was called ¼Î HßLÝ DÙ JÅ (1Sam.17:12, Ruth 1:2), a
word also used to mean a member of the tribe of
Ephraim (Jud.12:5, 1Sam.1:1, 1Kin.11:26).
G 35:22 %K¤ Ḑ H£K)
Both adultery (with a married woman) and incest (with
his father’s wife, even if his father had been dead). Why
did he do this? From lust? Her first son was only a few
years younger than him, she was old enough to be his
mother! Perhaps seeing his father broken up at the death
of Rachel, he did this to demonstrate that as the oldest
son he was assuming responsibility as head of the
family. Compare how David took over Saul’s wives,
Absalom took David’s wives, Avner annoyed Ishbosheth
over Saul’s pilegesh Rizpah, and Adonijah wanted to
take Abishag while Solomon saw through this. This
could explain, but in no way justify, Reuben’s action.
¼< Lµ L6 ¼1¼-I4 Ḑ ¼%N;F6K- ¼-I4 D% ¼|¼- D(H£K)
Note the two alternative forms of punctuation (as with
the Ten Commandments). One version splits verse 22
into two verses, these words constituting the second. In
the other version (as numbered) there is only one verse,
with a paragraph break in the middle of the verse.
The logical place for this second verse (if two) or last
part of verse 22 (if one) followed by verses 23-26 is
immediately after verse 20 (before verse 21), Jacob now
having twelve sons. As hinted by the commentators,
they were presumably transferred to the present place to
change the subject after an unpleasant incident.
G 35:26 ¼1L<F$ ¼3 KzK8 Dx ¼}¼0 'K¬O-
Strictly Benjamin was not, but it means that he did not
have any more children after finally returning home.
Esau had children born in Canaan (36:5).
G 35:27 )- H% L$ ;L+ D:H- 0 J$
Not to his mother, who was evidently no longer alive.
Having faced Laban, from whom he had run away, and
Esau of whom he was afraid, he finally had to face his
father, before whom he must have felt deeply
embarrassed, without his mother’s moral support.
(Could this have been the reason for his delays en
route?) He seems to have managed it without any real
problems arising. Assuming that he had delayed for
about two years on his return journey from Harran, his
father lived a further twenty years or so. This means
that when Joseph disappeared, about eight years or so
later, Isaac was still alive. However, as Isaac no longer
enters our story, we finish with him before carrying on
to the next part. > 11:32.
G 36:6 ) Lµ I6 + Ḱ H£K)
The difficulty of both living together could only have
arisen after Jacob returned from Harran, yet on the way
back he already sent to Seir where he knew Esau was.
The sequence of events appears to have been as follows:
At the age of forty, Esau married two ‘Canaanite’

women (using ‘Canaanite’ in the wider sense to include
other local tribes) and lived with them and his parents
at Hebron, where there was conflict. Over thirty years
later, when Jacob took the blessing and then ran away
to Harran, Esau married Ishmael’s daughter in an
attempt to please his father. (There is a problem here
about names, which is not easy to sort out.) Later, while
Jacob was in Harran, Esau started to take an interest in
Seir, married a very important woman (Aholibamah)
from the ruling family, and established a foothold there.
He maintained his interests in the area, but also kept a
household and possessions at Hebron with his parents.
On Jacob’s return he found things at Hebron became
rather cramped, his main interests in Seir were
important to him and those at Hebron less so, so he
decided to pack up all he had and move to Seir, leaving
Jacob in charge at Hebron to look after Isaac. This kept
the peace, avoided conflict, and enabled him to
concentrate on his interests in Seir without having to
worry about looking after his father.
At some period, having established himself at Seir by a
very useful marriage, he drove out the locals, took the
place for his own family, and established a new nation.
G 36:9 1}'E$ -H%F$
The previous verse says that he himself is Edom. This
here means either that he was the father of the People of
Edom (as Jacob was the father of Israel), or that he was
the chief of the people (> 33:19 & see Onkelos.)
G 36:12 ;I0 L2F6
NOT the founder of the tribe of Amalek that attacked
Israel when they left Egypt. (Num.24:20 and Gen.14:7
show that this tribe existed much earlier.) The attitude
of the Torah to the tribe of Amalek is that they are to be
exterminated, while Esau (Edom) is to have certain
preferential treatment as ‘your brother’ (Deut.23:8). If
Amalek was a descendant of Esau but an exception, this
would have been mentioned somewhere.
G 36:24 (L4F6 $|(
The story of the ‘yemim’ (whatever they were) is not
important, only that it was well known and he was the
Anah concerned in the story, to distinguish him from his
father’s brother of the same name. (Compare ‘Haran the
father of Milcah and Iscah’, 11:29.)
G 36:25 (L4F6 -I4 D%
Following the whole layout of the paragraph, this would
be the Anah of verse 20, brother of Zibeon, not the one
in the last verse (24) the son of Zibeon who found the
‘yemim’. Not confused enough with two brothers called
Dishon and Dishan, he decided to call his son Dishon.
If Aholibamah was his daughter and not the daughter of
the other Anah, why was she called the daughter of
Zibeon? (Had she been the daughter of the other she
could have been known sometimes after her father and
sometimes after her grandfather.) Possibly this Anah
died young and her uncle Zibeon brought her up.
G 36:26 3 Ļ -V'
The one mentioned here is clearly the Dishon of verse
21, Seir’s fifth son. (See also 1 Chron 1:41).
Nachmanides points this out, but then adds that Dishon
was also called Dishan and vice-versa, and people were
not particular! This is hard to swallow. He quotes the
case of Hiram also called Hirom, but there were only
two of them, unrelated to each other. Here we have
three, two brothers and a nephew! How would mother
know which was which? The whole muddle is sorted out
if we assume that this one here was not Dishan but
Dishon, spelt with a short Kamets instead of a Holem.
(There is good news also for those who prefer a muddle
– all is not lost! See 1Chron.1:42.)
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THE FAMILY OF ESAU

THE FAMILY OF SEIR

The Talmud tells us that the family of Seir is as much a part of the Torah as any other and therefore no less
important. The above diagrams should help if used in conjunction with reading the text. Seir’s grandsons are listed
vertically instead of horizontally, for space reasons. Note that there is a problem in 36:26 where ¼Ô LI¼ÎVV is mentioned
but ¼Ô¼D ¼I¼ÎVV is certainly intended. Perhaps it is a short kamets. Esau’s grandson Amalek should not be confused with
the ancestor of the Amelekite nation.

Most of the chapter is repeated in 1 Chron. 1:35-42, condensed, with Timna as Eliphaz’s son, and with the
usual confusion of vav and yod, dalet and resh, etc.
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G 37:1 %N;F6K- % J̧ I£K)
in contrast to Esau, who moved out (36:6-8).
G 37:2 )- L+ J$ > J$ ( J6N< (L- L(
was a shepherd, with his brothers.
<K6K4
There is no need to tell us that he was a boy, and the
word does not imply that he had grown up – Moses is
referred to by that word when three months old
(Ex.2:6). Probably it has the other meaning here of
attendant or assistant (see 18:7): he was presumably
sent by his father to help his brothers, but Leah’s
children would have nothing to do with him.
<K6K4 $|(D)
he being an attendant.
( L6L< 1 L>LxVz
an unfavourable (or derogatory) report about them.
(The use of ¼É L×LÝ ¼É LTVV means that ¼É LÆ¼D ¼Í ¼É LTVV, a favourable
report, is also possible.) Compare the use of the same
phrase in Num.14:37 where the spies told the perfect
truth and managed to present the land in a bad light. It
seems here that he did not tell of their doing wicked
things, nor did he tell lies. It was not what they did but
how the report was presented, the conclusions drawn or
left to be drawn from it. Perhaps decisions made at a
family meeting the day before were not implemented
and there was a change of policy at the last minute, with
no time for prior consultation with their father. There
may have been good reasons for change of plan, which
would not have been mentioned in Joseph’s report.
Alternatively, we find later that Joseph was extremely
efficient. Perhaps his brothers were not, and he told his
father, which infuriated them.
G 37:3 %K( L$ 0 I$L< DµH- D)
Not a pluperfect.
}0 ( LµL6D)
and used to make him. Regularly. (Otherwise we would
find ¼K K×K[KÊ.)
G 37:5 |8 H5}£K)
and they added (not continued) i.e. hated him more.
G 37:7 (Ī H(
In dreams it does not mean ‘about to’.
G 37:8 }>N$ $M4 Dµ
They did not laugh or jeer at him, or despise him, or
pity him, but they hated him for his dream. That means
that they were afraid of him, afraid there might be some
truth in the dream.
G 37:11 < K2 Ļ )- H% L$D)
Contrast.
G 37:12 1J/ Ḑ Hx
(Shechem here is the region, not the town. You do not
pasture animals in a town, so the question of whether
the town existed or not is irrelevant.) The reference to
Shechem is not just a small irrelevant detail. It is the
clue to the whole story.
First of all, what were they doing there? Why travel so
far from Hebron? The answer is that Jacob owned land
there (33:19) which they went to use, either because
things were a bit dry at Hebron or to establish their
right to use the land. Now read on.
G 37:13 ªF+L0 Ḑ J$ D)
that I may send you (optative).
G 37:14 ª- J+ K$ 1}0 Ḑ > J$ ( I$U< $L4 ¦J0
Why did Jacob send Joseph to find out what was

happening? Presumably he was worried. Why? About
what? Because they had gone to Shechem. The family
of Jacob might not be too popular in that part of the
world. Joseph was now seventeen, it was many years
since the massacre, but people have long memories. So
why did they go?
One can here visualise a family council, of the same
type as described later, between Jacob and his sons.
They want to go to Shechem, Jacob would advise
against it. They assure him that they can look after
themselves. He rather reluctantly agrees to let them go,
but is worried. (Perhaps they should have been back by
now. It has taken longer because, as we shall see, they
had moved further on, but Jacob would not have known
that.) So he sends Joseph to find out if all is well.
3}< D% J+ ; J2 I6
The town of Hebron would be on a hill. This was the
adjoining valley.
G 37:15 ¸- H$ L( |(I0 L$ Ḑ H£K)
Why did Joseph wander around until someone asked
him if he could help? Why did Joseph not himself make
enquiries? Had father warned him to be careful not to
make any business with the locals there? Or was he just
dreaming for a change?
G 37:17 (L/ D0I4
‘let us go’ (optative).
3 L>N' Dx 1 I$ L: D2H£K)
Shechem, modern Nablus, was two to three days’
journey north from Hebron. Dotan was yet another day’s
journey further north. The question of why they had
moved on to Dotan is not an irrelevant one that can be
pushed out of the way. There were two possible reasons.
Either they found things a little too hot in Shechem after
all, and decided it was best to move on a bit; or there
was no trouble with the natives, but some other reason
prompted them to move on.
G 37:18 ;}+L< I2 }>N$ |$U<H£K)
They saw him – ‘here comes trouble!’ Finding them
there and not in Shechem, Joseph was sure to go and
tell father. Whatever the actual reason, Jacob would
assume that trouble had occurred. They would go home
to an ‘I told you not to go there’ and another family row
over Shechem. They had had enough. This was the last
straw. He must not tell father, and there was only one
way to prevent him from doing so.
G 37:18 ¼%K< D;H- ¼1J< J, D%¼|
While he was yet about to reach them, i.e. while he
had not yet reached, or before he reached.
G 37:19 (J*L¬ K(
> 24:65.
G 37:20 ( J$U<H4 D) SSS |4U< K2L$D) SSS |(I/H0 Ḑ K4 D) |(I&U< K(K4 D)
let us ... (all optatives). Disposing of him was the only
way to prevent him reporting to Father.
¼>¼} ¼<Nx K(
The word ÝDT is not a pit but a cistern, a hole dug in
the ground to collect and hold rain water in the winter
for use in the summer when there is no rain. They did
not realise that a dead body would contaminate the
water.
G 37:22 <}x K(
See verse 24.
<LxU' H®Kx
Certainly not ‘in the desert’. This was one of the most
fertile parts of the country. The word ¼Ý LTUÈ HÓ means
uncultivated land that is open to grazing.
G 37:24 1H- K2 }x 3- I$ ;I< <}x K( D)
It is pointed out that this one happened to be empty,
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without water – implying that normally you would
expect to find water in a ÝDT (> verse 20).
G 37:25 ( L$Lx 1-H0$ I6 D2 Ḑ H- >K+U<N$ (Ī H( D)
A caravan (so also, at least the first time, in Judges
5:6.) of Ishmaelites [was] about to arrive.
G 37:26 (L'|(D-
Judah was aiming at leadership of the brothers, a job
which really belonged to Reuben as the eldest, only that
Reuben was not really fit for it. Being afraid of Joseph’s
dream, Judah therefore had the most reason to wish to
dispose of him, and took the opportunity of Reuben’s
temporary absence to take charge. [The struggle for
leadership between Judah and Joseph lasted a thousand
years, until the exile of the ‘Northern Kingdom’.]
G 37:27 |¯J< D¤ D2H4 D)
let us sell him (optative).
G 37:28 |< D¤ D2H£K) ... |0F6K£K) |/ Ḑ D2H£K)
The Midianites got there first, it was they who pulled
him out of the cistern and sold him to the Ishmaelites.
We learn much later (42:21) that on the way he passed
his brothers and cried out to them for help, and they
simply ignored him. He did not count them and did not
notice at the time the absence of Reuben.
Here we see a chain of events. Indirectly the massacre
at Shechem (34:25) led to the sale of Joseph (> vs.18),
the family migrating to Egypt and becoming a People,
the Exodus, the Torah and ‘Judaism’ with later two
‘offshoots’ of which one, Christianity, conquered the
civilised world, while the other, Islam, conquered a
large part of the uncivilised world, shaping between
them (for good and bad) the entire history of the world.
G 37:30 'J0J£ K(
Reuben, the eldest, thought of Joseph as a child, though
he was seventeen.
G 37:31 |+ D;H£K)
They did not tell Reuben what happened. From 42:22
later, it appears that Reuben thought they killed Joseph
in his absence.
G 37:32 |+ D¬ Ķ D-K)
They did not send, nor was there point in sending. The
word means that they sent it away (see 8:7). Probably
the brothers threw it away at some place nearer home
where it was certain to be found and recognised.
|< D2$M£K) ... |$-H%L£K)
Change of subject. Not the brothers, but the people who
found it took it to their (the brothers’) father.
|4$L: L2 >$M*
‘We have found this.’ They were telling the perfect
truth, they knew nothing about it. The brothers would
never have used the expression ‘your son’ to Jacob, and
the remark anyway coming from them would have been
extremely cruel. From strangers it was an innocent
enquiry – maybe Joseph had lost it somewhere and had
been looking for it. The theory that the brothers
arranged for someone to take it to Jacob is untenable –
they would have to trust whoever it was with the story,
and in a conspiracy like that you cannot trust outsiders.
G 37:34 1-HxK< 1- H2L-
This does not mean many days, but a long period of
time, usually several years.
G 37:35 'I< I$
This is not a desire but a statement of (alleged) fact, ‘I
will go down’, so you have an imperfective used for a
future, and NOT an optative (which would be ¼ÉLÈUÝ IÅ).
G 37:36 1-H4 L' D® K(D)
Pluperfect. The Midianites had sold him (indirectly via
the Ishmaelites) into Egypt. Morally the brothers were

guilty, but for the record, it was the Midianites, not the
brothers, who had actually taken him and sold him as a
slave. (The Ishmaelites had merely bought a slave from
some merchants and sold him to a buyer.) There is no
need to distinguish between ¼Ò¼ÎHÕ LÈ DÓ and ¼Ò¼ÎHÕLÎUÈ HÓ any more
than between ¼Ô LßÃV and ¼ÔHÎ LßÃV (verse 17).
¼1¼- H+Lx K¢K( ¼< Kµ
Probably the chief executioner, responsible for
implementing any punishments decreed against anyone,
and so in charge of the Royal Prison (see later).
G 38:1 $) H( K( > I6Lx
At that time. Presumably immediately or soon after the
incident with Joseph. Note that the whole of the
following began then, otherwise we should have had
¼ÈKÝLÎ ¼ÉLÈ¼X ¼É¼ÎHÊ (pluperfect). Judah was about four years older
than Joseph, who was seventeen when he brought home
stories (37:2) and at least that, possibly more, when he
was sold; so Judah was not less than twenty-one. This
brings problems later, > 46:12.
G 38:5 )-H* D/ H% (L- L( D) (L0 I̧
In 2K 4:16 the woman said ¼ÆIY KÐ Df ¼Ñ KÅ, but quoted herself
as having said ¼ÉJÑ DI Kß ¼ÅWÑ (4:28), so ÆËÐ and ÉÑÞ are
synonymous. Peshitta and Septuagint assume a version
ÅÎÉÊ ‘she being’ (not ÉÎÉÊ) otherwise we expect ¼Î HÉ DÎKÊ.
G 38:7 L-D- -I4- I6 Dx 6< ... <6 -H(D-K)
Note the pair of letters Ý× reversed in God’s eyes (cf.
6:8.) To emphasise the point we have ¼Î HÉ DÎKÊ, not ¼K K×K[KÊ
(contrast verse 10). We are not told Er’s sin, and it does
not matter. What matters is that he died, and that his
death was a punishment from God for what he did (and
not due to Tamar). Any attempt to attribute his death to
a specific sin is without evidence and totally unjustified.
G 38:9,10
Here too, what matters is that he died, and that his death
was a punishment from God for what he did (and not
due to Tamar). Only here we are also told what he did
wrong, though the exact nature of his sin, i.e. what
aspect of his action constituted the sin, is open to
argument, with three possibilities.
G 38:11
Judah probably did not know about Er’s sin, and if
Tamar did not tell him he did not know about Onan’s
either. He attributed the double death to Tamar’s
influence in some manner (even though she had been his
own choice) and used delaying tactics to avoid marrying
her to Shelah.
G 38:13 ¦- H2 L+
your fatherinlaw. ( ¼Ò LÌ is the husband’s father; ¼ß¼D ¼Ó LÌ
is the husband’s mother, Ruth 1:14. Contrast ¼Ô IßÃÌ wife’s
father, Ex.18:1, and ¼ßJÕ JßÃÌ wife’s mother, Deut. 27:23.)
(J0N6 ¦- H2 L+ (Ī H(
is about to go up.
G 38:14
Tamar apparently knew her father-in-law (whose wife
had died), otherwise why should she expect it to work?
G 38:17 +K¬ Ķ F$
A rare exception – the meaning is ¼ÌKÑ DI JÅ, I will send.
See verse 20, and note on 8:7. Note also that it is a
statement of (alleged) fact that uses the imperfective and
not the optative.
G 38:18 3 Jº J$
will give, again not an optative (which would be ¼ÉLÕ Df JÅ).
ªJ0- H> D8|
Cords of some description (Num.15:38) which identify
the owner. The word is plural – see verse 25 – although
the yod is missing. (Compare Ex.33:13 ¼F JÐLÝUV for ¼F¼Î JÐLÝUV,
Is.58:13 ¼F JÛ LÙFÌ for ¼F¼Î JÛ LÙFÌ, otherwise it would be ¼F DÛ DÙ JÌ.)
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G 38:25 L(- H2 L+
her father-in-law – see 38:13. (‘His’ is ¼D¼Õ DßÃÌ Ex.18:7.)
G 39:1 'K<|( 7 I5}- D)
Pluperfect. Meanwhile Joseph had been brought down.
-V< D: H2 ¸- H$
You would expect a man in Egypt, particularly a high
ranking official, to be an Egyptian, so why mention it?
This is one argument in favour of the theory that the
Hyksos were then in power, and an Egyptian in high
office was exceptional. There are both textual and
archaeological arguments for and against this.
G 39:2,3 K+¼- H0 D: K2
The verb ÌÑÛ in the kal form refers to the success of
what is done, or approximately ‘to come out right’ or
‘to come out well’. When a person succeeds, he makes
something succeed, or causes it to come out well, hence
the causative (hi’il) form ÌÑÛÉ is used. If you translate
KÌ IÑ DÛ KÉ as ‘to succeed’ the result is not incorrect, but by
a different process of thought. In vs. 3 God did not
‘make Joseph succeed’ but made what Joseph did
(through his own efforts) succeed.
G 39:4,5 '- H; D8 H( ... |(I' H; D8K£K)
appointed him. The hiphil form means the same as the
kal. For fuller details > app.
G 39:9 *¼$¼0 ¼- H> ¼$ L, L+ D)
Although Joseph refers often to God, as here, he never
does so by name! Contrast Abraham (e.g. 24:40) and
Jacob (e.g. 32:10, 49:18), though Jacob only seems to
use the name when addressing God directly, not when
talking about him. [This may have some relevance in
the meaning of the obscure words in Ex.6:3.]
G 39:14 < J2$NºK) SSS $L< D; HºK)
This was a rehearsal of what she was going to tell her
husband, and she wanted to make sure that the servants
would not say anything that might contradict her story.
They probably did not like Joseph, because he bossed
them, so they did not need to believe her.
¼-V< D% H6
This is what the Egyptians called anyone coming from
Canaan and the North.
G 39:14,17 ;J+ K: D0
to make love to (cf. 26:8).
G 39:20
The prison under Potiphar’s charge. See 40:3.
G 39:22 3 IºH£K)
The governor of the gaol put Joseph in charge of all the
prisoners.
G 40:2
Probably Pharaoh had a stomach ache and blamed it on
something he had eaten (the fault of the baker who
supplied his food) or drunk (the fault of the butler who
supplied his drink) – perhaps at his birthday party. Not
sure which, he put them both in gaol. Thinking it over
at his (next?) birthday party a year later, he decided it
was something he ate, so good-bye baker.
G 40:4 'N; D8H£K)
appointed. > app. (He did not count him!)
1 Lº H$ 7 I5}- > J$ 1- H+Lx K¢K( < Kµ 'N; D8H£K)
The Chief Butler and Chief Baker were men of
influence very close to Pharaoh. If they should ever be
released they would remember the way Potiphar treated
them in his prison. He therefore considered it prudent to
look after them well, and so personally told Joseph to
take care of them (contrast 39:22), because Joseph not
only was a man of ability, but also was running the
place. If there was anything they wanted that Jospeh

could not supply he would ask for it and get it.
1- H2L-
a year (> 4:3).
G 40:10 ¼1¼- H%L4F6 SSS ¼{ L³H4 ¼( L> D0 L6 SSS ¼> K+K<N8
Budded (NOT blossomed, King James actually got it
right), then blossomed, then fruit – natural order. The
word ¼ÌKÝ Jb is a bud or shoot, not flower (which is ¼ÚIÕ).
G 40:13 ª J̧ $N< > J$ (N6 D< K8 $ L¶H-
Literally, ‘will raise up your head’. Actually ‘will call
you up’, an idiom meaning to call out someone from
obscurity to give him a task or an appointment (or a
sentence), see Ex.30:12 and elsewhere.
G 40:14 ¼' J5 L+ ... L>¼- Hµ L6D) SSS ¼-H4 KºU<K/ D* ¼1 H$
He asked a kindness in return for his having served him
for a year (verse 4), not for explaining the dream.
G 40:19 ª Ḑ $N< > J$ (N6 D< K8 $ L¶H-
‘will raise up your head’ literally! A pun on 40:13.
G 40:23 |(I+L¤ Ḑ H£K)
and (not ‘but’) he (Joseph) forgot him (the butler).
There are three reasons for rejecting Rashi’s argument
that he was punished with an extra two years for
trusting a man (the butler) ‘instead of’ God.
(a) There is no suggestion that he was due out when the
butler went free and that the two years were ‘extra’.
(b) One trusts in God who sends people to help – wasn’t
the butler God’s agent sent for the purpose?
(c) In fact it was the butler who eventually got him out!

9;2

G 41:1 1- H2L-
Here part of a peculiar Hebrew idiom (used also in
Modern Hebrew) which is best regarded as superfluous
and meaningless and left out in translation (cf. 29:14).
<N$D- K(
The Nile (not ‘river’).
G 41:2 |+L$Lx
Reeds (?papyrus) growing on the banks of the Nile.
G 41:9 (N6U< K² > J$ SSS <IxK'D-K)
The verb ¼ÝITKV has two meanings. One is to talk or
speak, as here. It is followed by ¼ß JÅ ‘with’ (just as in
Aramaic, American and even Modern Hebrew you ‘talk
with’ or ‘speak with’ someone, where in English we say
‘talk to’ or ‘speak to’). The other meaning is to instruct,
or to tell (someone to do something), followed by ¼Ñ JÅ, as
for example in ¼É JIÃÓ ¼Ñ JÅ ¼Ý ITKÈ DÎKÊ which does not mean ‘he
spoke to Moses’, but ‘he instructed (or told) Moses’.
G 41:12 < K6K4
Referring to his status, not his age. See 18:7.
G 41:14 +K¬K&D-K)
Probably a barber (‘he’ impersonal) shaved him.
Egyptian drawings show barbers shaving people.
Otherwise it would have said ¼Ì K̂ KU DßH[KÊ (cf. Lev.13:33).
G 41:24 1- H® O, D< K+ K(
‘Hartums’. Not priests, but roughly the equivalent of our
scientists. Bear in mind that scientific knowledge was a
closely guarded secret imparted only to the initiated.
G 41:32 >}4 L¹ H(
the repetition of
3}/L4
prepared; ready.
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G Chapter 41 >};I< >}´K< >}´ Kz >}¬ Kz
¼ß¼D ¼Ü IÝ means ‘empty’, the rest seem to mean ‘thin’.
The table below indicates the use.

EARS of CORNCOWSBAD

ÒÎXVÈ LÜ ßÃ̂ÙXÈ DIX ßDYdKV
ßD edKV KÉ

ÝXLKLT ßDd̂KÈ DÊ ÉYJÅUÝ KÓ ßD_× LÝ
Ý eLKLT KÉ ßN̂dKÈ DÊ iÉ JÅUÝ K_ KÉ ßD[× LÝ

The Dream

ÒÎXVÈ LÜ ßDÙ̂ OÈ DI ßDYdKV ßD_ÓOÕ DÛ
ß eNdKV KÉ

ÝXLK LT ßDd̂KÝ DÊ ÈYÃÅ DÓ Ý KÅ]Ãf ßD_× LÝ DÊ ßDĵ KV
ßDX× LÝ LÉ DÊ ßDYdKÝ LÉ

Pharaoh
repeats

ÒÎXVÈ Ld KÉ ßDYÙ OÈ DI ßD eÜIÝ LÉß kÃ× LÝ LÉ DÊ ßDjdKÝ LÉJoseph

>};I< >}´K< >}´ Kz >}¬ Kz

EARS of CORNCOWSGOOD

ßD½ÆÃÍ DÊ ßD_ÅÎVÝ DT
ßDXÅIÑ D_ KÉ DÊ ßDYÅÎVÝ DT KÉ

ÝXLK LT ßÃ̂ÅÎVÝ DÆX ÉYJÅUÝ KÓ ßD_Ù DÎ
ßXÃÅÎVÝ DT KÉ DÊ ÉYJÅUÝ K_ KÉ ß_ÃÙ DÎ

The Dream

ßD½ÆÃÍ DÊ ß_ÃÅIÑ DÓ
ßDXÆÃZ KÉ

Ý KÅÓ ßÃ̂ÙÎHÊ ÝYLK LT ßD_ÅÎVÝ DT
ß ½ÃÅÎVÝ DT KÉ ßDYÕWIÅVÝ LÉ

Pharaoh
repeats

ß eÃÆÃZ KÉß gÃÆÃZ KÉJoseph

G 41:33 $J<I-
Note the optative form, followed in this and the next
two verses by a whole string of optatives.
3}%L4
intelligent. One who is able to understand.
1L/ L+ D)
‘and skilful’, or here, better, ‘competent’. ¼É LÓ DÐ LÌ strictly
means knowing how to do something with the ability to
implement it. While the use of such a word may vary in
odd cases, to translate it as ‘wisdom’ where it has its
normal meaning of ‘skill’ can be very misleading.
G 41:34 ( JµF6K-
The usual optative form is KK×KÎ but not always.
' I; D8K- D)
Optative. The imperfective form is ¼È¼Î HÜ DÙKÎ not ¼È Id DbK[, but
you could not have the form ¼È¼Î HÜ DÙKÎ DÊ anyway – if you
wanted the imperfective you would have to say ¼È KÜ LÙ¼X.
1-V' H; D² ' I; D8K- D)
and let him appoint officials. (> app.)
G 41:36 3}' Ĺ H8 D0
for a deposit, store, charge. > app.
G 41:38 ¼$ L: D2H4F(
The Hebrew could mean ‘Is there (found)?’ or ‘Will we
find?’ In Aramaic there is a difference, and Onkelos
makes it clear that it is ‘Will we find?’
G 41:40 ¼(J- D( Hº ¼( LºK$
Amazed at Joseph’s perspicacity, Pharaoh must have
made enquiries and learnt how competent Joseph had
been in running Potiphar’s household and later the
prison. This no doubt helped to influence his decision.
Note the statement, imperfective for future ¼ÉJÎ DÉ Hf, ‘you

will be’ (NOT an optative ¼Î HÉ Df ‘may you be’).
0Kz D& J$
Again a statement, not desire, so not optative ( ¼É LÑUV DÇ JÅ).
G 41:42,43
The details here have been found to have had
significance in the running of the Egyptian court. (See
A. S. Yahuda.)
G 41:43 ¼(J4 Ḑ H® K( ¼>J% J¤U< H2 Dx
In the chariot of his secondincommand (cf. Est.10:3,
1Sam.23:17 et al.). If it meant his second chariot it
would have to be ¼ßJÆJ]UÝ H_KT.
¼}¼0 ¼< J̧ F$
Punctuation shows it means ‘his chariot’, not ‘his
second-in-command’. (Also the latter would be ¼X ¼ÉIÕ DI HÓ.)
3}>L4 D)
The infinitive (never the gerund) used as a participle,
‘putting him’, a construction not often used.
It is interesting to note an effort to compare the honours
Mordecai received from Ahasuerus to those Joseph
received here from Pharaoh, by attempting to copy the
style. So in Esther 6:9 even this word is used this way.
G 41:44 }0 D& K< > J$D) }'L- > J$
¼ÈLÎ means arm and hand combined, ¼ÑJÇJÝ means leg and
foot combined, > 8:9.
G 41:46 }' D2 L6 Dx
When someone appears for the first time before
Pharaoh, for some unknown reason we are told his age.
See 47:8-9 and Ex.7:7.
G 41:48 <- H6 L( ( I' Dµ
The countryside belonging to the town that was around
it, i.e. the countryside surrounding each town.
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G 41:49 0}+ D¤
Do not confuse ÑDÌ sand, with ¼ÑÃÌ opposite of ‘holy’.
G 41:50 'K¬O-
An impersonal passive, often used. ‘There was born’ –
which in Hebrew allows the singular. Otherwise ¼Ò¼ÎHÕ LÆ is
the subject and the verb would have to be plural.
$}% Lº 1J< J, Dx
While ... was yet about to come (i.e. before ... came).
G 41:51 -H̄ K¹K4
The commentators (Rashbam, Kimchi, Ibn Ezra) quote
the views of two grammarians: one claims that it is an
irregular form from the root ¼ÉÃILÕ and means ‘made me
forget’. The other claims that it is a regular form from
the root ¼IÃILÕ – obviously the preferred explanation –
but does not indicate what this root means! Nor have I
succeeded in finding out!
G 42:6 1H- K² K$
nose. See 19:1.
G 42:8 |(O< H¤ H( $W0 1 I(D)
Contrast, not pluperfect. (It could be pluperfect, they
had not recognised him but did so later, but this is not
the probable meaning.)
They must have recognised him in a way, if not
immediately then later, if not consciously then sub-
consciously. See verse 21.
G 42:16 |4F+LxH- D)
Optative (consecutive).
G 42:17 7N5E$J£K)
‘took them in’. > 6:21. (Use of the word ‘together’ is
due to misunderstanding this.)
G 42:20 |4 D2 L$I- D)
optative (consecutive): so that ... may be verified.
G 42:21 |4- H+L$ 0 K6
What made them suddenly remember Joseph? At least
one of them must have said to himself ‘you know this
Egyptian so-and-so reminds me somehow of Joseph – he
has something of that look about him!’ It would not
occur to him that it could possibly actually be Joseph,
but that God in order to punish him had sent a man who
looked like him, so as to make it plain that he was being
punished for what he did to his brother.
|4- H$L< < J̧ F$
They had not taken him out of the cistern, but ignored
his cries for help as he was being dragged away.
G 42:22 - HºU< K2 L$ $}0F(
Reuben rebukes them. This was probably the first
Joseph heard of this part of the story.
¼̧ G<U'H4 ¼(Ī H( ¼} ¼2 Lz ¼1K& D)
It seems they did not tell Reuben about the sale. Finding
Joseph gone and the brothers not caring, he assumed
that they had killed Joseph after all, in his absence. He
felt he too was punished for leaving Joseph unattended.
'J0J£ K%
> 37:30.
G 42:23 |6U'L- $W0 1 I(D)
Pluperfect ‘now they had not realised’ (while talking).
7 I5}- K6 I2Ņ - H¤
That Joseph was listening and understood. If the
interpreter heard their conversation it would not matter,
as it would mean nothing to the Egyptian.
Note precisely where this sentence is inserted, what was
said immediately before and what happened immediately
after. It affected Joseph’s action, because he learned
something that he had not known before. He suddenly
discovered that there had been a plot against him, that

Reuben had opposed it, and apparently Reuben had not
been present at the time or he would have attempted to
stop it.
G 42:24 3}6 D2 Ḩ > J$ ... + Ḱ H£K)
Joseph had apparently assumed that the eldest (Reuben)
was the one responsible and had intended to take him
into custody. Overhearing their conversation he realised
that Reuben was the one who was not guilty, so he took
the next one, Simeon.
G 43:4,5 K+I¬ Ķ D2
let our brother go. (not ‘send’ – 8:7.)
G 43:4 (L< Dx Ḑ H4 D) (L'U<I4
Optatives - consecutive, not desire.
G 43:5 'I<I4 $W0
Again consecutive, but after ¼ÅWÑ it is not optative ( ¼ÈIÝIÕ
and not ¼É LÈUÝIÕ). Had it been a desire, the optative would
have been necessary, with ¼ÅWÑ replaced by ¼Ñ KÅ.
G 43:7 |4 IºU'K0}2 D0|
and concerning our family.
G 43:8 ( L+ D0 Ḩ
send.
(J- D+H4 D) (L/I0I4 D) ( L2|;L4 D)
Three optatives (consecutive).
G 43:10 $I0|0
A contraction of ¼ÅWÑ ¼X¼Ñ, ‘if it were not’. XÑ means ‘if’
when denoting a supposition (contrary to fact).
G 43:14 +K¬ Ḩ D)
that he will release.
G 43:20 >H-Lx K( + K>J²
In the entrance area, or reception area, outside the
house. > 19:6. In verse 16 Joseph instructs his man to
take them to his house, in verse 17 they are taken to his
house, but will wait in the large reception area outside.
In verse 23, Simeon is brought out to them. In verse 24
they were presumably taken indoors so that they could
make themselves look presentable, feed their animals,
and prepare and lay out their gifts in a presentable
manner. This would probably be in the kitchen or one of
the serving rooms, or perhaps in special guest rooms.
G 43:26 ( L>D-Kx K( 7 I5}- $}%L£K)
Joseph came home (i.e. to his house).
( L>D-Kx K( ... |w-H%L£K)
They brought it in (i.e. inside). ¼ßHÎ KT means inside as
opposed to ÚXÌ meaning outside. They brought their
present into the hall where Joseph was sitting, so as to
present it to him.
Note the dot in the alef – not a dagesh but a mappik, to
stress that the alef is pronounced.
G 43:30 (L<U'K+ K(
Into the room alongside the hall.
G 43:32 1 J+J0
This does not always mean bread as we understand it,
but food, the main portion. Often (and certainly here) it
refers to meat (see verse 16). Joseph ate separately on
account of his high position, and the brothers would
understand that. The verse explains why the Egyptians
and the guests did not eat together.
G 43:34 >N$ Dµ K2 $ L¶H-K)
He could pass portions from his table to them, but not
to the Egyptians who did not eat meat. The fact that
Joseph was able to eat meat himself and provide it for
his guests, even though this was an abomination to the
Egyptians, argues in favour of this being the period of
the Hyksos. Since all the Hyksos ate meat there was no
reason for Joseph not to. Had it been the universal
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custom he could hardly have braved breaking it on his
own, nor would he have been so stupid as to want to.
Against this, one would not have expected him to
employ only Egyptians at his house, unless there was
some special policy in this. In that case, since the
Egyptian diet was more restricted, could not he and his
guests have restricted themselves to food the Egyptians
also ate? Or did they eat things that the Hyksos and the
Hebrews did not eat?
G 44:2 - H6-H% Dy
my decanter. (Bottle in which wine is served on the
table, though it need not be stoppered. Or a jug used for
that purpose. Not a cup - see Jer.35:5.)
G 44:3 <}$
A verb. Shone, became light.
G 44:4 (L%}, >K+ Kº ( L6L<
bad for good. King James is obsessed with ‘evil’.
G 44:5 1 J>N6I<F(
You have acted badly (or ‘done wrong’). The more
usual meaning, but not here, is ‘done harm (to
someone)’. Note also a totally different meaning in
Num.10:9.
G 44:16 ¼̧ I+K4 D- ¼̧ I+K4
By means of sorcery a person like me can find out who
stole it.

=&-)

G 44:20 'J0J-
Child. Since it is relative to a parent the word does not
imply age. > 21:14.
G 44:22 > I2L) SSS %K* L6 D)
if he leaves ... (then) he will die. > app.
G 44:28 ¼7L<N, ¼7N< L, ¼¦ K$ ¼< K2N$L)
Judah knew but could not tell the truth, and did not
want to tell a direct lie, so he simply quoted Jacob.
G 44:34 6L<L%
the harm.
G 45:1 ;I²K$ D> H( D0 7 I5}- 0N/L- $N0 D)
This offers an answer to the obvious question: ‘Why did
Joseph not interrogate or even question his brothers
about the “missing brother” they referred to, and force
a story out of them?’ Probably he initially intended to
do so after making them uncomfortable in various other
ways. (Questioning them about it earlier involved the
risk that they might suddenly recognise him.) But before
he got to that stage he found that he had reached a point
where he could control himself no longer.
G 45:4 - H>N$ 1 JºU<K/ D2
you sold me. The Midianites collected twenty pieces of
silver from the Ishmaelites. We are not told if the
brothers got any of this money, probably not, but Joseph
assumes that they did, that they in fact hired the
Midianites as agents. Their main purpose had been to
get him out of the way, by not taking money they would
(at the time) keep their consciences clean (‘we did
nothing’), only now did they begin to feel that doing
nothing can also be a sin. They would not now attempt
to justify themselves over a detail like this – they had
intended selling him, they knew he was being sold, and
did nothing to help him when he cried to them.
G 45:10,11 - Hº D0 K¤ D0 H/ D) SSS L>-H- L(D) SSS Lº D% Ķ L- D)
Note how plain future statements are expressed by the
perfective with conversive vav. The second one, being
perhaps consecutive, could have used the optative ¼Î HÉ Dß¼X.
The use of the optative for a consecutive is sometimes

optional, but for a desire it is not.
G 45:16 6 K2 Ḑ H4 0Ń K(D)
If the interpreter had been thrown out (45:1) he would
have kept his ear close to the keyhole. Nor would he
feel honour-bound to keep what he heard that way
private.
G 45:17 1J/U<- H6 Dx
Your animals (here donkeys). Always collective.
G 45:18 (L4 Dº J$D)
Optative (consecutive).
G 45:22 ¼>W0 L2 Dµ ¼>¼} ¼8 H0F+
They had torn their clothes (44:12), so he gave them
new ones.
G 45:24 +K¬ Ķ D-K)
He saw them off.
G 46:12 9J< J8 -I4 D%
This brings problems – > 38:1. Jacob arrived in Egypt
in the second year of the famine (45:11,28) after seven
years of plenty which started just after Joseph met
Pharaoh (41:32) when Joseph was thirty (41:46), so
Joseph was now thirty-nine, and Judah about forty-three.
In the meantime, Judah (see 38:1) had married, his
eldest had married and died, the second had married and
died, the third was old enough to marry (38:14) and
only after that did Tamar obtain from Judah the twins,
who from the point of view of age might as well have
been his grandchildren. Pharez’s children, mentioned
here, Judah’s grandchildren, could have been his great-
grandchildren – in other words, Judah could have been
a great-grandfather at forty-three!
Admittedly when calculating ages and dates in the Bible
one must always allow a margin of error of a year or
two, possibly three, due to (a) the method of
determining age (> Ex.7:7) and even dates, and (b)
possible overlap. But we are not dealing with a problem
of a year or two – for Judah to produce in effect three
generations between the ages of twenty-one and forty-
three is impossible. One almost-solution is to amend
38:1 so that Judah in fact started his married life much
earlier, at the age say of thirteen (or even earlier – Ibn
Ezra). The language of 38:1 is against this (see note
there) but anyway it is still pushing everything
extremely hard.
The alternative is that the sons of Pharez did not in fact
go down to Egypt with Jacob, and careful reading of the
text shows that nowhere in this chapter – or for that
matter anywhere else – does it say that they did. (Ex.1:1
is a summary, to indicate that only seventy went down
as against over half a million who later left. It is not
worded as a precise statement that would preclude four
of them arriving some years after the rest.) We have
here a list of Jacob’s descendants who were born in
Canaan and went to Egypt, plus Joseph and his sons
who were there when Jacob arrived. Perhaps when
Judah went with Jacob, Tamar stayed behind to look
after the twins (who were still babies, or at most young
children). The latter grew up in Canaan, and Pharez had
children there who only later joined the family in Egypt.
They are counted in with the rest because they were
born in Canaan and also were able to replace Er and
Onan; the latter were born in Canaan before Jacob went
to Egypt but did not go with because they died first.
There is another alternative: in each case we are told,
for example, ‘the sons of Reuben: ...’ followed by a list,
and so for each of Jacob’s sons. In the case of the sons
of Pharez, however, we are told ¼X¼Î DÉH[KÊ – ‘and the sons
of Pharez were ...’, a mere added piece of information:
these in a sense replaced Er and Onan, to make up the
seventy, which Pharez and Zarah could not do here
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because they were on the list in their own right. On this
theory, Pharez’s sons were actually born later, in Egypt.
Far-fetched? Is there an explanation that is not?
G 46:15 ¸J8J4
The word in the singular means ‘person’, of which the
plural is people. (‘Persons’ is pompous, though still
used for licensing lifts and taxis.) However, the
connotation is more that of ‘individuals’ – closer to the
French use of ‘personnes’. They were certainly not
souls (a much later meaning), they came with their
bodies.
G 46:26, 27 ¼1¼- H6 D% Ḩ SSSSS ¼%N;F6K- ¼>¼- I% D0 SSSSSS ¼̧ I̧ L) ¼1¼- H¹ Ḩ
Leah’s children: 33 including Er and Onan,

excluding Dinah.
Zilpah’s children: 16 including Serah.
Rachel’s children: 14 including Joseph & sons.
Bilhah’s children: 7.
Total descendants of Jacob: 70.
Deduct Er and Onan (both dead) and Joseph’s two sons
(born there) gives 66 descendants of Jacob who came
down to Egypt (including Joseph who arrived earlier).
G 46:27 'K¬O-
Singular. An ‘impersonal third person’ often used in
Hebrew, especially in the passive. > 41:50.
¼1¼- H6 D% Ḩ SSSSS ¼%N;F6K- ¼>¼- I% D0
The family in Egypt on Jacob’s arrival included also
Jacob himself, Joseph’s sons, and Dinah, i.e. 70, but
the calculations are problematic. Why incude Dinah in
one and not the other? Why differentiate between
Dinah and Serah? [The Midrash adds Jochebed but the
Torah states clearly that she was born in Egypt.]
Essentially the number seventy is a round number.
Gideon had seventy sons, of whom one killed seventy
brothers and another escaped! (Jud. 8:30, 9:5)
G 47:3 ¼)¼- L+ J$ ¼0 J$ ¼(N6U<K² ¼< J2 ¼$M£K)
‘Pharaoh said to his brothers.’ Not to his brothers, but
to Joseph’s brothers, obvious only from the context, but
not if the verse is taken out of context! This
demonstrates that one must beware of being over-
analytical or over-logical with syntax in Biblical
Hebrew. There are other examples.
G 46:28 ¼>N<¼} ¼( D0
not ‘to show the way’ since (a) that would be ¼ß¼D ¼ÅUÝ KÉ DÑ
and (b) he would stay with them, not go on ahead. The
word means ‘teach’ or ‘inform’, here to tell Joseph that
his father was on the way. There were no telephones.
G 46:30 ( L>|2L$
Not actually a ‘desire’ but that sort of thing, so optative.
G 46:31 (L< D2N$D) SSS (L'-Hy K$ D) (J0E6 J$
An intention similar to a desire, so optative.
G 46:32 (J4 D; H2
livestock
1L< L; Dx
their cattle
G 46:34 3 J̧ Ny 9J< J$ Dx
Another argument supporting the Hyksos theory – that
the Hyksos, themselves shepherds, lived in that part, so
it was safe to join them.
G 47:3 ¼)¼- L+ J$ ¼0 J$ ¼(N6U<K² ¼< J2 ¼$M£K)
‘Pharaoh said to his brothers.’ Not to his brothers, but
to Joseph’s brothers, obvious only from the context, but
not if the verse is taken out of context! This
demonstrates that one must beware of being over-
analytical or over-logical with syntax in Biblical
Hebrew. There are other examples.

G 47:6 - H0 < J̧ F$ 0 K6 (J4 D; H2 - I< Lµ
If Pharaoh himself owned livestock (and could not find
good Egyptian shepherds to look after them) this too
suggests that he was a Hykso.
G 47:8 ª-J£ K+ -I4 Ḑ - I2D- ( L®K¤
How old are you? An odd question. It has been
suggested that this was out of amazement. The
mummies that have been opened have shown that the
Pharaohs mostly died at an average age of thirty or so,
riddled with disease which was rampant in Egypt in all
forms. (There are references in the Torah to the diseases
of Egypt.) Pharaoh was amazed at seeing such an old
man (Reuben the oldest son was only about forty five,
six years older than Joseph).
This goes against the Hyksos theory – a Hykso would
not have been surprised. But there also seems to be
some significance in the age of whoever appears before
Pharaoh, which is always given. See 41:46 and Ex.7:7.
G 47:16 (L4 Dº J$D)
Optative (consecutive).
G 47:18 $) H( K( (L4 L¹ K(
Not the first year – no amount of famine could have
used up everything (especially after seven years of
plenty) in just one year. This would have been the
second or probably the third year of the famine.
>-H4 I¹ K( (L4 L¹Kx
Not exactly the ‘second’ year but the next year. Usually
the words ¼Ô¼D ¼I ¼ÅVÝ and ¼Ô¼D¼ÝFÌ KÅ mean ‘first’ and ‘last’, but
sometimes just ‘earlier’ and ‘later’. Likewise ¼ÎHÕ II can
also mean ‘later’ (e.g. in Ex.2:13 it does not necessarily
mean the very next day).
G 47:19 (J- D+H4 D) SSS (J- D(H4 D)
Optatives (consecutive).
G 47:21 1-V< L6J0 }>N$ <- H%E6 J(
There are two possible explanations. First that he moved
the people into towns, from one end of the country to
the other. To use an Americanism, he carried out an
urbanisation policy on them, throughout the country.
The other, (see Onkelos), he moved them by towns (i.e.
town by town) from one end of the country to the other,
i.e. transferred the population to places far from home,
so that nobody could try to reclaim their original land.
His policy was not feudalism but the reverse,
nationalisation. Pharaoh simply represented the State.
Joseph used the famine to break down the power of the
great landlords, and turned everyone into a tenant
farmer working land leased out to him by the state in
return for a percentage of the yield.
However, as the next verse explains, he could not take
land away from the churches and their dignitaries.
G 47:22 |0 D/ L$D)
So they ate (repeatedly – ¼X¼Ñ DÐ ¼ÅÂ[KÊ would mean once).
For some reason this verse is nearly always misread.
There was no law from Pharaoh against buying land
from the priests. ¼ÜÃÌ often means, not a law but an
allocated portion, a legal perk. ( ¼ÍLb DI HÓ is also sometimes
used in that sense, e.g. Deut.18:3; 21:17, but less often.)
Pharaoh sent the priests a free allocation of food which
was enough for them to eat, so there was no need for
them to sell their land and Joseph was unable to acquire
it. He could not override Pharaoh. The priests were
probably extensive landowners and this would have
spoilt his land reform programme, but not killed it.
G 47:26 ;N+ D0
This could mean a legal institution, but more likely it
means again an allocation, that each family had to send
his allocation of twenty per cent to the royal treasury.
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G 47:30 ¼1 L>L<O% D;Hx ¼-H4 KºU<K% D;|
This is what he said to Joseph. Later he went into detail,
but not to Joseph, as there was no need to rub it in that
Leah was buried there. (See 48:7 and 49:29-32).
-H4 KºU<K% D;| SSS -H4 K>$ LµD4| SSS - Hº D%K/ Ļ D)
When I die, then you will take me and bury me. Three
uses of the vav. This was not a mild request, but a
demand equivalent to a strong command, so the second
and third verbs are in the imperfective (perfective with
conversive vav) and not in the imperative.
G 48:6 ª Dº D' K0}2|
Clearly this refers to descendants – > 11:28.
Lº D'K0}( < J̧ F$
whom you will have given birth to. (Future perfect.)
Joseph did not have any other sons, so to translate this
as a past tense makes no sense. The future alone would
imply a positive statement, that ‘you will have more
sons’. Jacob did not commit himself to this. A fair
translation of the whole would be ‘Any further children
that you may have in the future [if you have any] ...’
These would be born after Jacob’s death and would not
be considered as Jacob’s sons, only as grandsons. In
fact there were none.
G 48:7
For reasons not specified I buried Rachel en route.
Despite this, (47:30) bury me in the family sepulchre.
(There was no need to mention that Leah was buried
there.)
G 48:10 ¼>¼} ¼$U< H0 ¼0K/¼|¼- ¼$W0
Imperfective, not that just at that time but all the time
he was unable to see, probably cataract or glaucoma.
G 48:12 )- L² K$ D0
his nose. See 19:1.
G 48:14 0I¤ Hµ
From the root ÑÐK to be wise, unlike ¼ÑLÐ LÖ a fool.
G 48:16 ¦L$ D0 K® K(
The agency. ÏÅÑ is an archaic Hebrew root (or an
imported one) meaning the same as ÉÞ×, viz. to do or
make, found only in two noun forms. ¼ÉLÐ ¼ÅLÑ DÓ is that
which is made, synonymous with ¼É JKF× KÓ (e.g. Ex. 23:12
compared with Ex.20:8). From the Latin agere ‘to do’,
we get agent, ‘one who does’, Hebrew ¼E LÅ DÑ KÓ, usually
one who does for someone else, a representative (such
as a messenger), but not necessarily. [‘I am a free
agent’ means that I do for myself and do not represent
anyone else.] ¼E LÅ DÑ KÓ (Greek angellos, a messenger) often
refers to God’s agents, but here Jacob is referring to
God himself as the agent or agency.
6L<
harm. (> 2:9.)
|yU'H- D) SSS $I< Ĺ H- D)
Wishes, desires, hence optatives.
G 48:17 6K<I£K)
Certainly not ‘evil’ or ‘wicked’, nor even ‘bad’, but
simply ‘it was wrong’, a mistake. (> 2:9.)
'K-
This word in Hebrew does not mean ‘hand’ but ‘arm
and hand’ together. Likewise ¼ÑJÇJÝ ‘leg and foot
together’. (Hand or foot alone is ¼ØK].) > 8:9.
G 48:19 - Hº D6 K'L-
The verb K×ÃÈLÎ means to get to know, discover, find out,
realise, become aware. The resulting state of affairs
(knowing) is expressed by the perfect, ‘I have realised’
meaning ‘I know’ or ‘I am aware’. > 2:9.

G 48:21 > I2 - H/M4 L$ (Ī H(
‘I am about to die’. > 29:6.
G 49:1 |8 D5L$ I(
‘gather round’. Imperative. The niphal is not passive.
> 25:8.
( L'-Hy K$ D)
Optative, consecutive, also of an intention.
$L< D;H- < J̧ F$
For ¼É JÝ DÜHÎ. The roots ÉÝÜ BÅÝÜ are sometimes
interchanged. In Aramaic they have merged into one.
1- H2L£ K( >-V<F+K$ Dx
Lit. ‘in the latter part (not end) of days’, a common
idiom meaning ‘in the (unspecified) future’. What
follows (verses 3-27) consists of what Jacob wished to
foretell. Because there are a few similarities with
Moses’s Blessings (at the end of Deuteronomy) these
verses are wrongly called Jacob’s Blessings. The actual
blessings followed (49:28) but are not stated in the text.
The chapter contains many obscure words and phrases
whose meaning is controversial. It is not the purpose of
these notes to try to explain obscure words, phrases or
verses.
G 49:3 ¼3 I%¼| ¼$U<
Had Jacob known that Reuben saved Joseph’s life when
the others wanted to kill him, he would have mitigated
his remarks. He never knew what actually happened.
G 49:5 5 L2L+
Lack of justice. Approximately, anarchy. > 6:11. An
obvious reference to what happened at Shechem to the
town of Salem.
G 49:7 1 I:- H8F$K)
As this is what he wants to do, it is optative. Hence the
previous ¼Ò IÜ D̂ KÌFÅ must also be optative.
G 49:11 ¼(N<¼- H6
His (male) ass (from ¼ÝHÎ K× not ¼Ý¼Î H×) then ¼D¼ÕÃßFÅ (female).
G 49:15 ( L+O4 D2 $U<K£K)
Peace at all costs, and the price is becoming a slave.
There is no record of this ever happening specifically to
Issachar in history. Moses refers to him (Deut.33:18 on
one interpretation) as a man of tents (nomadic shepherd)
thus comparing him to Jacob himself (Gen.25:27).
G 49:22 ¼( L'F6L:
The archaic form of the third person feminine plural
(retained in Aramaic). Later (i.e. the time of Moses) the
masculine form (e.g. ¼X¼ÈF× LÛ) was normally used for both.
G 49:28 ¦J<L% D-F)
> 49:1
G 49:31 ( L$I0 > J$ - HºU< K% L; ( L® Ļ D)
When talking to the whole family there was some point
in mentioning this. It reminded Leah’s sons of their
duty, and there was no harm in Joseph hearing as it was
not directed at him, but in 47:30 it would have been out
of place.
G 49:32 (I4 D; H2
Normally ¼ÉJÕ DÜ HÓ means livestock. Here it is apparently
used instead of ¼ßKÕ DÜ HÓ (from ¼ÉLÕ DÜ HÓ), to mean that which
is purchased or acquired.
G 49:33 7N5E$J£K)
he took .... (back) in. > 6:21.
7 J5L$I£K)
> 25:8.
G 50:5 (L< Dx D; J$D) $L4?(J0E6 J$
Optatives (desire).
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(L%|¸L$D)
Optative (consecutive).
G 50:7 7 I5}- 0 K6K£K)
Joseph went up. The kal form.
G 50:9 }® H6 0 K6K£K)
And he took up with him. Causative (hiphil) form (as
in 8:20 and elsewhere). The form in this particular word
is identical with that of the kal used in verse 7, but the
meaning is different. (King James missed this one too.)
G 50:10 3 IzU<K£ K( <J% I6 Dx
The whole procession went to Transjordan (which is
further away from Egypt and round about to get to)
where they held a ceremony. Only Jacob’s children
crossed over into Canaan proper to bury him at Hebron.
There were probably political considerations that
allowed the Egyptians to enter Transjordan in such a
large ‘army’ but did not allow them to enter Canaan.
G 50:11 -H4F6K4 D¤ K( 9J< L$ L( % I̧ }-
The local inhabitants, the Canaanites. In Transjordan?
The term is probably used loosely for Amorites, referred
to as Canaanites because they came from across the
Jordan from Canaan. > Gen.27:47.
G 50:12 3 I¤
correctly. In a case like this it does not mean ‘thus’.
Compare the structure of the entire verse, paying special
attention to the punctuation and to the word ¼Ô I], with
7:1, and with Ex.39:32, 39:43, 40:16 and various similar
verses, and contrast the usual translation which ignores

and contradicts the punctuation.
G 50:13 3 K6K4 D¤ ( L:U< K$
i.e. across the Jordan.
G 50:15 |0
Unlike ¼Ò HÅ, which defines a possibility, XÑ means ‘if’ in
a supposition contrary to fact (such as ‘if it were
possible to walk to the moon, but it isn’t’). Here we
have an unfinished sentence. ‘If Joseph were to bear
animosity towards us and pay us back for the harm that
we did him [then we would be in trouble, so we must
take action in advance to ensure that he does not].’
G 50:16-17 (L| H: ª- H% L$
Clearly an invented story. Jacob probably never knew
what happened. He must have realised that something
was being kept from him, but felt (or was persuaded by
Joseph) that it was wisest not to ask too many questions.
Certainly had he made such a request he would have
spoken to Joseph directly.
G 50:21 0I¤ D0 K/F$
Not a self-exhortation, or wish, or mere intention, but a
direct promise, a statement of fact, so not an optative.
G 50:22 ¼)¼- H% L$ ¼>¼-I%¼|
Not ‘his father’s family’ but his family since ¼Æ LÅ? ¼ß¼Î IT is
always treated as a compound word meaning ‘family’.
G 50:24,25 'N; D8H- 'N;L²
As in 21:1, to remember to deal with someone as
previously promised, > app.

*
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I N T R O D U C T I O N T O E X O D U S

STRUCTURE OF THE BOOK

The book is divided into two distinct parts:
(a) Chapters 1-17, plus chapter 19 verse 2. Israel in Egypt and the Exodus (including the journey as far as Sinai.)
(b) Chapter 19-40, except chapter 19 verse 2. Israel meets God (other than as a saviour from Egypt), and the
Tabernacle is built.

For some special reason, the last verse of the first part is transferred from the end of chapter 17 to become
the second verse of chapter 19; and chapter 18 is added to the end of the first part, although it clearly belongs much
later. The second part opens with a fresh start – see note to 19:1.

E X O D U S P A R T 1

>)2=

E 1:7 |<L² 0 I$L< DµH- -I4 D%|
Joseph and all that generation died. Meanwhile the
children of Israel had reproduced etc.
|:U< Ḑ H£K)
and had proliferated. > Gen.1:20.
|xU<H£K)
and had increased.
|2 D: K6K£K)
and had become powerful. This would be due to
enterprise (always associated with foreign immigrants),
and their skill and ability which led to their occupying
leading positions in commerce, professions and
administration, and possibly political influence as well.
'N$ D2 'N$ D2Hx
The punctuation shows that this applies to all four
verbs.
E 1:8 7 I5}- > J$ 6K'L- $N0
If the Pharaoh of Joseph was indeed a Hykso, this
would refer to a period after the restoration of the
Egyptian monarchy. Nearly all the records of the Hykso
regime were deliberately destroyed.
E 1:10 ( L2L+ D0 H2 (L4$J< D; H>
Why is the verb plural? (Onkelos takes it as if ¼X¼Õ ¼Å JÝ DÜ Hß
‘will happen to us’.) It appears that the word ¼É LÓ LÌ DÑ HÓ
can act as a collective (like ¼Ý LÜ LT cattle) - perhaps the
various battles in the war – and therefore take a plural
verb, cf. Num. 10:9.
|4- I$ D4Wµ 0K6 ... 7K5}4 D)
There was always the possibility of wars with tribes
from Canaan or beyond. Bear in mind that whatever
tradition there was of the difference between the
Canaanites and the descendants of Abraham, they
looked alike to the Egyptians, who dressed differently,
shaved, and had a different colour skin. Another war
with the Hyksos in particular was a great danger, and
the Israelites’ sympathies might well be with them,
particularly if the Pharaoh who had first welcomed them
was a Hykso.
$|( 1Ky
It seems they had had experience of alien residents
joining with invaders.
9J< L$ L( 3 H2 (L0 L6D)
The Egyptians would be deprived of the skills of the
Israelites, which Pharaoh recognised as an asset to the
country. Hitler was not afraid to exterminate the Jews
(‘the “racial superiority” of the Germans would enable

them to easily replace Jews in all skilled positions’) but
Stalin’s early successors would not let Jews leave
Russia because of the brain drain. (I am indebted to my
brother Ian for this explanation.)
E 1.11 ¼1¼- H± H2
levies, conscripts, forced labour gangs. The word refers
to the people, not to the jobs or tasks they were given.
The use of ¼Ö KÓ to mean a tax rather than a levy of
conscripts is post-biblical.
5 I5 D2 K6K<
This was the town of that name and the only reference
to it. Other references are to a region, spelt ¼Ö IÖ DÓ D×KÝ,
though the difference in spelling might just be chance.
E 1:19 >}- L+
It is not the purpose of these notes to try to explain rare
or obscure words – the commentators discuss the
meaning of this one. But note that it does not say ¼ß¼D¼[ KÌ.
There is a mistake in most siddurim, shortly after the
morning shema, where instead of ¼Ò¼Î HÓL[ KÜ DÊ ¼Ò¼ÎH[ KÌ ¼Ê¼Î LÝLÆUÈ¼X
they write ¼Ò¼ÎHÎ LÌ, which is not intended in the prayer.
1J< J, Dx
> Gen.19:4.
E 1:22 (L<N$D- K(
Not ‘into the river’, but specifically to the Nile. Plain
murder by drowning might adversely affect an
Egyptian’s conscience – Pharaoh had accepted the
argument of the midwives that once a child is fully born
you can hardly kill it – but offering a baby as a sacrifice
to a god (they worshipped the Nile) was a different
matter. Even this was a bit too much for the Egyptians:
both they and the Canaanites are cited as practising
sexual abominations, but only the latter of offering
human sacrifices, and there is a tradition that after a
short while the decree was abandoned.
E 2:1 -H) I0 >-Ix H2
From the sons of Jacob until the Assyrian exile, Judah
and Joseph struggled for leadership. The people could
only be united under a leader from a neutral tribe, here
Moses from Levi. Once united they would follow his
successor, even though Joshua was from Ephraim.
Again with the monarchy, David from Judah (against
opposition) came only after Saul from neutral Benjamin.
E 2:3 ¼}¼4¼- H8 D³ K(
It is hard to believe that the dot in the second letter is
a strong dagesh doubling the letter. Dots were put into
letters for a variety of reasons, and here it was probably
to emphasise that the sheva under the letter is sounded,
contrary to what might be expected. (In Gen.21:6 a
different ruse, not found in all editions and presumably
put in much later, was used for a similar purpose.) It is
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unclear why the hiphil is used here, but the kal in the
previous verse.
(L< D2 D+ KºK)
The verb from ¼Ý LÓ IÌ, meaning to apply the stuff. There is
no mappik in the final letter, but apparently should be.
(Onkelos translates it as if there is one.)
< L2I+
Not lime or slime, but asphalt, which, like all bitumen,
is normally found naturally and mined.
>J8L~K%|
The word occurs only here and in Is.34:9. Since ¼Ý LÓ IÌ is
definitely asphalt, this is probably tar (a by-product of
carbonisation of wood or coal), perhaps pitch (distilled
tar). Pitch and tar were used for waterproofing ships. It
is not clear why this and asphalt were both needed.
'J0J£ K(
(Also repeated upto verse 10.) The child – > Gen.21:14.
7|±Kx
In the reeds or rushes, where it would not be visible
from the shore.
E 2:4 }>N+F$
We do not know how old Miriam was. Just because she
is described in Ex.15:20 as Aaron’s sister, someone
assumed that she must be the same age as him (a twin)
and thus three years older than Moses – in other words
aged three when Moses was placed in the rushes. There
is no justification for such an assumption – a girl was,
for some reason, often referred to as ‘the sister of’ one
of her brothers, and it is unlikely that all were twins.
(See Gen.4:22, 28:9, 36:3, 36:22 and Ex. 6:23. In
particular, in Gen.25:20 Rebekah is referred to as the
sister of Laban, who was undoubtedly younger than her
– > Gen.22:20.)
E 2:5 ¼>N/ D0N( L(¼- J>N<F6K4 D)
It seems that Pharaoh’s daughter went not just to wash
but to bathe. The women attendants (not necessarily
girls) would patrol the bank to keep away outsiders,
especially men.
$J< IºK)
After entering the water, she could see the cradle but
not reach it, so she called to one of her slaves who were
patrolling the shore to reach out to where she pointed.
E 2:6 <K6K4
A boy. > Gen.21:14. Probably to emphasise the sex.
Although ¼É LV DÑKÎ is used for a girl, it is probable that the
masculine ¼ÈJÑJÎ not only meant a boy but was used also
for a child where sex is irrelevant – note how Pharaoh’s
decrees (1:16 and 1:22) specify ¼Ô IT and ¼ßKT. In 1:17 and
1:18 ¼Ò¼ÎVÈLÑ DÎ is used where there is no risk of confusion.
Opening the box she saw a child, then realised that it
was a boy – ¼Ý K×KÕ – and noticing that he was a Hebrew
(by the colour of his skin and perhaps by the
circumcision) she understood.
E 2:7 }>N+F$ < J2$NºK)
The servants would not have chased away a young girl.
E 2:10 $L< D; HºK)
Who called him Moses – his mother, or Pharaoh’s
daughter? The latter may look the more likely, but the
former also, indirectly, ‘drew him from the water’, and
would have chosen an acceptable Egyptian name (to
please Pharaoh’s daughter) that none the less could have
a Hebrew meaning. > Gen.21:31.
E 2:11 (J¤ K2
The verb has two meanings. First, it can mean ‘to
strike’ or ‘to beat’. Verse 21:12 ‘one who strikes a man
so that he dies’ implies that you can strike a man (using
this very word) without his dying. Also Deut.25:2,3

refers to beating without killing. But in the coming
verse (2:12) and many other cases in the Tanakh it
means ‘to strike dead’, i.e. to kill. (A third meaning, to
inflict defeat on the enemy in battle, does not concern
us here.) Moses was unlikely to kill an Egyptian simply
for beating an Israelite – most probably he was beating
him to death, and either had killed him or was trying to.
-V< D% H6
We find the word used once to describe Abraham,
suggesting that then the Canaanites were not so known.
After that it is used in the Torah only when referring to
Joseph or the Israelites in Egypt, or when referring to
the people as slaves or potential slaves (Ex.21:2;
Deut.15:12 etc. and also in Jeremiah), presumably as a
deliberate reminder of Egypt where they were called
‘Hebrews’. In later books it is used in 1Samuel visàvis
the Philistines (who remembered what happened in
Egypt, 1Sam.6:6), and by Jonah (1:9) to the sailors.
Probably the name was used by the Egyptians to refer
to all who came from ‘the north’, not only Israelites.
This would explain the extra word that follows, ¼Ê¼Î LÌ JÅ IÓ.
When Joseph talked about ‘the country of the Hebrews’
(Gen.40:15) meaning ‘up there where I and the others
like me come from’ in a very vague sense that the
Egyptian would understand, he did not mean Abraham’s
descendants, who were too few to be known in Egypt.
In due course the Israelites swamped out the other
Hebrews in Egypt, so that ‘Hebrew’ meant ‘Israelite’.
E 2:12 ¦K£K)
He struck him dead, > previous verse.
E 2:13 -H4 I¹ K( 1}£Kx
The second day that he went out. (Perhaps ‘a later day’.
> Gen.15:1 regarding Hebrew’s use of the definite
article.) Not necessarily the very next day.
1- H³H4
fighting.
( L®L0
The question was not necessarily rhetorical or semi-
rhetorical (i.e. ‘What do you gain by it? What good does
it do you?). More likely it was a straight question: ‘Why
are you doing this? What caused it? How did it all
start?’ Moses, a firm believer in justice (as we see
later), was fully aware that when a person has a
grievance the most important and urgent thing to do is
to give him an opportunity to air his grievance in full to
a party willing to listen. Failure to grant such an
opportunity leads to frustration, which in turn is either
repressed into deep hatred or erupts into violence. The
very worst thing for a third party to do is the opposite
– to try to ‘make peace’ by asking the parties to forget
their differences and grievances, without being willing
to first listen to them.
( J¤ K>
The grammar does not imply a future meaning, ‘are
about to hit’, but a repeated action in the present (or
even the past), i.e. ‘why are you hitting’ or ‘why do you
hit’ where he keeps hitting him several times.
E 2:14 -H4I&U< L( D0 K(
[A point in advanced grammar too difficult to explain
here, but for reference for those who understand it: the
first person singular suffix for a gerund is ¼- H– if
subjective, but ¼-H4 I– if (like here) it is objective.]
¼<L% Lz K( ¼6 K'¼}¼4
The plain meaning: that his killing the Egyptian was
known. An alternative, but less-likely, explanation once
offered is that it was now known among the Hebrews
that he was a Hebrew. The man would not have dared
to be so insolent to an Egyptian.
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E 2:15 +K< D%H£K)
Moses ran away, lived in Midian and sat by a well.
Although in one verse, it did not need to happen all
together. He ran away.
3L-U' H2 9 J< J$ Dx
Since the Egyptians were in control of the so-called
Sinai Peninsula, Moses had to get well clear of that
area. Some time (perhaps years later) he came to live in
Midian, which was in north-west Arabia, east of the
Gulf of Akaba. This becomes very relevant later in the
story. While there, it happened one day that he was
sitting by a well.
< I$ Dx K(
A well. There was more than one well in Midian, and
none has been referred to. Hebrew occasionally uses the
definite article unnecessarily. (> Gen. 15:1.)
E 2:21
Notice the contrast between Jethro and Laban.
E 2:23 |+D4 L$I£K) SSS > L2L£K)
When Pharaoh died there were great national mourning
rites – we saw how all Egypt mourned even Jacob for
seventy days. The ceremonies occupied the Egyptians to
such a great extent that they were not able to pay full
attention to the slaves, who thereby eased up a bit and
had a chance to remember God and groan. But once the
ceremonies were over, the persecution was resumed.
E 3:1 (J6N< (L- L( ( J̧ N2|
Meanwhile Moses had been tending....(a continuous
pluperfect). Over the years. Or a noun ‘was a shepherd,
with ...’, but NOT ‘was tending’, a construction used in
English but not in Biblical Hebrew.
&K( D4H£K)
and he led (i.e. happened to lead, on one occasion).
(L% I<N+
Horeb and Sinai were two names for the identical place,
confirmed by verse 12 and elsewhere. Moses was in
Midian in Arabia (> 2:15) so Horeb or Sinai was in
Arabia, east of the Gulf of Akaba which the Israelites
later crossed on the way there, and not in the Peninsula
between the Mediterranean and the Gulfs of Suez and
Akaba. It took Elijah forty days to get there from
Beersheba.
‘The Mountain of God’, a name given later after what
happened later, or possibly it was already called ‘the
mountain of the gods’ by the locals for some reason (cf.
1Sam.10:5). Mount (Jebel) Lawz has been proposed as
the probable location (but not because the lawz were
given there – sorry).
E 3:2 $L<I£K)
The first half of this verse is a headline to the story,
which is then explained. > Gen.18:1.
¦K$ D0 K2
a messenger, or message.
¸I$ >KxK0 Dx
in the form of a flame of fire. Had he seen ‘an angel
inside the flame’, he would have worried why the angel
did not get burnt, not why the bush did not burn out.
0L¤ O$ |¯J4- I$
If there was a leak of underground petroleum or natural
gas that had caught fire, as has been suggested, that
would account for the fire not going out, but not for the
bush not being burnt out. It was the second that
surprised Moses, not the first.
However, it makes no difference. A miracle does not
have to be ‘supernatural’ – if God created nature there
is no reason why he should not use it. The flame and
the non-burning of the bush at that time and place

attracted Moses’s attention, made him look and stop and
think, and conveyed (or confirmed) to him the message.
That is what is important. It was not an accident, unless
we say that every accident in fact has its predetermined
set purpose.
E 3:4 ( J̧ N2 ( J̧ N2
When a word is repeated like this, there is usually a
pasek between. This is the famous exception.
E 3:8 >K%L*
Not a verb or participle, and certainly not ‘flowing’.
It is a noun (from a verb meaning ‘to emit’ or ‘to
discharge’ – Lev. ch. 15) describing ¼Ú JÝ JÅ. It is (using
the language of grammarians) ‘in apposition’ – a noun
used as an adjective. A country, an emitter of milk...
The idea is praise of the land, that is prepared to emit or
discharge these if you work it, not of what happens to
be ‘flowing’ there at a particular time.
¸L%U'| %L0 L+
The word ¼ÆLÑ LÌ is similar to ¼ÆJÑ IÌ, fat, and possibly means
cream rather than milk. We talk of ‘the fat of the land’
and of ‘the cream of’ something. Except where bees are
specified, ¼IKÆUV does not mean ‘honey’ as we know it but
fruit sugar, especially from dates. The best translation
is ‘syrup’ (for which fruit and honey were the chief
sources). The expression refers to the two great luxuries
in life, fat and sugar, despised by our doctors only
because today we over-indulge.
E 3:9 9K+K¬ K(
The word means pressure, squeezing. King James
translates it as ‘oppression’, i.e. holding them down, but
does not specify. The English translation of the
Haggadah gives it as ‘cramped conditions’ (pressure of
space) which is not what the Haggadah itself goes out
to stress – ¼Ü LÌ DV, pressure of time, i.e. harassment.
1- H:F+W0
harassing.
E 3:11 ( J̧ N2 < J2$M£K)
Moses has in all seven arguments to use against God to
avoid taking on the tremendous responsibility being
thrust onto him. The first five he uses directly, the sixth
he is frustrated in attempting to use, the seventh is
anticipated.
- H/M4 L$ - H2
(The first argument.)
E 3:13 $L% - H/M4 L$ (Ī H(
(The second argument.) Notice the use of ¼ÉÌ HÉ followed
by the subject and the participle to mean ‘about to’. >
Gen.29:6. The word ¼ÉÌ HÉ, hard to translate, is usually
equivalent to the French ‘voici’ or ‘voilà’ which is also
untranslatable – nobody today says ‘behold’ except in a
sort of joke – but in this context it implies ‘suppose’.
E 3:15
‘The God of your fathers – the God of Abraham, the
God of Isaac and the God of Jacob’. All different, yet
all the same. That is to say, Abraham, Isaac and Jacob
each saw God from a slightly different aspect, but he is
really the same one. We say it that way in our prayers.
E 3:16 Lº D8 K5L$D)
and assemble. > Gen.6:21.
- HºUz K;L² 'N;L²
I have remembered > app. Uses this phrase to show
that Joseph’s promise (Gen. 50:24-25) has come true.
E 3:20 ¼-V'L- ¼> J$ ¼- Hº D+K0 Ļ D)
An idiomatic expression meaning, roughly, ‘to attack’.
+K¬ Ķ D-
Will release. > Gen.8:7.
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E 4:1 3 I( D)
(The third argument.) ¼Ô IÉ DÊ is the same as ¼ÉÌ HÉ DÊ, hard to
translate. > 3:13. (It does not mean ‘they’ which would
be ¼Ò IÉ in the masculine, and in the Bible it never means
‘they’ even in the feminine, which is always IÉLÕ IÉ).
E 4:2 -- < J2$M£K)
The three signs ( ßDßDÅ) to be shown to the elders of
Israel are not to be confused with the ¼ßIÙ¼D ¼Ó later to be
shown to Pharaoh.
The idea of a sign is that it conveys a significant inner
meaning. To convince the recipients of a message that
it is genuine, it must contain some sort of code placed
intentionally by the sender for the recipient to recognise;
this code must be quite unintelligible to the messenger,
showing that he could not have invented it. (Consider
the message that Joab sent to David that Uriah was
dead. David understood what Joab meant, but both Joab
and David knew that the messenger could not possibly
have understood it.)
Here, the elders must have had some tradition which
they knew Moses could not possibly have known, and
which interpreted the signs. He could only have known
what signs to use if God himself had given them. We
are told what the signs were, but not their meaning. The
first is the easiest to guess at – similar to, but not quite
the same as, the English saying ‘grab the bull by his
horns’. If even we can guess at it, it was the least likely
to be believed. On the others one can only speculate.
(J~ K2
A contraction for ¼ÉJË ¼É KÓ ‘what is this?’. Before the
invention of vowel signs, the Masoretes were afraid that
it might be read as ¼ÉJY HÓ (‘from this’), so they put in a
ketiv ukeri that it was to be read as if it had been
written as two words. But that cannot mean that it
should be read as two separate words, because even if
it had been written as ¼ÉJY? ¼É KÓ, the hyphen and the dagesh
in the zayin would have ensured that the two words
were read as one! All they meant was that it should be
read with a patach under the mem, not a hirik, and
understood that way – ‘what is this?’ not ‘from this’.
E 4:3 ¸L+L4 D0 - H(D-K)
Moses was to throw down his stick (before the elders of
Israel) and it turns into a snake. Do not confuse this
with something else similar (with Aaron’s stick) later.
E 4:4 }²K/ Dx ( J¢ K2 D0 - H(D-K) SSS }'L- +K0 Ḑ H£K)
‘he stretched out his arm (lit. arm and hand), and it
became a stick in his hand. > Gen.8:9.
E 4:6,7 }'L- BªU'L-
‘your/his armandhand’ not just hand alone (see 4:4).
E 4:6 &J0 L¹K¤ > K6K<N: D2
flaking like (falling) snow. Not ‘white’. > Lev.13:2.
E 4:7 ¼}¼< Lµ D% H¤
When we say ‘flesh’ we think of something underneath
the skin, but the Hebrew ¼Ý LK LT can in fact include the
skin. When the skin is specifically excluded we may
find the expression ¼Î KÌ ¼Ý LK LT ‘raw flesh’ e.g. Lev. 13:10.
E 4:8 3}<F+K$ L(
the later or second – not the last, which makes no
sense. Likewise ¼Ô¼D ¼I ¼ÅVÝ here means first, but not always
– sometimes it simply means ‘earlier’, e.g. Num.21:26.
E 4:9 <N$D- K( - I2- I® H2 Lº D+ K;L0D)
Moses was to take some water from the Nile and pour
it onto the ground where it becomes blood. Again, do
not confuse with something else similar later.
E 4:10 - H/M4 L$ 1-V<L%Uz ¸- H$ $W0
(The fourth argument.) ¼Ò¼ÎVÝLÆUV in the book of Job and in
Deut.1:1 means speeches, and probably here too.

3}¸L0 'K% D/| (J² 'K% D/
Could mean a physical speech handicap, but could also
mean one who is not adept at expressing himself.
E 4:13 +L0 Ḑ Hº 'K- Dx $L4 +K0 Ḑ
(The fifth argument.) ‘Surely you have someone better
to send?’
E 4:14 $I:M- $|( (Ī H(
He is about to leave. (See Gen 29:6). He was not
already on his way. He had not yet been asked to go.
E 4:16 (J8 D0 ª D¬ (J- D(H- $|(
He will be your mouthpiece and you will be his
authority. The last word does not always mean God or
even ‘a god’ but very often means ‘an authority’. >
Gen.20:11. This is a fuller answer to the fourth
argument.
E 4:18 ( J̧ N2 ¦J0I£K)
The sixth argument is aborted at source. Moses goes
back to his father-in-law and asks permission to go. If
he had really decided to go, but first asked Jethro as a
formality, then our verse 19 should have come before
our verse 18, not vice-versa.
We are led to conclude that Moses expects Jethro to
answer ‘Why all of a sudden? Aren’t you happy here?’
(We learn shortly that his wife, Jethro’s daughter, has
just given or is about to give birth.) This would allow
him to return to God and say ‘Jethro won’t let me go!
He has been very good to me. How can I be so nasty to
him?’ But the attempt is frustrated by Jethro’s answer –
¼Ò¼D¼Ñ LI DÑ ¼E IÑ – if you want to go, don’t let me keep you.
( J$U< J$D) SSS (L%|¸ L$D) SSS (L/ D0 I$
Note three optatives. Desire, not a statement.
E 4:19 1H-K< D: H2 % O̧ ¦I0
Stop messing about and go! I saw your attempt to use
Jethro as an excuse, and it didn’t work.
|> I2 - H¤
The seventh argument is anticipated. ‘Before you tell
me that you cannot go back because you are a wanted
man and will be killed, let me assure you that all those
who wanted to kill you are dead.’ (See 2:23.)
E 4:21 1- H> D8N® K(
These are the spectacular demonstrations (explained
later in the note on 7:9) to be performed before Pharaoh
and not mentioned until now. They are not to be
confused with the ßDßDÅ that are to be performed before
the elders of Israel, described earlier (4:2).
E 4:24-26
A very difficult passage to understand. Rather than force
explanations that do not fit comfortably, it is better to
leave it as it is, not understood.
E 4:25,26 1- H2Lz 3 K>F+
No attempt to analyse or dissect the two words or
investigate their etymology or other uses is likely to
produce the right answer. Clearly the two words go
together as an idiom with a meaning that can be neither
guessed at nor deduced. In fact it has at least two
different meanings – the second (used after the
circumcision, verse 26) replaces the first (verse 25).
Even Zipporah who used the phrase did not necessarily
know how it was constructed from the individual words.
[For example, we all understand, and may even use, the
phrase ‘a blot on the escutcheon’, but how many know
what an escutcheon is?] We are unlikely to discover the
meaning until we find another ancient text where the
phrase appears in a context that makes its meaning clear
and makes sense here.
E 4:30 1L6L( -I4- I6 D0 >N>N$ L( µK6K£K)
The ßDßDÅ or signs were performed before the people

Ex. 53



of Israel, or at least their elders.
E 4:31 'K;L8
had remembered > app. (also > 3:16).
E 5:3 (L+ DxD*H4 D) SSS (L/ D0I4
Optatives – a request.
1- H2L- > J̧ W0 Ḑ ¦J< Jz
Moses did not have Horeb or Sinai in mind, as this was
in Arabia and well over three days’ journey. Ultimately,
he had been told, they would leave Egypt permanently
and worship on Mount Sinai, but Moses made a far
more modest request, which was refused.
¼|¼4 I6Ly D8H- ¼3 J²
It was in Pharaoh’s interest to let them go, since if they
did not obey their God he might attack them by disease
or massacre and the Egyptians would lose their slaves.
E 5:7 ¼3¼| ¼8 H5¼$N>
The verbs ØÖÅ and ØÖÎ are sometimes interchanged.
¼3 J% Jº
Straw was used as an additive to reinforce bricks.
¼| ¼̧ Ḑ N;D)
Meaning uncertain, possibly to gather, probably to chop
(the stubble ¼I KÜ into pieces of straw).
E 5:8 >J4N¤ D> K2
not quantity but measure. Egyptian inscriptions and
pictures show walls being measured.
E 5:9 <J; Ļ
The words Ý JÜ JI and ¼Å DÊ LI are interchangeable and can
mean either falsehood or emptiness – here the latter.
E 5:14 1J/ D; L+
An allocation. A fixed amount (here demanded).
E 5:12 ¼̧ I̧ N; D0
> verse 7.
E 5:15 -I< D,W̧
Evidently from a root meaning ‘to write’. Yahuda says
the word is Egyptian, Gesenius that it is Arabic, and
Jastrow that it is Aramaic from the Assyrian, cf. ¼Ý LÍ DI.
Here it refers to scribes who had authority as overseers,
their job being to enforce and to record what was done.
E 5:18 3 J/Nº
measure as ¼ßJÕÃ] Dß KÓ in verse 8.
E 5:21 ,N² Ḑ H- D) SSS $J<I-
Optatives – a wish.
|4 I+-I< > J$ 1 Jº Ḑ K$ D% H(
Even today there are those who only worry about having
a good name among Israel’s enemies, and are prepared
to suffer humiliation and make unnecessary sacrifices,
grant concessions, all in the name of ‘peace’, to please
our persecutors and potential persecutors (e.g. at the
United Nations) and let them have no conceivable
source of complaint, justified or unjustified. The servile
mentality that existed then still exists. It was in the
argument used by Jacob against his sons after the
massacre at Salem near Shechem (Gen.34:30) which his
sons refused to accept. But there is a difference: some
aspects at least of the actions of Jacob’s sons were open
to criticism on real moral grounds, which cannot be said
here. What is immoral in asking for a holiday?

$<$)

E 6:2 <Ix K'D-K)
> Gen.8:15.

E 6:6-8
- Hº K>L4 D) - H>$I% I(D) - H>-H- L(D) - Hº D+ K; L0D) - Hº D0 K$L& D) - Hº D0 K³ H( D) - H>$ I:}( D)
Previously we have met God saying not ‘I will do this
and that’ but ‘let me do this and that’ expressing a
decision of intention of immediate action, for which
Hebrew uses the optative. Here the decision has been
made long since, and we are given statements of fact,
definite promises that will take time but will happen. So
the verbs are all in the imperfective: ‘I will ...’. There
are seven promises, on the seder we drink four cups of
wine corresponding to the first four.
(L-|,D4 K6}< D* Hx
with an outstretched forearm. The concept is that of
reaching out, of having power stretching over a great
distance, range.
E 6:10 ¼<N2 ¼$I¬ ¼( J̧ N2 ¼0J$ ¼-¼- ¼<Ix K'D-K)
God gave Moses instructions as follows. So always.
Contrast v.12.
E 6:12 ¼<N2 ¼$I0 ¼-¼- ¼-I4 D8H0 ¼( J̧ N2 ¼<Ix K'D-K)
(Contrast v.10). Moses spoke before (in the presence
of) God as follows. He said it to himself while God was
listening.
Notice where, as here, the verb ÝÆÈ means simply ‘to
speak’ and where, normally when followed by ¼Ñ JÅ, it
means to command, to instruct (i.e. give instructions),
to tell (someone to do something), and likewise when
the noun ¼Ý LÆLV means a command or instruction or order
to do something (usually ¼Î¼Î ¼ÝKÆUV). > Gen.8:15.
E 6:25 0I$- H,|²
We are not told anywhere who he was.
¼5L+ D4¼- H²
Note always ¼Ö LÌ DÕ?¼Î Hb (never ¼Ö LÌ? DÕ Hb, a common mistake).
E 7:1 ª J$- H% D4 SSSSS ¼1¼- H(W0E$
I have appointed you as an authority (see 4:16) to
Pharaoh, and Aaron your brother will be your
spokesman. The Hebrew word ¼Å¼Î HÆLÕ comes from a verb
meaning ‘to speak’. It is used in Nehemiah 6:7 in the
purely secular sense of ‘orators’ or public speakers (see
Rashi’s comment there). It means essentially a
‘spokesman’ (modern Hebrew ¼Ý IÆÃV), but normally used
in a limited sense of a ‘divinely appointed spokesman’,
i.e. one who speaks (or claims to speak) on behalf of,
and conveys a message from, a deity, and specifically
from God, in other words a preacher. So you have the
‘neviim’ of Baal, you have false ‘neviim’, and so on.
The Greeks correctly translated the word as prophetes,
a phetes ‘speaker’ pro ‘for or on behalf of’ (another).
Because such people often foretold the future (with
warnings or encouragement), the word ‘prophet’ came
to mean one who foretells the future, but a navi does
not necessarily foretell the future; nor is anyone who
does tell the future (even on the basis of a dream to
which he attributes a divine origin, such as Joseph or
Daniel), necessarily a navi. Here in this specific
sentence, Aaron is not described as a navi of God, but
of Moses who tells him what to say and for whom he
acts as spokesman.
The verb in the niphal form, ¼Å IÆL̀ HÉ, means to preach, to
pass on the message received. The ‘divinely appointed
spokesmen’ often used to go into a trance and behave in
a manner not easily distinguished from madness in order
to receive their messages. The hitpael form ¼Å ITKÕ Dß HÉ
means to go through the performance that such people
went through before receiving their message. There is
no evidence that all or even most of the neviim behaved
this way, but it was common enough to be acceptable.
(See 1Sam.10:5,10,11; 1Sam.19:20-24 etc.)
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E 7:2 +K¬ Ḩ D)
that he should release. This is what you are to tell him
to do. Were it to mean ‘and he will release’, that is
contradicted by verse 4. A more usual form would have
been the optative ¼Ì K̂ KI¼ÎHÊ as in 6:11.
E 7:3-5
Note all the verbs in the imperfective. Statements.
By now the reader should be familiar with the optatives
and there is no need to point them out each time, only
where there is a special reason. But it is important to
note where they occur and why, and where they do not
occur and why.
E 7:7 (L4 Ļ 1-H4N2 Ḑ 3 Jx
Actually 79. With both people and animals, we today
start counting age with nought, and ‘one’ means ‘has
completed at least one full year’. The Hebrew ¼ÉLÕ LI ... ¼Ô JT
idiom starts with one, an animal ¼ÉLÕ LI ¼Ô JT is not ‘one year
old’, but ‘in its first year’. Here Moses was ‘in his
eightieth year’. This applies to all ages in the Tanakh
mentioned in the ¼Ô JT form.
Even if ages are sometimes rounded off – and it is not
certain that this happens – the 80 here is not rounded,
because it is put against Aaron’s 83.
E 7:9 1J/ L0 |4 Dº
The ¼ÒJÐLÑ is purely idiomatic. We often find such
expressions as ¼F DÑ ¼Ì KÜ ,¼F DÑ ¼E JÑ and so on.
>I8}2
This must be distinguished from and not confused with
the ot (ßDÅ) in 4:2. The two words may be used to
describe the same thing, but involve different concepts.
The ot is a meaningful symbol, a sign that conveys a
message. Circumcision (Gen.17:11) is the ot of the
Contract with Abraham, the rainbow (Gen.9:12,13) is
the sign ot of the Contract with Noah. The signs
performed by Moses were demonstrations, spectacles
that appeared to be beyond the normal behaviour of
nature, resembling magic, but that was not the essential,
nor inherent in the word.
By contrast, the mofet was a spectacle, essentially a
form of or resembling magic, not necessarily
‘supernatural’ but beyond normal human powers of
achievement (without some form of divine assistance).
The mofet alone as such would not, should not, mean
anything to God-fearing Israelites, who should despise
such superstitions. But Pharaoh would demand that any
person claiming to represent a deity should provide a
demonstration of divinely-assisted powers not available
to ordinary people. God tells Moses and Aaron that
Pharaoh will of course ask for a mofet, and he is entitled
to one, so here is one to show him.
Now we come to the mixture: each ot that was shown to
the Israelites did contain an element of mofet, as just
explained; an ot does not have to, but these did. It was
the ot aspect however, not the mofet, that was meant to
impress them. Likewise, each mofet that was shown to
Pharaoh also contained an unsolicited ot whose
significance could not possibly escape Pharaoh. Every
demonstration that Moses and Aaron performed (or that
God performed directly) contained an element of ot and
an element of mofet. None can be described as purely an
ot or purely a mofet, these were aspects of the
demonstration.
And so later we have the phrase ¼Ò¼Î Hß DÙ¼D ¼Ó¼X ¼ß¼D ¼ß¼D ¼Å
repeated as a pair that go together (> Gen.23:4) to cover
all aspects of all the spectacular events that God caused
in Egypt at that time.
However, here initially, we distinguish between the
different demands the action was primarily intended to
meet. The Israelites required an ot and were given

something suitable for them. Pharaoh would demand a
mofet and would be given something suitable for him.
(There is a similar issue regarding ¼ÜÃÌ and ¼ÍLb DI HÓ,
which in many cases also represent aspects of a law
rather than describe or label the law, and again the two
go as a pair to cover all cases. This is discussed later at
an appropriate point.)
¼- H(D-
Consecutive, hence optative. We would expect ¼Î HÉ¼ÎHÊ.
3-H̄ K> D0
In Gen.1:21 the word almost certainly means lizard. In
Ezekiel 29:3 and elsewhere when referring to Egypt
(including here) it certainly means a crocodile, which
superficially resembles a lizard and which the Egyptians
worshipped as a god. Hence the ot aspect.
Do not confuse the throwing of Aaron’s stick to
become a crocodile as a mofet before Pharaoh, with
the earlier throwing of Moses’s stick to become a snake
(to run away from) as an ot before the Israelites (4:3).
E 7:11 1- H® O,U<K+ ... 1-H8 D¹K/ D2 ... 1- H2L/F+
experts ... magicians ... scientists. These were NOT, as
is popularly misunderstood, the priests or religious men
of Pharaoh. > Gen.41:24.
If they were priests, we would have a problem: the
initial aim of Moses and Aaron was not to show that
God is greater than all the Egyptian gods – that came
later – but simply to establish him as being no less, for
which purpose they acceded to Pharaoh’s request to
provide a mofet. If the others were priests, the fact that
they could also do it would not be a reason for Pharaoh
to simply dismiss them. Whether other priests could or
could not was irrelevant.
This and later remarks are more easily explained if we
realise that all these hartums were secular, not religious.
Pharaoh’s point was: ‘you do not need to represent a
god to do this, even my scientists can do it!’ The fact
that Aaron’s swallowed theirs was something he chose
to ignore.
E 7:14
We now have the start of the ten plagues. The first nine
are all natural phenomena that occurred with unusual
intensity and at a particularly appropriate time. Some
came after advance warning, most were apparently
brought on by Moses or Aaron making a symbolic
gesture, and stopped when Moses prayed on Pharaoh’s
pleading, but in themselves they were natural
phenomena. They came in three groups of three: the
first of each group after Moses met Pharaoh on the way
to his morning dip in the Nile, the second after Moses
went to the palace and gave a warning, the third without
warning. The whole subject deserves study in depth, far
beyond the scope of this commentary. It is not easy to
sort out which stick – that of Moses or that of Aaron –
was used when, which of the two men did what,
whether the stick was waved over water or used to
strike the water and so on.
E 7:15 ¦I0
Before the first of each group of three plagues (i.e the
first, fourth and seventh – here; 8:16; 9:13) Moses was
to go to the Nile early and wait for Pharaoh. The word
¼E IÑ is not repeated in the other two cases as it is not
essential to mention it; the essential is to stand there
(and wait). Contrast the use of ¼ÅÃT each time before the
second of each group (> 7:26) where it is essential.
¼̧ L+L4 D0
Moses’s stick that became a snake (for the Israelites)
not Aaron’s that became a crocodile (for Pharaoh).
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E 7:17 (J¤ K2 - H/M4 L$ (Ī H(
I am about to strike.
1L' D0 |/ D8 J(J4 D)
Do not confuse this mofet, the first of the ten plagues,
in which the water of the Nile (and other places) was
turned into blood to annoy the Egyptians, with the ot
whereby some water was taken out of the Nile and
turned into blood when poured onto the dry land, to
impress the Israelites (4:3).
E 7:19 ¼1 J(¼- I<N$D-
Distributaries of the Nile in the Delta.
E 7:21 (L&Lz K(D)
In English, ‘fish’ can be singular, plural or collective.
Hebrew normally uses ¼ÇLV for the singular, ¼Ò¼ÎHÇLV for the
plural, and the feminine form ¼ÉLÇLV for the collective
(e.g. Gen.1:26, Num.11:5). Not one (female) fish but all
the fish died. > 8:2.
E 7:22 1H-K< D: H2 - I® O, D< K+ 3 I/ |µF6K£K)
Pharaoh was obviously annoyed at what had happened,
but refused to be impressed, since the scientists could
do the same thing.
E 7:26 (N6 D< K² 0J$ $Nx
‘Arrive in front of Pharaoh’ is rather clumsy, but
perhaps the nearest that English allows. Before the
second of each group of three plagues (i.e. the second,
fifth and eighth – here, 9:1; 10:1) Moses was to go to
Pharaoh’s palace and speak to him: the word ÅDT is
used, (each time – > 7:15), not in the sense (as often
explained) of ‘going in’ but of ‘arrival’. ¼ÅÃÛLÎ can mean
to go out; or it can mean to leave, to depart, with
reference to the point of departure. Likewise, ÅDT can
mean to go in, to enter; or it can mean to come, to
arrive, with reference to the destination. In Gen.7:2 it
means ‘enter the ark’, but here it conveys more than
that: Pharaoh is sitting at home when Moses suddenly
arrives, he ‘came’ ( ¼ÅÃÆL[KÊ – see 10:3). Hebrew demands
using ¼ÅÃT (not ¼E IÑ) here even in the instruction to do
that.
(English will not allow ‘come’ to be used unless the
person giving the instruction is at the destination.
Contrast the use of ‘arrive’: a secret service chief sitting
in his London office can tell his agent ‘arrive at Lisbon
airport before five o’clock!’, but strictly he cannot say
‘come’ if he is not there at the time of speaking!)
E 7:27 ¼3 I$ L2 ¼1 H$D)
Short for ¼Ô IÅ LÓ DÓ ¼Ò HÅ DÊ, avoiding a triple mem (& 9:2;
10:4). (Modern Hebrew is not ashamed to express ‘with
financiers’ as ¼Ò¼ÎHÕ D_ KÓ DÓ ¼Ò H×!)
ª D0|% Dy
your territory (see Gen.23:17).
E 7:29 |0F6K-
The verb is masculine because K×IVUÝKÙ DÛ is masculine.
Likewise in 8:9 ¼X ¼ß OÓL[KÊ and 8:10 ¼Ò LßÃÅ. The form ¼ÉLÕUÝ KÅ LJ Hf
in verses 5 and 7 is impersonal ‘there shall remain’.
E 8:2 ¼5K/ DºK) SSSSS ¼0 K6 KºK)
The feminine is used here (> 7:29) because the noun is
used collectively (compare 7:21) to mean ‘the frogs’.
Anyone who insists that it means that only one (female)
frog actually came up out of the Nile must also concede
that in 7:21 only one (female) fish actually died!
E 8:3 ¼|¼0F6K£K)
They raised (hiphil). But they could not remove them.
E 8:10 1V< L2G+ 1V< L2G+
homers [and] homers. This means ‘[in heaps of]
homers’, i.e. enormous heaps, as we say colloquially
‘tons and tons’ or ‘gallons and gallons’, but the word
itself does not mean ‘heaps’. The homer was the largest

unit of capacity (dry measure), about six bushels or over
220 litres – see notes on Lev.27:16 and Num.11:32.
E 8:12,13,14 1-H̄ H¤
Probably ticks, perhaps gnats. (Not lice.)
E 8:13,14 1L̄ H¤
A plague of the above.
E 8:15 $) H( 1- H(W0E$ 6Kx D: J$
There is no mention of the divine name of God, nor any
suggestion that the scientists were prepared to accept the
God of Israel. All they said was that this was beyond
their powers and therefore an act of the gods. Here was
evidence that Moses and Aaron genuinely represented a
deity of sorts, of which they had previously been
sceptical. But by this time, Pharaoh had let absolute
obstinacy rule him, and he would not listen to proofs.
E 8:17 K+-H0 Ḑ K2 -H4 D4 H(
I am about to send. Does the use of the hiphil form
have a special significance?
%N< L6 J(
Lots of people are certain what this means, but their
certainties differ. Each suggestion so far has problems
and is in turn unsatisfactory. Large wild animals would
damage the land but not fill the houses. Mice and rats
would bring the bubonic plague (as happened later to
the Philistines) but this is not mentioned. Small flying
insects like mosquitoes would not fill the ground,
crawlers were too much like the previous ¼Ò¼Î H̀ H], locusts
were yet to come. Whatever they were they came and
then, unlike the frogs, disappeared completely. Someone
suggested that ÆÝ× (note the word) was a plague of
Arabs committing suicide attacks on the Egyptians.
E 8:20 9J< L$ L( > I+ L¹ Hº
Probably means ‘the soil was being ruined’. Damage
was being done, but the land was not destroyed (see
later), which is perhaps why it does not say ¼É Lß DÌ DIHÕ. If
we do not know what ¼ÆÃÝ L× was, we cannot imagine how
it damaged the soil. > Gen.6:11.
E 8:22 1H-K< D: H2 >K%F6}º
Sheep and goats (Gen.46:34). In the end (12:6) they did
just this!
E 8:25 $I:}- - H/M4 L$ (Ī H(
I am about to go.
- HºU< Kº D6 K(D)
Hifil, but in the next verse ¼Ý Kf D×J[KÊ kal. Again in 10:17,18.
7 I5M- 0 K$
do not again. Does not mean ‘continue’.
E 9:1 $Nx
See 7:26
E 9:3 ªD4 D; H2 Dx (L-}( -- 'K- (Ī H(
This is one of only three cases where the present
participle of the verb ‘to be’ occurs in the entire
Tanakh. (In the other two cases an odd irregular form
¼ÉJÊÃÉ appears, once in the semi-poetic Ecc.2:22, and once
in the book of Nehemiah.) If normally considered
unnecessary, why is it used here?
It has to be. ¼É Ì HÉ followed by subject followed by the
participle means about to, and the participle is essential
in this construction. ‘The hand/arm of God is about to
be against your livestock’ etc. Without it the meaning
would be the present ‘is at the moment’, which it was
not yet. > Gen.6:17, and contrast Gen.16:14.
<J% Jz
an epidemic. This is the normal meaning of the word.
0N¤
Perhaps a slight exaggeration, not meant to be taken too
literally. Animals were alive to be attacked in the next
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plague, and Pharaoh had horses to chase the Israelites to
the Red Sea, but it means ‘nearly all’. The main point
was the contrast with the Israelites’ animals.
E 9:10,11 3- H+ Ḑ
Describes the condition generally. Either swelling, or
inflammation, or a scaling of the skin.
K+I<N²
Budding, sprouting. The word ¼ÌKÝ Jb (mistranslated as a
flower) actually means a bud or a shoot. Boils look like
buds on a tree.
>N6Ox D6K%F$
Boils.
E 9:12 -- ;I~ K+D£K)
In 7:22, 8:15 and 9:7 we found that Pharaoh’s ‘heart’
(i.e. mind) was set, or hard. In 8:11, 8:28 and later in
9:34 we find that Pharaoh hardened his (own) heart.
Here, and again in 10:20 and 10:27, we find that God
hardened his heart.
E 9:18 |(N2L/ (L- L( $N0
Nothing like it has ever happened in Egypt.
It has happened in Egypt but not with similar intensity.
It has happened as intensely in other countries where
such storms are usual but not in Egypt. It was also
totally unexpected according to the weather – even the
day before, they only had Moses’s word that it was
coming. But it was not inherently ‘supernatural’.
E 9:19 7 I5L$I- $N0 D)
‘and is not taken in’. > Gen.6:21 and Gen.25:8.
E 9:20 |(I4 D; H2
His livestock, not just cattle.
E 9:21 (J' L¶Kx
in the countryside, or on the land, i.e. in the open.
E 9:23 (L: D< K$ ¸ I$ ¦K0F( HºK)
Contrary to the remarks of Ibn Ezra, this is usual in a
thunderstorm, but the Egyptians were not used to it.
(Even rain is rare in Egypt, whose produce is watered
by the Nile.) ‘Fire’ (lightning) in a tremendous
hailstorm with thunder was enough to frighten the life
out of the Egyptians, and it did enough damage. The
reverse, lightning going up from the ground to the
clouds (far more dangerous), occurs very rarely
anywhere, and was not needed here.
E 9:26 3 J̧ My 9J< J$ Dx
Where was the unnamed capital where the palace was
situated? Verses 26-29 imply that wherever Pharaoh’s
capital city was, it was certainly not in Goshen. This
means that it was not Rameses (believed to have been
rebuilt by the Israelites on the site of the former Zoan,
or Tanis or Avaris) as most scholars claim. But Joseph
would have stayed near his Pharaoh, whose capital was
in Goshen (Gen.45:10).
E 9:31 (L<N6 D¶K( D) ( Lº Ḑ H² K(D)
These words refer to the plant growing in the field,
analogous to a tree. The grain taken from it and used is
called ¼Ò¼ÎVÝÃ× DK B ¼Ò¼Î Hf DI Hb which in this respect is analogous
to the fruit of a tree. The same applies in the next verse
to ¼É LZ HÌ whose grain is called ¼Ò¼Î HZ HÌ. Cf. Deut.8:8.

$%

E 10:1 $Nx
See 7:26
E 10:7 1- Ḩ L4F$ L(
the men. They assumed only the men wanted to go. The
women and children would be security for their return.

E 10:11 1-V<L% Dy K(
Same as ÒÎ HILÕFÅ LÉ in verse 7.
E 10:14 0|% Dy
territory of. (also in verse 19).
(L- L( $N0 )-L4 L8 D0
A plague of locusts was not unknown in Egypt, but not
of that intensity. It is well-known that after a plague of
locusts there is not a leaf or a blade of grass to be seen.
E 10:15 % Jµ I6
Plants other than trees. > Gen.1:11.
E 10:19 1L- K+|<
a west wind.
7| ¼± ¼( L®L-
The Gulf of Suez was part of Egypt, and the locusts left
Egypt completely (see end of verse). ¼Ø¼X ¼Ö? ¼ÒKÎ normally,
as here, is the Gulf of Akaba.
¼< K$ Ḑ H4 ¼$W0
The useless stinking dead frogs had to be piled up in
heaps, but the locusts, which were edible, disappeared.
E 10:21 ¦ J̧ N+
Most likely a sandstorm, which fits the description.
E 10:28 ¼>¼} ¼$U< ¼7 J5Nº ¼0 K$
Do not again see ...
E 11:1-3
These three verses are an interruption in Moses’s
remarks to Pharaoh, probably reflecting his thoughts at
the time. The final plague is coming.
It is easy to lose the thread of what is happening. 11:4
continues from 10:29. Moses, though ordered by
Pharaoh to clear out and never again return, was not
afraid; he promised not to return, but forced Pharaoh
(and his servants) to listen to his final forecast, before
leaving in, for the first time, a furious temper.
E 11:4 (L0D- K¬ K( ¼>N:F+K¤
Much nonsense has been talked about this through
assuming wrongly that the prefix ? D] implies ‘about’, in
contrast with 12:29 ¼ÉLÑ DÎ K̂ KÉ ¼Î HÛFÌKT ¼Î HÉDÎKÊ. The prefix does
mean ‘approximately’ before a noun or number, for
instance ¼I¼Î HÅ ¼Ò¼ÎVÝ DK J× D] (1 Sam.14:14) ‘about twenty
men’. But here we have a gerund, a verb, and it means
‘as’ (like ¼Ý JIFÅK]) interchangeable with ? DT – compare
9:29 ¼Ý¼Î H× LÉ ¼ß JÅ ¼Î Hß ¼Å IÛ D] and 33:8 ¼É JIÃÓ ß ¼Å IÛ D] with 5:20
¼Ò Lß ¼Å IÛ DT. The meaning here is ‘as the night halves’ i.e. in
the exact middle of the night, no less precise than 12:29.
E 11:5 <}/ Dx 0 L¤
Note that Pharaoh’s firstborn was the firstborn of a man,
all the others (and in all laws derived from this) are the
firstborns of women (or female animals).
E 11:10 |µL6 3N<F( K$D) ( J̧ N2|
Pluperfect had performed. (See Gen.4:1). Mofetim are
referred to here, not otot, because it was mofetim, not
otot, that primarily impressed the Egyptians.
E 12:2 1- Ḩ L'G+ ¸$N<
The first month for you. The Egyptian year started in
the autumn, not the spring. On leaving Egypt, the
Israelites were to start a new life with a new calendar,
which would itself remind them of the Exodus.
E 12:3 ( Jµ
The word is the singular of ¼Ô ¼ÅÃÛ and means a sheep or
goat, not necessarily young, but the age and sex in this
case is defined in verse 5.
E 12:5 (L4 Ļ 3 Jx
Within its first year (> 7:7), NOT one year old.
¼1¼- HµL% D¤ K( ¼3 H2
Having stipulated the age, it can use the word for lamb
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rather than for sheep (> Gen.30:32).
3 H2|
or from, not ‘and’. > Gen.1:3.
1-H~ H6 L(
Strictly ¼Ë I× is a female goat, but the plural is used to
mean goats generally.
E 12:6 1}- < Lµ L6 ( L6Lx D< K$
They are not told here that they are leaving that day, but
they were about to be driven out in the middle of the
night (Deut.16:1). The date was possibly chosen so that
they would have a full moon by which to travel.
|,F+ Ļ D)
They were to slaughter the abomination of Egypt,
without fear, in front of the Egyptians. > 8:22 and text
of Gen.46:34.
E 12:8 ¼>¼} ¼³ K2|
This was the first time that they were obliged to eat
matsot (here by command). > vs. 39.
1-V<N< D2 0 K6
together with. Hillel took it literally – see Passover
Haggadah for Hillel’s custom.
Before Sir Walter Raleigh discovered the potato, and
before rice was widely grown in Egypt, the main items
of a meal were bread and, sometimes, meat. The latter
would be eaten with bread and occasionally vegetables
used as herbs to add flavour, which seems to be the idea
here. The herbs would be slightly bitter, like the modern
mustard, pickles, and Oriental harif, hence known as
merorim (from ¼Ý KÓ). Here the association with the
bitterness in Egypt was appropriate. (Roast lamb would,
unlike boiled lamb, not have any flavouring added in it,
so something was eaten with it to give it flavour.)
E 12:9 0 I̧ L%|
or, not ‘and’. > Gen.1:3.
1H- L®Kx 0 L¹O% D2 0 I̧ L%|
The punctuation is misleading, the first word is NOT an
infinitive, but an adjective on its own, and the last two
words go together. The same verb is used for ‘to ripen’
and ‘to cook’, and thus means to make ready to eat.
¼Ñ II LT means ‘ripe’ or ‘cooked’, in other words ‘ready to
eat’, which is then explained as meaning as a result of
being boiled in water.
E 12:10 ¼| ¼8N< Dµ Hº
Probably meant as a warning, what is not finished is to
be wasted not eaten, so finish it. In the event, if there
was any left over they would have run away and left it!
E 12:11 +K5 J²
‘Skipping’ offering – > verse 13.
E 12:13 - Hº D+ K5L8|
The word means to skip, hop or leap as baby lambs do
(NOT pass over); here figuratively as in English ‘to read
a book and skip one chapter’. The festival is thus the
‘skipping’ festival: when you see lambs skipping at that
time of year you will remember how God ‘skipped’ over
the Israelite houses in Egypt. (Cf. 1Kin.18:21,26.)
E 12:15
The punctuation of this verse needs care. All the words
except the first four and last five are in brackets.
E 12:16 ( JµL6I-
Hebrew often uses verbs, especially in the passive,
impersonally, in which case the masculine singular is
used; what we think of as the subject is then detached,
and not the true subject of the verb. Otherwise we
would require ¼É JK L× Iß. [> 21:28 for something that is not
quite the same, but similar.]
( JµL6I- $W0 (L/ ¼$L0 D2 ¼0 L¤

No product is to be produced (or made). This is an
approximate translation. > Gen.2:2.
( JµL6I- }zK% D0 $|(
that alone may be made (or prepared). [You can make
or prepare that which is eaten, you cannot ‘do’ it.]
E 12:17 ¼- H> ¼$ I:¼} ¼(
Note the future perfect ‘I will have brought ... out’.
E 12:18,19 1- H2L- > K6 D% Ḩ SSS %J< J6Lx SSS %J< J6Lx
From here we deduce that all festivals start and end in
the evening, and Lev.23:32 states that this applies also
to the Sabbath, i.e. the night belongs to the following
day. But were this standard practice there would be no
need to mention it! There is no evidence that dates were
calculated this way, and logically the night belongs to
the preceding day, which it concludes, > G1:5. Even in
law, with regard to sacrifices the night belongs to the
previous day, and Rashbam claims that even the Sabbath
of Creation started in the morning. For some special
reason we have been told to observe all holy days
(including the Sabbath) from evening to evening, so we
have adjusted our calendar to start dates in the evening,
in order not to get confused. While there is no direct
evidence, the specific mention here and in Lev.23:32
suggests that the latter was not so in the time of Moses.
E 12:19,20 >J: J2 D+ K2
Opinions are divided as to whether this is a hifil
meaning something that causes leavening, i.e. leaven
itself (yeast) identical with ¼ÝÃÅ DK, or as if ¼ß JÛ JÓ DÌ HÓ with
the first vowel changed because of the het, i.e.
something that has been leavened, understood as a
mixture.
E 12:22 }>-Ix + K>J² H2
> Gen.19:6. They didn’t have to stay indoors.
< J;Nx ' K6 ... |$ D: I> $W0
Moses did not want them away from the house until the
work (of killing the firstborns) was done. But it seems
that by midnight it was all over, and the Egyptians
threw them out. (See verse 29 and Deut.16:1.)
E 12:24 ;N+ D0
A legal institution or a custom taken very seriously.
E 12:27 + K5L² SSS + K5J²
because God skipped (> 12:13). It has been suggested
that there already was a pagan ‘Pesach’ festival at the
time, perhaps connected with the skipping of new-born
lambs in the spring, but (as with other things) the same
name was used but given a new significance. This was
one way of weaning people away from idolatry.
|4- IºLx > J$D)
As in English, only far more frequently, the word for
‘house’ is used not only for the building but also for the
family (e.g. the House of David, meaning the family
David has founded). Unlike English, though, which
regards these as two separate meanings, Hebrew regards
them as aspects of the same meaning. As the Israelites
were leaving that night it did not matter what happened
to the buildings as long as nobody was injured in the
process. It was the families that were spared – yet the
blood was placed on the doorposts of the buildings.
E 12:28
Note the punctuation. > Gen.6:22.
E 12:29 ¼(L0D- K¬ K( ¼- H:F+Kx
> 11:4.
<}/ Dx 0 L/ ( L¤ H(
Note the pluperfect. It does not say that they were
struck at midnight, but that at midnight God had struck
them, and it was all over. (But > 11:4.)
Exceptionally, this, the tenth plague, was without doubt
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‘supernatural’. Although God had created nature to cater
for all events, here he decided to do something extra.
It is interesting to compare the Egyptian reaction with
what actually happened. To the Egyptian mind, the
Israelites had sacrificed to their God, had put blood on
the doorposts, and had presumably prayed, as a result of
which their God had started to kill all of the Egyptians.
Since the Israelites were determined to sacrifice
anyway, and the Egyptians by now were too frightened
to try and stop them, the thing was to get them to go
and do it somewhere else, where no Egyptians were
near enough to be influenced by what happened and die
as a result.
In fact the death of the Egyptian firstborns had been
decreed anyway, it was over, and the blood of the
sacrifice was only to save the Israelites from going with
them! But the Egyptians did not appreciate this (vs. 33).
E 12:34 1 L2 D/ Ḩ 0 K6
Their utensils were tied on their backs, but they did not
(as is often taught) put the dough on their backs to bake
the matzas in the sun. It was the middle of the night,
remember (verse 42 and Deut.16:1)! However they did
have dough that was not baked. Moses had told them
they had till morning to finish (verses 10 and 22) but
the Egyptians did not give them that long. See verse 39
and note.
E 12:35 |µL6
had done. Previously, not at the last minute when they
were leaving, there was no time.
E 12:36 3 K>L4
had given. Again, all this had taken place previously.
E 12:37 ¼5 I5 D2 D6K< I2
This would be from various locations in the region of
Rameses (Gen.47:11) not the town (Ex.1:11), as they
were scattered and were suddenly thrown out, with no
time to meet and get organised – this they did only at
Succoth. Pharaoh Rameses the Second apparently liked
naming everything after himself, whether he built it or
his predecessors did. This suggests that he may have
been the Pharaoh of the time. However, the reference in
Gen.47:11 suggests that Pharaoh Rameses was earlier.
¼( L>N¤ O5
To Succoth, probably on the border, this being the first
place at which they could stop and consolidate. The
Egyptian army used to muster at a town somewhere in
the area of today’s Port Suez, where the Gulf of Suez
ends and the Canal begins, possibly the same place.
Succoth in Hebrew means shelters (Gen.33:17). Was the
place indeed known to the Egyptians by coincidence as
Succoth? Or was this the nearest Hebrew could get to
the Egyptian name? Or did the Israelites call it this
because on arrival they had to make quick makeshift
homes, and with no time to make tents they set up
shelters (see Lev.23:43)?
E 12:39 ¼9 I2L+ ¼$W0 ¼- H¤ ¼>¼} ¼³ K2 SSS ¼| ¼8 ¼$M£K)
Apparently they took unbaked dough out of Egypt with
them and baked it on arrival at Succoth. This was the
second time that they were obliged to eat matsot (here
of necessity) > vs. 8.
E 12:44 Lº D0 K2|
Kal if causing another to be circumcised (Gen.17:23).
E 12:45 <-H/ LµD) % Ļ }º
In Gen.23:4 we met the idiomatic overlapping pair
¼Æ LI¼D ¼ß DÊ ¼ÝIU meaning ‘a foreign resident and a settler’.

However when ¼Æ LI¼D ¼f occurs with ¼Ý¼Î HÐ LK it has a
different meaning, the pair are not overlapping or
idiomatic, but two different things that go together.
¼Ý¼Î HÐ LK is an employee, or a hired contractor, one who is

employed or hired (there is no mention of his being a
‘labourer’). ¼Æ LI¼D ¼f is presumably an employee (such as
a servant) who lives in, i.e. works on a low wage but
with ‘all found’.
E 12:48 0}® H(
Nifal when circumcising oneself (see on Gen.17:23).
E 12:49 >K+K$ (L<}º
The word ¼É LÝ¼D ¼f used in a general sense means
‘teaching’, but when used in a legal sense it normally
means, approximately, procedure. The translation ‘law’
was deliberately anti-Jewish, to suggest that the Mosaic
teaching is only concerned with laws.
E 12:50
Notice the punctuation. > Gen.6:22
E 13:3 <}/L*
When used as a command probably short for ¼ÝÃ] DË Hf ¼Ý¼D ¼ÐLË.
'L- ;J*N+ Dx - H¤
with strength of arm. ¼ÈLÎ means arm and hand together
– > Gen.8:9. In a Hebrew idiom not used in English it
does not matter which (arm or hand), as long as the
meaning is clear (except perhaps ‘to lay hands on’). But
the idiom ‘strong arm’ is used in English, and (as here)
denotes power, in contrast to ¼ÉLÎ¼X ¼Í DÕ K×¼D¼Ý DË which denotes
range. [‘Strong hand’ implies repression, which is not
the same.]
E 13:7 ¼0 I/ L$I-
Impersonal, hence masculine singular
E 13:9 ª D'L- 0 K6
on your arm – > verse 3 above.
3}< L¤H* D0|
a reminder (not a memorial).
ª-J4- I6 3-Ix
This is explained in verse 15 below as ¼ßÃÙ LÍ¼D ¼Í.
-- >K<}º
God’s teaching. (In 12:49 it has a different meaning.)
( L;L*F+ 'L- Dx
with a strong arm.
E 13:10 ( Ĺ O+
Same as ¼ÜÃÌ – see 12:24.
( L2- H2L- 1- H2L£ H2
from year to year (see Gen.4:3).
E 13:14,16 'L- ;J*N+ Dx - H¤
with strength of arm. As verse 3 above.
E 13:15 -K4Lx <}/ Dx 0 L/ D)
As it is the firstborn of the mother, but the duty to
redeem is of the father, he can have more than one.
( Jz D8 J$
I redeem. Imperfective is not necessarily future.
E 13:16 (L/ D'L- 0 K6
on your arm (definitely not ‘hand’) as verse 9 above.
>N8 L,}, D0|
Some people used to wear a headband to which a box
containing some sort of amulet was attached (cf.
Mishnah Eruvin 10:1 explained). Here we are told to
wear such a headband or strap with this paragraph (and
from elsewhere, along with other paragraphs such as
mentioned in verse 9 above) in the box. In Aramaic it
was called a ¼ÉLÑ¼Î HÙ Df, not to be confused with ¼É L̂ HÙ Df
(meaning prayer, from a different root, ÑÑÙ).
Unfortunately in the ‘full script’ without vowels or
dagesh they are both spelt the same, leading to
confusion, especially as nowadays (though not
originally) the ‘tefilin’ are only worn during prayer.
It is not clear if the Hebrew ¼ßÃÙ LÍ¼D ¼Í (which Onkelos
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renders in Aramaic ¼Ô¼Î HÑ¼Î HÙ Df) refers to the straps that hold
the boxes, or to the boxes held by the straps.
¼ª¼-J4¼- I6 ¼3¼- Ix
In the days when such things (with amulets) were worn,
nobody would think of taking this literally and putting
the box directly ‘between his eyes’, as the straps would
cover his eyes and he would be unable to see. Obviously
it meant that the box should be in front, central (i.e.
corresponding to the point between the eyes), and the
way the strap was normally worn this would mean in the
centre of the forehead or just above (as we wear tefilin
today). Vs. 9 obviously refers to the same thing.

+0=%

E 13:17 1- Hº Ḑ H0 D² 9J< J$ ¦J< Jz
the road to Palestine (Land of the Philistines), i.e. the
Palestine Road. This was the coast road, or low road.
(%)<;) - H¤
This can be understood in different ways, as ‘that’ i.e.
‘which’, or as ‘because’. Take your choice.
E 13:18 ¼<LxU' H® K( ¼ª J< Jz
[along] the Desert Road. This would be the High Road
to Canaan, crossing the so-called Sinai Peninsula. It
does not say ¼Ø¼X ¼Ö ¼ÒKÎ ¼Ý KTUÈ HÓ (the Red-Sea-Desert Road) as
some have claimed, but along the Desert Road.
7|5 ¼1K-
[towards] the Red Sea.
(1) Any other sea is always ¼ÒLÎ, but ØXÖ is always ¼ÒKÎ.
(2) The Red Sea. ¼Ø¼X ¼Ö ¼ÒKÎ (see Ex.23:31 & 1Kin.9:26) is
the Gulf of Akaba (possibly also the Red Sea and the
Gulf of Suez, but not found). Some claim that the
English translation is a mistake for Reed Sea, so named
because at one point there were lots of reeds on the
shore, and raise this as a Red Herring (or Reed
Herring?) when trying to determine the location of the
crossing by the Israelites. There are no reeds at Akaba
and Elat (biblical Ezion Gaber), and to look for reeds at
the point of the crossing is as pointless as to look there
for herrings.
(3) Succoth was almost certainly near or to the north of
Port Suez (> 12:37) and they would have no real
problem crossing from there to the desert in the Sinai
Peninsula. They then traversed the main route through
a very wide canyon known as Wadi Watir, which leads
between the mountains to the eastern branch of the Red
Sea, the Gulf of Akaba, at a point where today there is
a village called Nuweiba. It was a suitable road for
some two million people with animals to pass through.
E 13:19 'N; D8H- 'N; L²
Gen.50:25.
E 13:20 >N¤ O± H2 |6 D5H£K)
Verse 18 was general. Now we get the details. They left
Succoth and crossed the desert until they reached ...
1 L> I$ D%
Etham, at the end of the Desert. As will become clear,
Etham was the name given to a fairly large area on both
sides of the Red Sea. Along the Wadi Watir, before
reaching Nuweiba, a left fork in the road goes north
towards Canaan. From what follows it appears that they
took this fork and camped further up.
E 13:21 ¦I0N( L- D-K)
(with) God going. Participle.

1 L2}-
Always an adverb, by day.

1 L>N+ D4K0
For ¼Ò LßÃÌ DÕ KÉ DÑ (hifil). Kal would be ¼Ò LßÃÌ DÕ HÑ.
¼(L0D- K0L) 1 L2M- >J/ J0 L0
Until they reached Etham they marched day and night.
To give an idea of the journey, in the Six Day War
Moshe Dayan led his army in the opposite direction
from Nuweiba to the end of the Wadi (roughly opposite
Suez), and it took seven days, camping by night! Here
we have about two million men, women and children
with animals, not resting on the way!
A tradition intended to ‘explain’ unnecessarily the
seventh day of the Festival claims that the Sea was
crossed on that day. This is unrealistic and without any
foundation in the text.
Approximately two million people, men, women and
children, with large herds of cattle and flocks of sheep
and goats, had to leave Goshen and get to Succoth,
where they were to some extent organised. Then they
rushed through the desert, travelling day and night. Of
course people rested, but did not camp overnight en
masse, till they reached and camped at Etham. From
there they returned and camped at Pi Hahiroth
(Nuweiba), where they waited until Pharaoh received
news of their arrival, collected all his chariots, and
arrived. There they had a long rest, which they needed
in order to have the strength to cross the Sea later, a ten
mile crossing, without collapsing in the middle.
It is more realistic that this all took at least two weeks.
After the crossing they travelled at a more leisurely
speed, allowing two weeks to reach Sin (Ex.16:1), and
a further two weeks to reach Sinai.
E 14:2 |% O̧ L- D)
They were to go back to the fork and take the other
branch, leading to the Sea (at Nuweiba).
>N<- H+ K( - H²
The wadi leads out suddenly onto a very large wide
beach several miles long, surrounded by high mountains,
with the only exit a narrow one to the north defended by
an Egyptian fortress. They would find themselves
trapped by the Sea. The meaning of Hiroth is unknown,
but probably refers to the tall mountains or cliffs,
betwen which the Wadi entrance looks like a ‘mouth’.
0N' D& H2
At the northern end of the beach relics of an Egyptian
border tower have been found, and this could be it.
}+ D/H4 B3N8 D: 0K6Kx -I4 D8H0
facing it – probably Baal Zephon was on the other side
of the Gulf, facing.
¼1L£ K( 0 K6
As often, ¼Ñ K× does not mean ‘on’ but ‘next to’. They
camped on the beach and waited. Apart from the
entrance to the wadi, the beach is surrounded by high
cliffs and impassable mountains.
E 14:3 1-H/O% D4
The so-called Sinai Peninsula was under Egyptian
control and contained military outposts from whom
Pharaoh would receive information. Long before the
days of electronics, the Egyptians telegraphed messages
using mirrors reflecting the sun’s rays by day and
beacons by night, so news arrived quickly.
Pharaoh assumed (as anticipated) that they had lost their
way and were trapped, so he could chase after them.
E 14:4,18 (N6U<K8 Dx
DT not DÆ (a sub-rule) to avoid v and f sounds together.
E 14:5 'KyO£K)
Note the use of the impersonal passive, here in a case
where it is even acceptable in English.
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1 L6L( +K<L%
It probably took a few days before the Egyptians
plucked up enough courage to inform Pharaoh, not that
the people had left (he himself had told them to go,
12:31,32) but that they showed no sign of coming back.
He did not himself realise this because his capital was
not in Goshen – > 9:26. He then had second thoughts
about their leaving.
E 14:6 }x D/H< > J$ <N5 D$J£K)
Pharaoh personally led the army.
E 14:7 <|+Lx % J/J< >}$ I2 ¸ I̧
Six hundred ‘Rolls-Royce’ chariots. These would have
belonged to the Royal family, high officials, and top
army commanders. Some were golden >vs.28.
1H-L< D: H2 %J/J< 0N/ D)
and all the chariots [a collective word] of Egypt. Every
available chariot was enlisted for the campaign.
Historians estimate that there may have been over
20,000 chariots, but more likely about a thousand.
1 Ḩ H0 Ļ D)
Drawings from ancient Egypt suggest that the ¼I¼Î HÑ LI was
the ‘third man’ on the chariot. The first was the driver
who controlled the horse(s), the second fought forwards,
and the third fought to defend the rear. It appears from
the text that a third man was not always used.
However, we find the word used to mean some sort of
official without chariots (2Kin.7:2,17,19), possibly the
third in command, after the ¼ÉJÕ DI HÓ.
E 14:9 ¼)¼- Ļ L< L8|
These were not cavalry (horse-riders) but horse drivers,
charioteers (and possibly those who rode in the
chariots). The form of the word looks like but is not like
that of ¼ÒLÐ LÌ B ¼Ý LÆ LV (plural ¼Ò¼Î HÓLÐFÌ B ¼Ò¼ÎVÝ LÆUV) but like that of
¼ILÝ LÌ B ¼ÆL̀KU (plural ¼Ò¼Î HILÝ LÌ B ¼Ò¼Î HÆL̀KU) where the first kamets
replaces a patach (because there is no dagesh in the
resh) and so does not shorten to a sheva.
E 14:10 ¼%¼-V< D; H(
brought [his army] near, hiphil (causative), not
‘approached’ which would have been ¼ÆKÝ LÜ (kal).
E 14:14 ¼3¼| ¼̧ ¼-V<F+ Kº
An exceptional case. Normally God does not just ‘do’
things while you sit still, but expects you to do
something, and he helps and enables it to succeed.
(‘God feeds the birds but does not throw the food into
the nest’ – Hindu proverb.) Here too they had to do
something (verse 15) to save themselves, but did not
take any direct action against Pharaoh.
E 14:16 ¼| ¼( I6 L; D%|
Symbolically. Who split the sea? Moses (as here), or the
wind (v.21), or God? When a man saws a piece of
wood, who or what cuts the wood – the man or the saw?
E 14:20 ¼< J$L£K)
The fire (not mentioned) lit up ....
E 14:21
The wind split the sea, i.e. pushed it back, and being a
hot dry east wind it also dried the exposed sea bed.
E 14:22 ( Ļ LxJ£Kx 1L£ K( ¦}> Dx
The Gulf of Akaba to the north and south of Nuweiba
is extremely deep, with a very steep drop from the shore
to the sea bed, but at Nuweiba there is an under-water
‘table’ several miles long across the whole width of the
Gulf (about 10 miles from shore to shore) where the
water is relatively shallow, and with a gentle slope to
and from the shore at each side. With the water
removed (by the strong wind) a crossing would be
possible even for women, children and animals, while
returning water would be deep enough to drown anyone

caught there.
( L2}+ 1 J(L0 1H- K® K(D)
The plain interpretation is that the water on either side
acted as a barrier, like a wall. However some take it
literally that the water stood up like a wall – see 15:8.
E 14:23 1H-K< D: H2 |8UzU<H£K)
An act of folly. The main argument against Merneptah
being the Pharaoh concerned is that his mummy shows
no sign of his having drowned. However, nowhere does
it say that Pharaoh himself went in, or that he drowned.
(Ps.136:15 need not be taken too literally, it is a song of
praise not a precise historical record.)
E 14:24 1L(L£K)
Confused. Expressed that way in English it sounds very
weak and conveys the wrong idea. What it means is that
he caused wholesale confusion in the camp, a situation
where everyone got in everyone else’s way, leading to
panic and utter chaos. How the confusion was caused is
explained in the next verse.
E 14:25 )- L>N% D¤ D< K2 3 K8N$ > I$ < K5L£K)
He removed the wheels from his chariots. How? There
is a natural explanation. (See following.)
>O'I% D/Hx |(I&F(K4 D-K)
‘and caused him to drive with difficulty’. Visualise a
horse trying to pull along a chariot without wheels (or
even worse, with one only)!
Let us examine what happened. The strong east wind
blowing all night pushed back the sea and dried out the
sea bed, leaving a path to walk through. The dry bed
however would only have a certain thickness, below
which there would be mud; in other words there was a
dry surface or crust which would get thinner the further
out you went into the sea bed, since that part had dried
more recently. This crust was sufficiently strong to
carry people and even animals laden with heavy
burdens. Chariots are a different matter. The heavy
metal wheels make contact with the ground only at the
bottom on a very small area, which has to support the
weight of the whole chariot plus three armed men with
shields. The wheels are sharp compared to animals’ feet
and at a certain distance from the shore would break
through the crust, getting bogged down in the mud
below and unable to roll on. The horse keeps pulling
and the wheel is wrenched off the chariot. A thousand
chariots are careering forward, those at the front get
stuck, those immediately behind see what is happening
and try to turn back, but when ‘those behind cry
“Forward!” and those before cry “Back!”’ (Macaulay)
we have a situation for which ‘confusion’ (or even
‘disorder’) is far too mild a word.
( L5|4 L$
In such a situation, as a last resort there is only one
thing to do – abandon the chariots and flee on foot to
save your lives. This they tried to do, with unforeseen
results. (Jud.4:15 relates a similar story about Sisera.)
E 14:26 )- Ļ L< L²
These would be the horsemen, presumably the chariot
drivers but possibly referring to the chariot crews.
E 14:27 }4 L>- I$ D0
There is controversy over the meaning, but probably it
means ‘to its routine’ or regular behaviour.
}>$L< D;H0 1- H5L4
The sea apparently did not return the way it ‘went’. The
Egyptians tried to escape and get back to the shore, but
when the water started to return they were not running
away from it but towards it – so they were trapped
between the sea and the returning water. Even if some
of the Israelites found the water returning behind them,
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they still had enough time to complete the crossing and

Location of Succoth and of Mount Sinai (Horeb) probable.
Location of Crossing almost certain.

get out onto permanently dry land.
E 14:28 %J/ J< L( > J$ |±K/ D-K)
Archeologists have found relics of Egyptian chariots as
well as human bones at this point. Some of the chariots
were gold or gold-plated, these presumably being the
‘specials’ mentioned in verse 7.
Important note: One should avoid jumping too quickly
to conclusions from mere archaeological discoveries,
which can be misleading. Ron Wyatt, an amateur, did
not find remains and deduce from them that this was the
location of the Red Sea Crossing. From the texts and
from the topography of the region, he deduced where
the crossing ought to be, looked there, and found
confirmation from archaeology and oceanography. For
this reason I have accepted his arguments, which are
sound, match the texts, but too long to explain here.
E 14:29 |/ D0 L( 0 I$L< DµH- -I4 D%|
(The water returned and covered the Egyptians etc.) but
the Israelites had walked on the dry land in the middle
of the sea, the water acting as a wall for them on their
right and on their left. Note the pluperfect, because by
time the Egyptians were drowning the Israelites had
reached the shore. Contrast verse 22 where there is no
pluperfect, because there the story is told in

chronological order.
( L2N+ 1 J(L0 1H- K®K( D)
See notes on 14:22 and 15:8.
E 14:30 0I$L< DµH- $U<K£K)
and Israel saw ... (Contrast next verse.)
E 14:31 0I$L< DµH- $U<K£K)
When Israel saw ... (Contrast previous verse.)
|$U<-H£K)
(then) they feared .... English allows (and even prefers)
the word ‘then’ to be omitted. > Gen.1:3.
E 15:1 (L<¼- Ḩ L$
The Song of the Sea. Disregarding the introduction, and
regarding the final verse (18) as a closing chorus or
refrain, although there are not 22 verses, the first verse
begins with the first letter of the alphabet ÉÝÎÞÅ and the
last verse with the last letter ÊÓÅÆß. [This still applies
if verse 16 was originally the last line and verse 17 then
added.] Coincidence or deliberate?
( L$Ly
The dot in the gimel is not a dagesh but a dehik (to
prevent the two words running together as one).
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}% D/N< D)
and its driver. Not rider, it was not cavalry. In those
days people did not ride on horseback, only later,
although they did ride on donkeys and camels. Here
‘drivers’ who sat or stood in the chariots pulled by the
horses, or perhaps riders in the chariots.
E 15:2 >L< D2H* D) -H~ L6
The words ‘strength’ and ‘song’ do not go together.
Both Hebrew words also have other meanings, so one of
them is mistranslated here. Certainly ¼ËÃ× ¼Î IÑ DÐ in
2Chron.30:21 means musical instruments, so that ¼ËÃ×
could mean music, or song, or a type of song (e.g.
hymn), any of which would fit well here. Alternatively,
Rashi keeps ‘strength’ and translates ¼ßLÝ DÓHË differently,
but rejects Onkelos’s translation ‘my strength’ because
it says ¼ÎHY L× and not ¼ÎHY O×, and goes on to translate both
words as construct (‘strength of ...’ etc.) overlooking the
vowels in the following word – ¼ßLÝ DÓHË and not ¼ßKÝ DÓHË!
E 15:6 ªD4- H2D-
Here we have a special style used in early classical
Hebrew poetry and especially in this song. A sentence
in which someone is addressed is started, continued but
not finished, then started again, and completed slightly
differently. (Ps.92:10, 93:3 and 94:3 are very well
known.) We find this also in verses 11 and 16.
The first half, starting ‘your right arm, O God’,
continues not with a predicate but with KÌÃ] KT ¼ÎVÝLV DÅJÕ
(which describes God, not his right arm), then starts
again and completes. The form ¼ÎVÝLV DÅJÕ, being masculine,
could not describe ‘right arm’ which is feminine.
This explanation, the most plausible, is taken – with the
examples from the Psalms – from Rashbam. Others say
the same thing but do not explain it so well. It is
interesting to note that the three examples he quotes
(and others he does not quote) are from psalms whose
authorship is attributed by the Talmud to Moses, in
other words very old ones! It is also found in Deborah’s
song (Jud. 5:5,12).
(Not all agree with him – some claim that our verse
here consists of two parallel parts, KÌÃ] KT ¼ÎVÝLV DÅJÕ is a
predicate describing the right arm, which they claim can
be masculine. Very far-fetched.)
E 15:8 'I4 }2 D/ |% D³H4 B1H- K2 |2U< J6J4
‘the water was heaped up, the liquid stood like a pile.’
This is taken as evidence that the references to the
‘wall’ (14:22 and 29) are literal, the water stood up like
a wall. However, the reference here does not necessarily
refer to the water either side of them as they walked, it
could be at a different point. After all it says ‘like a
pile’ not ‘like two piles’. But see next comment.
|$ D8 L;
This is usually translated as ‘congealed’, but could mean
‘froze’, i.e. into walls of ice. (See Zech.14:6.)
E 15:11 $J0J8 ... (L/N2L/ - H2
Note the doubling, > verse 6. Not ‘Who is like you?’
but ‘Who, like you among ...., who, like you
(described as ¼IJÈÃd KT ¼ÝLV DÅJÕ) is ¼ßÃ̂ HÉ Dß ¼ÅLÝ¼D¼Õ (and) a doer of
wonders?’ ( ¼Å JÑJÙ is used collectively, equivalent to a
plural ‘wonders’).
(L/N2L¤
The dot in the kaf is a dehik (not dagesh), to show that
unlike the first, it is not joined to the previous word.
E 15:13,16 |*
(Do not confuse wuth the post-biblical DË short for the
feminine ¼ß ¼ÅÂË as in the Haggadah ¼D¼Ë ¼É Lc KÓ etc.)
Some claim that it is a variant of the demonstrative ¼ÉJË
‘this/that’, in which case why no definite article before
it and its noun? Others that it is a conjunction meaning

the same as ¼Ý JIFÅ, in which case it should be connected
to the following word whereas it is hyphened to the
previous word. Some say it can be either (Kimchi offers
both for you to choose from), and others that it is both.
We do find ¼ÉJË used in the same way (e.g. Ps.104:26).
It could be argued that ¼ÉJË is also used as a conjunction
like ¼Ý JIFÅ (Ps. 104:26), with two meanings originally
confused. Compare Aramaic, and even English which
has ‘that’ as a conjunction and as a demonstrative.
Most likely it simply means ‘this/that’ (demonstrative)
after which ¼Ý JIFÅ is omitted but implied (as for example
in Ex.18:20 ¼W LÆ ¼X ¼Ð DÑIÎ ¼E JÝ JV KÉ for ¼W LÆ ¼X ¼Ð DÑIÎ ¼Ý JIFÅ ¼E JÝ JV KÉ).
Lº D0 L$Ly
The dot in the gimel is not a dagesh but a dehik.
Lº D0 K(I4
Irregular – we expect Lf DÑ KÉHÕ.
E 15:16 ¼3 J% L$L¤
The dot in the kaf is not a dagesh but a dehik.
<N%F6K- ' K6
The verb ¼ÝÃÆ L× does not necessarily mean to cross over,
but to traverse, to pass through (e.g. Num.21:22). Here
it refers to traversing the desert to reach Canaan –
certainly not to crossing the Jordan, since that was not
the original plan. They were to enter Canaan from the
south, pushing up from Kadesh Barnea through Beer-
sheba and Hebron. When they got to Kadesh Barnea
they at first refused to do this and were punished with
forty years’ wandering, at the end of which a new plan
was evolved, entailing going through Transjordan and
crossing the Jordan. At the time of the crossing of the
Red Sea this was not envisaged even by Moses, still less
by the Israelites.
Regarding the doubling, > verse 6 above.
E 15:17 ¸L' D́ H2
Calling the dot in the second letter a strong dagesh that
doubles the letter implies a contraction of ?¼ILÈ DÜ ¼Ô HÓ; but
this makes no sense in the context, especially since the
word carries a pause ta’am. It seems that the dot was
there merely to remind the reader that the sheva under
the letter is sounded, > Ex.2:3. A theory that the dot
was put in the wrong letter by mistake is disproved by
the appearance in an old manuscript marked with the
‘Early Babylonian’ vowel and ta’am system (where the
dot is never used but also a dagesh is not marked); the
second letter is clearly marked with a sounded sheva.
E 15:19 |/ D0 L( 0I$L< DµH- -I4 D%|
had walked (pluperfect) > 14:29.
E 15:20 ¼3N<F( K$ ¼>¼} ¼+F$
A woman was often referred to as the sister of the
oldest of her brothers, rather than as the daughter of her
father. It does NOT imply that they were twins. She was
probably older than him. > Ex.2:4.
E 15:21 ¼( L$Ly
The dot is a dehik as in verse 1.
E 15:22 7|5 1K£ H2 SSS 6 K±K£K)
They were now in Arabia, and continued their journey.
A wide valley on this side opposite the Wadi Watir
enabled them to continue.
<|¸ <KxU' H2
In the summary in Num.33:8 this is called ¼Ò Lß IÅ ¼ÝKTUÈ HÓ,
which is puzzling because Etham was on the other side,
where they had camped on the road to Canaan before
returning and continuing to Nuweiba. No less puzzling
is Shur, which too appears to have been in the Sinai
Peninsula on the way from Canaan to Egypt, and not in
Arabia. (References to it are in Gen.16:7, 20:1, 25:18,
and 1Sam.15:7, 27:8, only.)
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Possibly Etham and Shur were different names for the
same area, that extended on both sides of the Gulf.
E 15:25 |(I<}£K)
It does not say ¼X ¼É IÅUÝK[KÊ ‘he showed him (lit. made him
see) a piece of wood’ but ‘he taught him (how to use)
a piece of wood’. (Cf. Gen.46:28.)
9I6
The Hebrew could mean a tree or a stick (lit. piece of
wood). In Aramaic (as in English) different words are
used, and Onkelos makes it clear that it is the latter.
E 15:26 (L0F+ K® K( 0L¤
Ancient Egypt was notorious for disease. The mention
of disease, cure and health in connection with water
used for drinking is not accidental – many diseases are
spread by unclean water. (Rashbam, who incidentally
lived centuries before Pasteur, here and on 23:25.)
Modern science provides no cure – knowing and under-
standing the causes of disease is balanced by deliberate
large-scale commercial, industrial or municipal pollution
of the sources of drinking water to avoid alternative
expense, and governments are reluctant to prevent this.
E 16:1 1H0- I$ I2 |6 D5H£K)
According to Num.33:10 they then camped alongside the
Sea (i.e. the Gulf, further south than where they crossed,
the road going back to the shore and then leaving it
again) before they reached Sin. It is not mentioned here
presumably because nothing happened there to deserve
special mention.
E 16:10 -- '}% D¤
The word ¼È¼D ¼Æ L] normally means ‘personality’, but to say
that ‘God’s personality appears’ does not convey the
right impression. What is meant is that God’s presence
(there the whole time) suddenly appears, or is seen, or
better is felt, i.e. those present are suddenly made aware
of it. ( ¼ÉÃÅLÝ does not necessarily mean ‘see’ e.g. 20:15.)
The expression is often used as a headline (e.g.
Gen.18:1, Ex.3:2, Lev.9:23, and frequently): something
is about to happen, which is then explained.
E 16:13 )L0 D¶ K( 0K6 KºK)
Large numbers of quails spend the winter in North
Africa. During their annual spring migration northwards
– note the second occurrence (Num.11:31) just over
twelve months later – they stop in the Sinai region,
dropping down exhausted, and can be easily picked up.
The miracle was not their arrival but their timely
arrival: God’s programming of events had taken all
these things into account.
E 16:15 ¼1 J+J0
Often means just food. > app.
E 16:16 >J0My D0OyK0
They collected for different-sized families. The amount
each collected per head (of the eaters, not of the
collectors) was the same.
E 16:20 1O<L£K)
An irregular form, instead of ¼ÒLÝL[KÊ.
1- H6L0}º
maggots.
E 16:23 3}>Lx Ķ
An abstract noun conveying the idea of having a break
(> Gen.2:2). The form, always used with this particular
word, is irregular, in place of ¼Ô¼D ¼ß LT HI. (The modern
theory that the ending ÔD- implies a diminutive is based
on a false grammatical concept.)
The root ¼ßÃÆ LI means temporarily not doing something.
To ‘abstain’ usually implies not doing it in the first
place; to ‘cease’ or ‘desist’ unless specified otherwise
implies to stop permanently. To ‘take a break’ implies

to stop (like to down tools or to go on strike) but the
verb implies a state of affairs (like to be on strike),
hence to have or enjoy a break.
>Lx Ķ
A concrete noun, a specified period (e.g. a day or a
year) allocated for the purpose of such a break.
The Sabbath, occurring regularly every seventh day,
created the idea of a week as a division of time. The
day and year (based on the sun) and the month (based
on the moon) were known to and used by the ancients;
but the week, dependent on days but otherwise
independent of nature (year and month), was unknown
to man until the time of Moses. It existed – later on, in
20:9, it is tied up with Gen.2:2,3 – but was not used by
man. It is interesting to note that the Babylonians paid
special significance to the 7th, 14th and 28th day of the
month, but these did not even divide the month into
periods, and the significance in no way resembled the
Sabbath taught by Moses. (See Cassuto on Gen.2.)
While most laws of the Torah were essentially existing
laws and customs that were accepted, or rejected, or
modified, or paralleled (however much they may have
been altered in detail), the Sabbath was the great
innovation of the Torah, which opens (Gen.1:1) with
things that led up to it.
E 16:32-35 SSSSS ¼( J̧ N2 ¼< J2¼$M£K)
Something that happened much later is inserted here to
finish the story of the manna before continuing (>
Gen.11:32).
E 17:1 1-V'- H8U<Hx |4F+K£K) SSS 3- H5 <KxU' H® H2 |6 D±H£K)
According to Num. 33:12-14 they camped at Dophkah
and Alush in between, but these are not mentioned here
presumablly because nothing special happened there.
E 17:6 ' I2N6 -H4 D4 H(
I am about to stand.
<|³K% L>- H¤ H(D)
It was a rockface (not a boulder) from which a fountain
or stream of water sometimes emerges. Here there was
water within, which came out when the face was struck.
The miracle was that it happened at the time and place
needed, and that Moses struck the correct spot. A
dramatic gesture of striking was needed at that time, in
contrast to forty years later.
E 17:8 ;I0 L2F6 $N%L£K)
Amalek ‘came’. It was not in their territory, they did
not feel threatened, but apparently went out of their way
to find Israel and attack them, which is why Israel was
told later to go out of their way to exterminate them
(Deut. 25:19). Even the Canaanites were only to be
killed if they refused to be driven out and leave the
country; Israel did not have to chase after them and kill
them if they escaped. Incidentally this Amalek was not
Esau’s grandson who had the same name > Gen.36:12.
¼1 J+L0H£K)
and entered into battle with. The word is not active
‘fought’ (and certainly not passive) but ‘middle’
represented by the nif’al form. The upshot of the
sentence is the same, but not the meaning of the word,
as you fight ‘against’ an enemy, while ‘with’ might
imply an ally (English is ambiguous, not too logical).
Here they entered into battle ¼Ò H× with, i.e. fought
against. An alternative is to use ?DT as in the next verse.
E 17:9 K6 O̧ }(D-
We do not know who he is – but we find out later.
¼; I0 L2F6Kx ¼1 I+L¬ H(
See note on previous verse.
E 17:10 |0L6 ... ( J̧ N2|
had (meanwhile) gone up.
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E 17:10,12 <|+
We do not know who he is, and are not told anywhere
else. There is no reason to assume that Hur mentioned
in 31:2 as the grandfather of Bezalel was the same one,
but even if he was it still tells us nothing more about
him except his tribe. The only other reference to him
(24:14) tells us merely that he was trusted by Moses to
deputise for him in his absence, along with Aaron. Then
he disappears.
E 17:12 |+ D;H£K) 1-V'I% D¤ ( J̧ N2 - I'-H)
Participle, ‘Moses’s arms being heavy, they took ...’.
E 17:13 ¸W0F+K£K)
Not ‘he weakened’ but ‘he defeated’ – see 32:18.
E 17:14 ¼< J8 I±Kx
In computer language we talk about a ‘text document’
which can be a three-line (or less) warning to be stuck
onto a machine, or a five-hundred (or more) page book.
This is exactly the meaning of the Hebrew ¼ÝJÙ IÖ, a ‘text-
document’, not necessarily what we call ‘book’.
At that time Moses may not yet have known about what
we call ‘The Torah’, but he would certainly have
intended to write for posterity an account of what
happened in Egypt, the Exodus, and the journey to
Canaan. So ‘write it in the book’ means that when you
write a record of this incident make a point of including
this promise. (The definite article is sometimes used
unnecessarily (> Gen.15:1), but unlikely here.) ‘Tell
Joshua’ that though he has just won a single battle, I
will eventually wipe out the enemy completely.

)<>-

E 18:1 ¼}¼< D>H- ¼6 K2 Ḑ H£K)
The story of Jethro appears to have been inserted here
to get it out of the way, to avoid interrupting the
continuity of the story later, or so as to end the first part
of the book on a happier note, after the battle with
Amalek – or perhaps to contrast Jethro and Amalek,
notwithstanding the fact that in later generations they
were friends (1Sam.15:6). It is only in the following
chapter that the people arrived at Sinai (where they were
already encamped on Jethro’s arrival) and later still
when Moses received the laws on which to judge the
people. Between then and his final descent from the
mountain, Moses was far too busy to sit all day judging
cases. Jethro probably came when they were reasonably
settled and busily occupied building the Tabernacle.
3 I>N+
fatherinlaw of, wife’s father – see Gen.38:25.
The word occurs thirteen times in this chapter.
E 18:2 L(- J+|¬ Ḩ
This means ‘sending her away’ which in most cases (but
not here) is equivalent to ‘divorce’. We met her with
Moses on the way to Egypt, and then she disappeared.
The word could also mean ‘her release’. Probably when
they reached Egypt and Moses realised what he was up
against he sent her with the children back to her father
to get her out of the way.

E 18:3,4 ¼< K2 L$ ¼- H¤
> Gen.21:31.
E 18:6 ¼( J̧ N2 ¼0 J$ ¼< J2¼$M£K)
Not ‘he said to Moses’ but meaning that when he
arrived at the camp ‘he said [in a message] to Moses’.
E 18:8 ¼0 L¤ ¼> I$
Jethro had certainly heard something about it all, news
spreads quickly. Moses now gave him all the details.
E 18:16 )- L>N<}º ... - Í O+
Three words – ¼ß¼D ¼Ý¼D ¼f B ¼Ò¼Î HÍLb DI HÓ B ¼Ò¼Î Hd OÌ – are often found
together. Of these Moses here mentions (and Jethro
repeats) only the first and the third, where the context
seems to demand only the second!
However, the main point, completely overlooked today,
is that the best way to teach God’s laws is not by
‘lessons’ but by the public administration of justice,
giving explanations of all rulings for all to hear.
E 18:20 >N<}º K( ... 1-H́ O+K(
See verse 16.
¼{L% ¼| ¼/ D0I- ¼ªJ< Jz K( ¼> J$
For ¼W LÆ ¼X¼Ð DÑIÎ ¼Ý JIFÅ ¼F JÝJV KÉ ¼ß JÅ. The conjunction ¼Ý JIFÅ is
omitted, rare in prose, less rare in poetry e.g. Ex.15:13,
Ps.116:10, often in Modern Hebrew. Cf. English ‘the
town I was born in’ for ‘the town that I was born in’ (or
‘the town in which I was born’).
E 18:21 ¼- I$U<H-
This irregular form always appears in place of ¼Î IÅ IÝ DÎ. He
means, of course, ‘God-fearing’, not as Gen.20:11.
> J2E$
The word usually means honesty rather than ‘truth’.
E 18:22 >I6 0L/ Dx 1 L6 L( > J$ |, D8 Ļ D)
‘who will judge’, imperfective used here as a future,
contrast the use in verse 26.
Note carefully Jethro’s advice: to take men of proven
character, men of integrity – he does not mention
brains or wisdom – teach them law, and appoint them
as judges. Today we take boys straight from school,
incarcerate them in an academy where they are insulated
if not fully isolated from the real world, and teach them
law, assuming that brains and knowledge in combination
cannot fail to produce the strongest possible character,
and that insulation from the world leads to the best
understanding of human nature; so those ablest at
mastering the subject are considered most suitable and,
with character as yet untested, are appointed as judges.
E 18:26 >I6 0L/ Dx 1 L6 L( > J$ |, D8 Ļ D)
‘who used to judge’, imperfective used here for a
repeated (i.e. regular) action in the past (contrast the use
in verse 22), likewise ¼Ô¼X ¼Å¼Î HÆ DÎ and the odd form ¼X ¼Í¼X ¼b DIHÎ;
but ¼Ý KÌ DÆH[KÊ in the previous verse happened once.
E 18:27 +K¬ Ķ D-K)
Since this is to complete the story, we do not know how
long Jethro stayed – possibly even several years. If
Num.10:29 refers to the same person it seems that he
stayed with them at least until they were ready to move
on from Sinai, and (as it does not say there that he did
leave) possibly longer, perhaps till Kadesh Barnea.

*
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E 19:1 ¸J'N+Kx
The unusual literary style deserves note. It is very rare
in the course of narrative in the Torah for a new
paragraph, section, or logical chapter not to start with ).
Here it indicates the start of something completely new,
the past is put aside and not dragged on to the next
item.
E 19:2 |6 D5H£K)
This verse belongs to the end of chapter 17. Its transfer
here is probably to resume continuity after the
interruption of chapter 18.
E 19:3 (L0L6 ( J̧ N2|
When they arrived at Sinai, Moses had already gone
up. He had gone ahead (17:6), returned in time for the
battle with Amalek, then again gone on ahead while his
two million or more followers struggled up the last lap
of this stage of the journey and encamped.
E 19:3 ¼'¼-Iy K>D)
Optative (consecutive).
E 19:5 1 J>-H- D(H)
then you will be (cf. note on Gen.28:20).
E 19:9 $Lx - H/M4 L$ (Ī H(
I am about to come
E 19:13 0I%M£ K(
Possibly a synonym for ¼Ý LÙ¼D ¼I (the instrument) or ¼É L×¼X¼Ý Df
(the sound it makes) – but far more likely (from the root
ÑÆÎ) the man who walks up and down blowing it. This
would also make more sense in Jos.Ch.6, & > v.16.
E 19:16 <L8W̧ 0N; D)
‘the sound of a shofar’, a loud howl similar to that of
a horn. To prevent confusion with the actual horn
referred to in verse 13, a different word is used there,
which makes sense if ¼Ñ IÆÂÎ means the man who blows it.
E 19:18 0K6K£K)
and it (Mount Sinai) raised (or sent) up. Hifil. >
Gen.50:9.
}4 Ļ F6
This is the object of ¼Ñ K×K[KÊ, not the subject.
3 J̧ J6 D¤
To translate this as ‘like the smoke of’ raises
grammatical problems, since the normal form would be
¼Ô KIF× K]. Rashbam and Ibn Ezra see the problem and offer
unsatisfactory explanations. Grammatically, the
‘construct’ form ¼Ô JI J× could come from a form ¼Ô II L×
(like ¼ÝJÈJU from ¼ÝIÈLU, ¼E JÝJÎ from ¼E IÝLÎ, etc.). The problems
disappear if we assume that the form is that of the
present participle (‘smoking’ which is ¼Ô II L×, see 20:14)
used as a ‘noun of the doer’ – just as ¼Ý IÓÃI as a
participle means ‘guarding’, but as a noun means ‘a
guard’. ¼Ô II L× would then mean a ‘smoker’, and here the
mountain sent up its smoke just as the ‘smoker’ of a
furnace (does). The ‘smoker’ could refer either to the
chimney or to the incinerator – there is nothing to
decide which of the two, but in this context it makes no
difference.
E 19:19 ;I* L+D) ¦I0}(
steadily becoming stronger (i.e. louder). (Cf.Gen.8:3).
E 19:20 ( J̧ N2 0 K6K£K)
Here, obviously, Moses went up. (Contrast 19:18).
E 20:1
(* The numbering of verses in chapter 20 varies in

different editions, sometimes differing by one.)
The people are to found a new society. They are not to
carry on where they left off, nor to copy any other
existing society, but to start their own. The purpose of
the whole Torah is to act as the constitution of that new
society, and the ‘Ten Commandments’ form the
foundations of the constitution. As a constitution of a
society, the Torah does not, as some claim, constitute
the basis of a moral code, such being primarily directed
to an individual regardless of his relationship to any
society, but the basis of a criminal code. It is the
criminal law that is the mainstay of a society as such,
and the individual is obliged to obey it as an integral
part of his relationship to society, not as a purely
personal matter between himself and God.
For instance, one who steals is sinning against God and
against the person he steals from, even without the
Torah. His sin in respect of the Torah is against society,
that objects to sinning in its midst. Furthermore it is
made clear that there is nothing immoral in taking
interest on a loan, refusing to help an enemy, or taking
revenge, but these are not allowed within this society.
This society is based on a relationship with God who
heads the society, so an individual’s relation to God is
relevant here in the context of his relation to society.
This needs further elaboration, but not here.
1-V<L%Uz K( ... <IxK'D-K)
gave these instructions. > Gen.8:15.
E 20:*3 9J< L$L0 > K+ Kº H2 1H- K®Kx
Not subterranean water, but the seas. The punctuation
makes this clear – ‘that are in the water, beneath the
land’, i.e. that are lower than land level. The
punctuation does not allow the verse to say that the
water itself is below the land.
E 20:*4 1I' D% L6 L> $W0 D)
‘do not let yourself be persuaded to serve them’,
hophal (causative passive), found here and in 23:24,
Deut.5:9, and Deut.13:3. (Pronunciation to’ovedem >
L16:10). ‘Do not serve them’ would be ¼ÒIÈ DÆ K× Kß ¼ÅWÑ ,
repeating ‘do not worship them’ in different words.
' I;N²
inflicts. (You visit friends, not sins.) > app.
3M)F6
This can mean not only ‘sin’ but also the consequence
of sin. Usually this implies punishment, but not here, as
it would go against the principle that each person is
responsible only for his own sins (Ezekiel 18, see also
Deut.24:16). Here, the consequences of a father’s sins
(including the propensity to repeat them) are inflicted or
imposed on his children, who have to face them and
find life hard. (Ezekiel asks them to accept the
challenge to overcome these problems by going
straight.)
E 20:*8 'N%F6 Kº
You may work. This is permitted on the six days, but
not in itself prohibited on the seventh.
ª Jº D/$K0 D2 0L¤
For this and ¼É LÐ ¼ÅLÑ DÓ ¼ÑL] in the next verse > Gen.2:2.
Approximately it refers to products (which are not to be
produced on the Sabbath) and acquisitions (which are
not to be acquired then). A detailed discussion on this
with respect to the Sabbath, on the compatibility of this
translation in its practical effect with the Talmud (which
translates it differently), on what in a nutshell is banned
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on the seventh day, on the link between production and
acquisition, and on the exclusions from the ban, occupy
a full book; briefly, production is regarded as a form of
acquisition, not the reverse.
E 20:*11 ª J® H$ ... ª-H% L$
Lest emphasis on respect for God suggests the exclusion
of respect for all others, this widely accepted practice
has to be restored to its place as one of the fundamental
requirements of society.
E 20:*12 +L:U< H> $W0
You are not to murder. (Not ‘kill’). According to
Num.35:25,26,28 (> Num.35:22) this includes
unintentional killing due to carelessness!
E 20:*14 >W0}´ K( > J$ 1- H$N<
perceiving. (They did not ‘see’ sounds.)
Note the participle construction. ‘All the people
perceiving the sounds .... the people perceived and
moved and stood at a distance’, i.e. ‘when the people
perceived the sounds ..... they saw and moved ... and
said ...’.
¼1 L6 L( ¼$U<K£K)
repetition after a long distance from the verb.
E 20:*17 ¸KyH4 ( J̧ N2|
while Moses had approached.
Moses seems to have gone up and entered the cloud
after the Ten Commandments were given, in order to
receive what is later called the ¼ß¼ÎVÝ DT KÉ ¼Ý JÙ IÖ i.e. Contract
Document (20:18* to 23:33 inclusive).
The structure of the Contract Document deserves note
in order to understand its whole purpose.
1) 20:*18-*22. A general preface.
2) 21:1 - 22:16. The mishpatim, judgements:

(a) 21:1-6. An introduction on slavery, put first
because they were newly-freed slaves.
(b) 21:7 - 22:16. The main ‘judgements’, in
roughly descending order of penalty or liability.

3) 22:17 - 23:19. A miscellany of items that are not
logically connected. (There is a purpose in this.)
4) 23:20 - 23:25. An ‘extroduction’ if there is such a
word. If an introduction leads you in, this leads you out.
It tends to generalise, after the specific details of the
main sections, but is not a summary.
5) 23:26-33. A postscript of promises, and a warning.
The words ¼Ò JÉ¼ÎIÕ DÙ HÑ ¼Ò¼Î HK Lf ¼Ý JIFÅ (21:1) provide the key to
the whole thing. The contract was being offered to them
to view, so that they could decide whether or not to
accept it. If they accepted it, they could not afterwards
claim that it was imposed on them against their will.
The judgements were spelled out in detail so that they
could see for themselves whether there was justice in
them or not. (There are many things in life that you
cannot work out for yourself, but when shown to you
become obvious.)
They are followed by the ‘miscellany’ of laws with no
logical connection and apparently taken at random. In
fact this is a cross-section of the various other laws in
the Torah, a sample selection illustrating broadly what
sort of laws the Torah contains. (In American, this is
called an ‘overview’.) The purpose at this point is not to
give instructions on these matters, they are dealt with
elsewhere in detail. It is so that if the people agree to
accept the contract they are not ‘buying unseen’ but
have a fair idea of what they are letting themselves in
for.
Moses was about to leave them for forty days, and
before his doing so it was important to get the contract
agreed and ‘signed’, otherwise his efforts would not be

worth while. It is like a salesman who gets a signed
order for goods sold from samples. After the goods were
delivered, inspected, tested and found satisfactory and
in good condition, a final contract undertook to accept
penalties in the event of non-payment (Deut.28:69).
E 20:*19 - Hº H$ 3|µF6 K> $W0
Note the punctuation. These three words stand alone,
with an implied but unspoken object to the verb.
E 20:*21 ª DxU< K+
Rashbam’s explanation is interesting and unusual.

1-,8¸2(

E 21:1 ¼1¼- Hµ Lº < J̧ F$ ¼1¼- H,L² Ḑ H® K(
> 20:18. The need to give the actual judgements in full
was urgent for another reason. When they started to
settle down in one place (after seven weeks of tramping
through the desert) there were bound to be disputes and
arguments. They very urgently needed some sort of
basis on which to resolve such disputes, especially as
Moses was about to leave them for a few weeks at this
very time. A further reason is that they, not the ritual,
are the very basis and foundation of the Torah, which
the ritual is there to preserve (see Gen.18:19).
E 21:2 -V< D% H6
> 2:11 re- the particular use of this word.
E 21:5 - Hº D% K( L$
I love (not ‘loved’). Perfective is not always ‘past’.
E 21:6 1L0N6 D0
‘permanently’, not ‘for ever’.
E 21:12 (I¤ K2
The striker of.
E 21:15 }® H$D) )- H% L$ ( I¤ K2|
‘and the striker of his father or his mother’. The classic
example of Ê used to mean ‘or’, > app.
E 21:21 ¼1 Ḱ O-
An alternative to ¼Ò IÜ L̀HÎ used in the previous verse.
Hophal instead of niphal to replace the missing passive.
E 21:28
A major paragraph division. Verses 12 to 27 deal with
the results of a person attacking another, while verses
28 to 22:16 deal with other liabilities.
}< Lµ Dx > J$
> Gen.4:18.
- H;L4 <}¹ K( 0 K6K%|
The animal pays the penalty, but the owner is free
(apparently from both blame and liability) – note this!
The fact that he loses the animal is incidental, and is not
considered as payment on his part but as pure bad luck.
After all, the victim had far worse luck!
E 21:29 'K6|(D)
Note the impersonal passive: ‘it is (repeatedly)
testified’. We would say ‘and evidence has been given’.
E 21:30 <J8N¤
a cover. (See Gen.6:14). The idea is similar to the
English idiom used where one person ‘covers’ or ‘acts
as cover’ (but not ‘covers up’) by doing an extra turn of
duty for someone who cannot come. (Roughly, a
replacement.) Post-biblical Hebrew uses the Aramaic
word ¼É LÝLbK]. The form it takes – compensation or
ransom, it is ambiguous – is described next.
}¸ D8K4 3M- U' H²
a redemption of his life, i.e. the full value of his life.
(The rabbis disagree as to whose life.)
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)- L0 L6 > Ķ |- < J̧ F$
The amount is determined individually. It is neither a
fixed amount like the half-shekel, also called ¼Ý JÙÃ]
(30:12-13), nor a nominal valuation based solely on the
criteria of age and sex (the erkekha – > Lev.27:2) used
for vows (Lev.27:2-8) and for redeeming the firstborns
(Num.18:16), also called ¼Ô¼D¼ÎUÈ Hb.
E 21:35 |< D/ L2|
Verses 35 and 36 parallel verses 28 and 29. > verse 28.
Here too, the owner of the animal is free from blame
and from liability, but the animal is liable. It has to pay
compensation for half the damage, which it can only do
from its own value, realised in cash terms by selling it.
The balance of money remaining is returned to the
owner. The fact that he loses part of the value of his
animal is again incidental, and is not considered
payment on his part but pure bad luck. The owner of the
victim loses part of the value of his animal (without
compensation) which is his bad luck. The loss is shared.
(The Talmud, Bava Kama, assumes that in the case
given the two animals – killer and live victim – were
equal in value. From this it derives the general law,
when they are not equal, that ‘the owner of the live
animal pays half of the damage up to the value of the
live animal’. This looks odd, but it means that in
practice the animal need not be sold if the owner pays
his animal’s debt; this is half the damage but cannot
exceed what it is able to pay, namely its own value. The
Mishnah, the basis of the Talmud, usually classifies
laws according to net practical effect, not theory.
Reading the law expressed in that form helps one to
remember the law but not to grasp the concept.)
E 21:36 ... ¼+LyK4 ¼<¼} ¼̧
Here the owner carries responsibility and liability, as in
verse 29, but not the animal. In verse 29 there is a
penalty in the form of retribution to which both animal
and owner are liable. Here there is only compensation,
which need not exceed the damage done, so the debt of
the animal is absorbed by that of the owner.
E 21:37
3$N: 6KxU< K$D) SSS <L;L% ( L¹ H2F+
five head of cattle, etc., as if it said ¼Ý LÜ LÆ ¼ÎIÕ DT etc. The
nouns are singular collectives, not plurals, so the text is
against strict grammar, but the meaning is clear. We
find similarly ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼Î If DI (for ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼ß¼D ¼̂ KÌ ¼Î If DI or something
similar) in 1Sam.10:4, from which some have falsely
deduced that ¼Ò JÌ JÑ, normally masculine, can be
feminine! (But there is a suggestion elsewhere).
E 22:1
To start a new chapter here, in the middle of something,
instead of 21:28 is stupid (and not Jewish).
E 22:3 (L%I4 Dy K(
the stolen property. (Never ‘theft’.)
E 22:4 (N<- H6 Dx > J$ +K¬ Ḩ D)
and he allows his animals (collective) to go, or he
releases his animals. The Masoretic punctuation is
pashta zakef, but the discussion in the Talmud (Baba
Kama chapter 1) makes sense only if they understood a
punctuation of darga tevir. (See the remaining notes on
this verse.)
< I6H%|
and they consume. But the Talmudic discussion just
mentioned assumes ‘or they consume’.
Note that the word ÝÎ×T, synonymous with ¼É LÓ IÉ DT, is a
collective, not a singular. The Torah gives examples in
normal simple cases, from which others are deduced. It
is normal for only one animal (at a time) to gore, but
damage to property is usually by a herd or flock who
trample on or eat the crops. If one animal does this, it

is a deduced case – the case mentioned is where a herd
or flock do damage.
< I+ K$ ( I' DµHx
on someone else’s land. Our punctuation applies this
phrase to ¼Ý I× HÆ¼X, but the Talmud’s punctuation applies it
also to ¼ÉÃÝ¼Î H× DT ¼ß JÅ ¼Ì K̂ HI DÊ.
E 22:5 <H6 D% K®K(
the one who burns (transitive), lit. who causes (the
fire) to consume. See introduction to Leviticus (sub-
section headed ‘burning (verbs)’).
(L< I6 Dx K( > J$
that which is burnt. (Not ‘the fire’.) Compare ¼É LÆIÕ DU
(verse 3) ‘that which is stolen’, ¼ÉLÈIÆFÅ (verse 8) ‘that
which is lost’, ¼É LÙ IÝ DÍ (verse 12) ‘that which is torn’, as
with ¼¼É LÙIÝ DK (Gen. 11:3, Lev. 10:6, Deut.29:22), ¼É LÐ IÙFÉ
(Gen. 19:29) and so on. It refers to the corn etc.
mentioned earlier in the verse.
E 22:7 1-H(W0E$
‘the authorities’ (viz. the judges). (> Ex.4:16 and 7:1,
and Gen.20:11.)
E 22:7 +K0 Ļ $W0 1 H$
The idiom here is strange. He swears that he did not,
which should be ¼ÌKÑ LI ¼Ò HÅ, without ¼ÅWÑ. Like this he
appears to swear that he did! (> Gen.21:23.)
- Dx }'L- +K0 Ļ
An idiom meaning to lay hands on, or to attack, or here
to misappropriate. An error in many editions of the
Festival Prayer Book has ¼É LÌ D̂ Kf DIH̀ JI (from the Piel root
KÌ Î KI) instead of ¼É LÌ DÑ DIH̀ JI (or better ¼É LÌ¼X ¼Ñ DJ KÉ), because
someone confused the two roots (> Gen 8:7).
>J/$J0 D2Hx
The word ¼É LÐ ¼ÅLÑ DÓ can only refer to that which was
deposited in his care, not to any activity – > Gen.2:2.
E 22:8 (L'I%F$
lost property. (Never ‘loss’.)
(J* $|( -H¤ < K2$M- < J̧ F$
Any question of identity (of an article or animal) .
1- H(W0E$
As in the previous verse, ‘the authorities’ (judges).
E 22:10
The same comments apply as to verse 7.
E 22:10,11,13,14 )-L0 L6 Dx
Three words whose meanings to some extent overlap are
often used in a plural form with a singular meaning and
verb – ¼Ô¼D¼È LÅ B KWWÑ EÅ B ¼Ñ K× KT.
E 22:12 (L8I< D¢ K(
> 22:5 above.
E 22:15 ( JºK8D- - H/ D)
This is not brought here as a sexual offence (where it
would be out of place) but in connection with the
liability of the man to compensate for the financial loss
he has caused the girl’s father by reducing her value.
Her consent does not alter this. [In those days a man
who married a girl would normally make a payment to
her father, as with Jacob and Laban, and this would be
far less, if at all, if the girl was not a virgin.] But
compensation alone is not sufficient. Compare verse 4
where compensation has to be in best quality land, as
inferior land even to the same value is less easy to
market. Here too, it is less easy to market a ‘second-
hand’ girl even at a lower rate, so he has to marry her
at full value, but if the father refuses he still has to pay.
He may regard it as a punishment, but that is not the
concept involved. Rape (Deut.22:28-29) is in a totally
different category.
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E 22:19 1L<G+L-
is to be condemned (to death). The word means
condemned to death or destruction or as unfit for
general use, in precisely the same way as food in a
wholesale market that has decayed is ‘condemned’ by
the food inspectors as ‘unfit for human consumption’.
(Such food normally has to be destroyed, but can in
some cases be sold as food for animals.) If a person, he
must be put to death; articles, according to
circumstances, may be condemned to destruction (e.g.
if used for idolatry), or condemned as unfit for general
use (if so declared by the owner) and restricted for use
by the priest on behalf of the Sanctuary. The latter
differ technically from articles declared ‘holy’, though
the idea is similar. Arabic uses haram for ‘holy’.
E 22:20 <I&
a resident, i.e. a foreign resident.
(J4}> $W0
The list of potential victims to whom this law applies
(the foreign resident, and in the later books the escaped
slave seeking refuge, one another generally, the poor,
the orphan and the widow) makes the meaning of the
word obvious – do not exploit, i.e. take unfair
advantage of someone’s helpless position to squeeze
him, underpay him, etc.
|¯ J:L+ D0 H> $W0 D)
do not harass (keep pushing) him (see 3:9) or possibly
do not squeeze him, or do not hold him down.
E 22:24 7 J5J¤ ¼1 H$
This used to be the start of a new weekly parashah.
Then they changed it and split up ¼Ò¼Î HÆ LcHÕ instead.
E 22:25,26 }>L0 D2 Hµ ... >K2 D0 Kµ
The words ¼É LÓ DÑ KK B ¼ÉLÑ DÓ HK appear to be different forms of
the same word with the same meaning, but that is not
necessarily so. One may be the general term for a
garment and the other a name for a particular type of
garment – see Gen.30:32 on the difference between ¼Æ JK J]
and ¼K JÆJ]. In the latter case the texts prove that there is
a difference, here by analogy it is probable though not
certain (while admittedly not possible for ¼Ø I×LÎ B ¼ØIÎ L×).
E 23:1 5 L2L+
> Gen.6:11. The act of a false witness does more than
merely produce injustice – it forces a judge to give a
wrong decision, thus preventing the operation of justice.
E 23:2 ¼>N¢K( D0
To pervert.
E 23:5 ªF$K4Wµ
Not the one you hate, which would be ¼FFÅ¼X¼Õ DK, but the
one who hates you. Presumably you hate him in turn,
hence the law, but the word does not mean that. Here
(as elsewhere) it parallels ¼ÆIÎ¼D ¼Å enemy in verse 4.
%M*F6 Kº %M* L6 SSS %M*F6 I2
Elsewhere normally to ‘leave’, ‘abandon’, here to help,
though some say it means abandon whatever else you
sre doing [in order to help him].
E 23:7 ;L+U< Hº < J; J̧ <K%Uz H2
Keep your distance from anything false, as a general
policy. Islam imposes the impossible law of making it
a sin to tell any direct lie, leading to people finding
ways of getting round the law by telling falsehoods in
an indirect manner. Here we have a law which must be
kept in the spirit, not the letter.
E 23:6
Verses 3 and 6 go together. In justice, no favouritism
for either rich or poor.
E 23:9
See 22:20.

E 23:12 >Nx Ḑ Hº
You are to enjoy a break, the instruction, > 16:23.
K+|4L-
This is the purpose, the result that is eventually
achieved, but there is never an instruction to rest.
E 23:14 1-H0L&U<
times (cf. Num.22:28).
E 23:16 ¼7¼- H5 L$ L( & K+D) SSS ¼<¼- H: Ĺ K( & K+D)
These are simply explained here and easily understood
by anyone involved in agriculture: the harvest festival
when the harvest has been reaped, and the ‘taking in’
(NOT gathering, > Gen.6:21) festival when produce –
corn, grapes and olives – converted to grain, wine and
oil is taken inside to be stored in barns or caves. (See
note on next verse.)
This note is included here to be referred back to later.
( J' L¶K( 3 H2
from the land. Not necessarily directly, contrast
Deut.16:13 where it says ‘from the threshing floor and
the winepress’ (probably ‘wine- or olive- press’).
E 23:18 ¼- H+ D%H* ¼1 Kz
By analogy with 34:25 this refers to the Pesach. Its
inclusion here among the samples shows that it is
typical, the other laws are of the same type as this one,
which they already know (chapters 12 and 13).
E 23:20 ¦L$ D0 K2
a messenger, or here, preferably, an agent. Presumably
Moses then Joshua, not some fanciful ‘angel’.
E 23:24 1I' D% L6 L> $N0 D)
Hophal, > 20:4, pronounced to’ovedem, > L16:10.
[For those familiar with grammar, we expect a silent
sheva under the 6 in ¼ÒIÈ DT D× Lß but because of the 6 it
becomes a sounded sheva, then a hataf ¼ÒIÈ DTG× Lß but as it
is followed by a sounded sheva it becomes a full vowel
and the following letter % is aspirated ¼ÒIÈ DÆ L× Lß.]
E 23:25 ¼(I0F6
> 15:26 for the connection.
E 23:28 (L6U< H³ K(
the wasp. (A hornet is a type of wasp.)
Archaeologists have discovered that this was the symbol
of Egypt (like the eagle to the Romans), and some
suggest that the meaning here is that the Egyptians will
clear the way for the Israelite advance. Ridiculous! For
such a statement to be made in the Torah, and especially
at this point, is incredible. What is possible however,
and even likely, is that the wasp symbolised something
to the Egyptians – perhaps an invincible vanguard to the
army – and that the Torah used the expression (with
which the Israelites were familiar) in that sense.
E 23:31 1- Hº Ḑ H0 D² 1L- 'K6D) 7|5 1K£ H2
From the Gulf of Akaba (1K.9:26) to the Mediterranean.
Always ¼ÒKÎ before ØÊÖ otherwise ¼ÒLÎ. Nobody knows why.
¼< L(L̄ K(
‘The’ River is the Euphrates.
E 24:1,2
This was the final instruction given to Moses when he
went up to obtain the Contract, and was not for
immediate implementation, but for a day or two later.
The procedure seems to have been as follows: after
returning and settling the Contract he goes back a little
way up the mountain (his second visit) with Aaron,
Aaron’s two elder sons, and the Elders. All then return
to the main camp where Moses tells them to remain
‘until we return’. Moses goes back to the mountain, his
third visit, this time with Joshua, and they establish a
‘base camp’ where they wait for six days. On the
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seventh, Moses is summoned, enters the cloud and
climbs a little higher, where he remains for forty days
and nights, having left Joshua at the ‘base camp’.
Joshua waited for him and is not referred to as having
fasted, so he must have had a supply of food and water.
It is not clear if Moses fasted for the six days, which
are included in the forty, or if the forty days started
when he entered the cloud.
E 24:4 <L( L( > K+ Kº
at the foot of the mountain. (Underneath is ? DÑ ¼ß KÌ Kf HÓ.)
E 24:5 1-H+L% D*
A ‘zevach’ is where an animal is killed essentially for
food. (Part of it may or may not be offered up as a
sacrifice.) Eating was an important part of sealing a
contract (see Gen.26:28,30,31; 31:54). It is not clear
here who ate the meat.
E 24:6 >M4Ly K$Lx
Note the unnecessary definite article.
¼;K<L*
hurled (or flung). With force – see introduction to
Leviticus.
E 24:8 ;N< D*H£K)
As verse 6 ( ¼Ü KÝLË).
E 24:10 |$U<H£K)
They were asked to go up part of the way and see what
they saw, in order to confirm to the people later, when
Moses came down with instructions, that he had not
imagined it all.
<K(N,L0
The comparison given is with a precious stone and the
sky, where the characteristics of clarity are to be found.
Clarity seems to be the primary meaning, from which
purity follows in that an impurity affects the clarity. The
word may have originally been connected with ¼Ý KÉÃÛ
(Gen.6:16) and implied brilliance or brightness.
What it all means is another matter. The elders tried
their best to put into words that which cannot really be
described in words.
E 24:14 <|+D) 3N<F( K$
> 17:10, the only other reference to Hur. Here we note
that he was a man trusted by Moses to serve along with
Aaron as one of his deputies.

(2)<>

E 25:2 ( L2|< Dº
levy. Here it is voluntary, but the word is also used for
a compulsory levy e.g. 30:13.
E 25:5 ¼1¼- H¢ Ḩ ¼- I:F6K)
Acacia wood. First, the acacias were of the very few
trees growing in the region. Next, the wood is very
dense and durable, very strong, and contains
preservatives that make it resistant to water, insects, and
other causes of decay. The Ark endured for close on a
thosand years, and may still exist if we could find it.
Probably the donations were from volunteers who would
chop down local trees. See also note on 26:15.
E 25:7 3 J̧ N+K0D)
If ¼ÈÃÙ IÅ is simply translated as ‘ephod’, then this word
should be translated as ‘hoshen’. It is described as
being made of a specially woven cloth material, so it
can in no possible way be described as a ‘plate’. Both
ephod and hoshen were almost certainly things that the
Israelites were familiar with, all that was necessary was
to describe how these particular ones were to be made.

E 25:10
Surprisingly no mention of the thickness of the wood.
E 25:17 >J<N²K/
a lid. From the verb to cover (Gen.6:14), but it is not a
coating; it belongs to the object it covers, not a loose
cover ( ¼É JÖ DÐ HÓ). Since the word is only found in
connection with the Ark it is not certain if it just means
any sort of lid, or is used for a particular type of lid of
which this is an example. (It is not a ‘mercy-seat’.)
E 25:18 1-H%O< D¤
The image we are given of Cherubim is based largely
on fanciful ideas. We have no idea what they were or
what they were like. (The reference in Gen.3:24 could
mean almost anything.) They figure occasionally in the
Psalms and largely in Ezekiel’s visions, but if the latter
have a certain form it does not follow that the form is
inherent in the idea of ¼Æ¼X¼Ý D]. (If a man has a vision of
a lamp-post with arms and legs, it does not mean that
arms and legs are normal characteristics of a lamp-post.)
Note the remark in 26:1 that cloth was woven into
cherubim, not that designs of cherubim were woven into
the cloth. Some form of statue representing a
combination of man, animal and bird, as popularly
supposed, would directly contravene 20:3 and the whole
spirit of the Torah.
Two things have misled us in forming our ideas. One is
misinterpreting the visions of Ezekiel, as just explained.
The second is taking too literal a translation of certain
words in this section, and these errors are pointed out in
the notes to the next verse.
E 25:20 1H- K8L4 D/
‘Wings’ suggests birds and the popular concept of
angels. In fact the word means flaps – it can mean
wings (the flaps of a bird) but can also mean the flaps
or corners of a garment (Num.15:38, Deut.22:12,
1Sam.15:27 etc.). The flaps covering the kaporet need
not resemble in any way whatever the wings of a bird.
1 J(-I4 D8|
The normal meaning is ‘faces’ but it can mean the
surface (Gen.1:2) or the ‘face’ in the wider sense used
in English (such as a rock face, which is in no way like
that of a child, animal or bird).
Whatever the cherub was, it had a recognised ‘face’ or
front which here had to be placed against that of its
fellow, facing downwards.
)- H+ L$ 0 J$ ¸- H$
Literally ‘a man to his brother’ but ¼I¼Î HÅ means ‘each’
and can refer to any item whatsoever, ¼Ê¼Î HÌ LÅ being used
figuratively to mean its companion (just as you might
refer to one of any pair of ornaments as being the
companion of the other). In 26:5 we find the feminine
form ¼W LßÃÌFÅ Ñ JÅ ¼É LJ HÅ ‘a woman to her sister’ referring to
hooks or loops made of wool, the feminine being used
because the word for loop or hook happens to be
feminine. The phrase here does not imply that the
cherub resembled a living creature.
These notes do not answer positively what a cherub is,
but they do show what it need not be.
E 25:24 <}( L,
Here the word seems to have its derived meaning of
pure, normally it means ‘clear’ (see 24:10). The ideas
are similar, but the connotation of ‘pure’ can be very
misleading in many cases, with bad effect.
E 25:26 >N$ I² K(
The word always means edges, never ‘corners’ (a King
James mistake).
E 25:31 (L<}4 D2
lampstand. Candles are comparatively recent in use,
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and were certainly not used here. They used oil.
{L/I<D-
The context shows that the ‘base’ is referred to, but the
word does not mean that, it means its ‘thigh’ or trunk.
So the base was in the form of a thick vertical trunk,
possibly splayed out at the bottom, not a flat horizontal
base with a stalk sticking up as popularly portrayed.
{L4 L;
its branches. There were six, and the word is used here
collectively.
L(- J6- H% Dy
> Gen.44:2.
L(- J<Nº D8 K¤
The word ¼ÝÃf DÙK] is usually taken to mean a capital as
used in architecture (Amos 9:1). This was a sort of
crown made of stone and placed on top of a stone
column. The design was generally floral or similar, so
here the reference is probably (but not necessarily) to
embossed floral designs, made of gold, incorporated in
the lampstand.
L(- J+L< D8|
The word ¼ÌKÝ Jb means a bud or a shoot. Botanically they
are both the same, something which emerges from the
main branch. (Even mediaeval dictionaries did not make
the mistake of considering it to be a flower, and in
Isaiah 18:5 even King James translates it as ‘bud’.) The
meaning can be shown from countless Biblical sources,
where ‘flower’ is ridiculous. Here it probably means
some sort of bud – so the traditional translation of
¼ÌKÝ JÙLÊ ¼ÝÃf DÙ K] (a knob and a flower) can probably be

corrected by simple inversion – a flower and a knob!
The verb KÌÃÝ Lb means to bud, to sprout, to shoot up or to
branch out, not to flower. See 9:10. (For ‘flower’ or
‘blossom’, both noun and verb, see Num.17:23.)
E 25:33 1-H6 H% D&
> Gen.44:2.
E 25:36 1 L>M4 D;|
It must be stressed that this word, which occurs also in
37:22, is from ¼ÉLÕ LÜ (as in Job.31:22) and not from ¼ÉJÕ LÜ.
(Cassuto, who points this out, suggests that it means
‘joint’, in the case of Job perhaps ‘elbow’.)
In 32:18 we likewise find two similar words (¼ß¼D¼̀ K× B ¼ß¼D¼ÕF×)
with different meanings, while in 23:5 we find the
identical word ( ÆË×) with two different meanings!
E 26:1 1-H%O< D¤
That designs of cherubim were to be woven into the
material is a translation based on wishful thinking. It
fits in with preconceived notions of what cherubim are
(> 25:18). The text says that the cloth was to be woven
into cherubim, and the punctuation (tevir on ¼Ò¼Î HÆOÝ D] and
not zakef) supports this. Despite its masculine form, the
last word in the verse, ¼Ò LßÃÅ, refers not to the cherubim
but to the ¼ßÃ×¼Î HÝ DÎ – compare verse 7. Could the word
here be a participle, ¼Æ¼X¼ÝL] meaning ‘embossed’? This
would make sense, but I have found no evidence to
support it. The difficulty in making sense out of
something does not justify distorting the text to squeeze
out an unacceptable explanation based on preconceived
unsupported imaginative ideas. Leave it alone (> 4:25).
E 26:4 ¼>J< Jx D+ K2 SSSSS ¼>J< J%N+
In modern Hebrew these mean different things, but here
they both mean the same. (For proof compare 36:11.)
E 26:7 ¼3 L¤ Ḑ H®K( ¼0 K6 ¼0 J(N$ D0
The two words usually mean the same, ¼Ñ JÉÃÅ being a tent
used as a home and ¼Ô L] DI HÓ a home in the form of a tent,
but here though each refers to a sort of tent there is a
subtle difference.

E 26:15 ¼1¼- V' D2N6 ¼1¼- H¢ Ḩ ¼- I:F6
This illustrates an important grammatical point. To
understand the phrase we must decide whether ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ DÓÃ×
refers to (a) ¼Ò¼Î HZ HI or (b) ¼Î IÛF×, i.e. whether it means
(a) wood from a certain type of acacia (‘standing’), or
(b) acacia wood cut or placed a certain way.
The syntax, the sequence of words, does not help, but
the ta’amey hamikra give us the correct punctuation,
¼Ò¼Î½VÈ DÓÃ× @ ¼Ò¼ÎYHZ HI ¼Î_IÛF× and not ¼Ò¼Î½VÈ DÓÃ× ¼Ò¼Î_HZ HI @ ¼ÎYIÛF×. So the
word ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ DÓÃ× refers to the planks of wood, and not (as
some have suggested) to the type of tree from which
they are taken. The word is absent in 25:10, 23, 28 and
so on when referring to other items made of acacia
wood, so it does not (as others have suggested) refer to
the quality of the wood, but is used only in connection
with the planks. It does not mean that the wood is cut
with its length parallel to the grain and not across it,
since with planks that long there is no option, but
simply that the planks are placed vertically and not laid
horizontally (Rashi, Rashbam, Ibn Ezra), obvious with
pillars (26:32) but not with planks (cf. a log cabin).
On leaving Egypt the people would not have brought
with them fifteen-foot planks of wood unless they had
been told to do so, which they were not. Nor would they
have found them lying around. So acacia trees were
found growing locally near Mount Sinai and the people
felled them and brought the wood. This must be taken
into consideration when trying to locate Mount Sinai.
E 26:18 (L4 L2- I> (Lx D&J4
Why the duplication? Either alone means ‘south’ (v.35).
E 26:22 ¼( L®L-
The orientation of the Tabernacle is not stated here
explicitly, but it emerges that the entrance was in the
east, so that facing it from the courtyard where the altar
was one would face west. This was probably deliberate,
as one form of idolatry was worshipping the sun by
facing it on its rising, i.e. facing east (Ezekiel 8:16).
E 26:24 ¼1¼- H® K> SSSSS ¼1¼- H2F$N>
The second is not a mere corruption of the first with a
missing aleph, but has a dagesh in the 2. One is from a
root ÒÅß and the other from a root ÒÓß. It is hard to
make sense of it all that way, so for want of a proper
explanation it is generally assumed that the two words
are the same, though unlikely.
E 26:30 ¼3 L¤ Ḑ H® K(
Here it refers to the whole structure (in verse 36 ¼Ñ JÉÃÅ).
E 27:1 K+IxD* H2
Initially this was a platform on which the animal was
slaughtered, and in the Tabernacle there were two of
them, simply platforms of that type, but no animals
were ever slaughtered on either of them.
E 27:2 )- L>M4U< K;
Altars were usually built with a ‘horn’ at each corner,
so ÔJÝ JÜ, a horn, came to mean a corner. The English
word ‘corner’ comes from the Latin ‘cornu’ (Hebrew
¼Ô JÝ JÜ) – meaning a horn!
E 27:9 <K:F+
In this book at least, the word does not mean the
courtyard but the fence surrounding it. It has not only
length and breadth but also height (verse 18)! The use
of the word to mean the area enclosed by the fence is a
later, derived use, occurring (possibly) twice in the
Torah, in Lev.6:9 and 19, where ‘in the fence’ means
‘within the fence’, in the courtyard. The latter is
otherwise referred to as ¼È I×¼D ¼Ó ¼Ñ JÉÃÅ ¼Ì Kß Jb (> Gen.19:6).
( L$I²
edge or side. See 25:26.
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E 27:11 3 I/ D)
and likewise. The north and south sides are identical as
you would expect, but the east and west sides are not
identical, so you might not have expected them to have
the same width (verses 12 and 13).
E 27:13 (L+L<D* H2 ( L2U' I;
Again the duplication. Each alone means ‘east’.
E 27:18 1- H¹ H2F+Kx 1- H¹ H2F+
The measurement for the width is puzzling – it appears
to delineate an area, fifty by fifty, not a width. Rashi
claims it is the measurement of the eastern section of
the court, but this would refer to the court, not the fence
around it which is what is being described (> vs. 9). It
would also only affect the positioning of the Tabernacle
in the court, or of the court around the Tabernacle, and
not the design or structure of what was to be built.
The answer is that temple courtyards were quadrilateral,
but not necessarily rectangular as this one was. (For
instance the courtyard of the Temple in Jerusalem was
not rectangular.) The phrase here does not mean ‘fifty
by fifty’ but ‘fifty with fifty’, i.e. the width was fifty at
each end, which is not as obvious as that the length was
a hundred on each side. (> verse 11.)

():>

E 27:20 ¼<¼} ¼$ L®K0 ¼>¼- H>L¤ ¼¦L* ¼>H-K* ¼3 J2 J̧
Different qualities of oil can be extracted from olives by
using different processes, giving a greater quantity of a
lower grade (quality) or vice-cersa. Technical terms are
used, but ¼ELË and ¼ß¼Î HßL] need not mean the same here as
today. ¼ELË seems to describe not the oil but the olive
trees from whose olives it is extracted – ¼ELË ¼ßHÎKË – and its
meaning is uncertain (> 30:34). ¼ß¼Î HßL] means ‘beaten’ as
against ‘pressed’, and describes the oil produced from
beating the olives before pressing (as in 29:40), the best.
Specifying the grade here implies a high grade for the
Sanctuary lamp, though a low grade is usually sufficient
for lighting, a higher grade for eating or cooking.
A third use of oil was for anointing, but for the
anointing oil used in the Sanctuary (30:24), even for
anointing the High Priest, no grade is stated.
'- H2 Lº
regularly (or continually, not continuously). The
punctuation shows that it is not an adjective describing
the lamp but an adverb describing ‘raising’ (equivalent
to ‘switching on’) the lamp. Note repetition Lev.24:2.
E 28:3 %I0 - I2 D/ K+
Lit. ‘skilful of mind’, viz. skilled craftsmen.
( L2 D/ L+
skill. The word ¼É LÓ DÐ LÌ strictly means the knowledge of
how to do something coupled with the ability to
implement this. The use of such a word may vary in odd
cases, but to translate it as ‘wisdom’ where it has its
normal meaning of ‘skill’ can be very misleading.
E 28:5 ¼̧ I̧
A material, probably a type of linen. [Once in Esther
and once in Song of Songs the word occurs for ¼IHÎ KI
meaning a type of limestone – do not confuse.]
E 28:9 Lº D+ KºH8¼|
Here the piel root Ìfb means to engrave. Cf. Gen.24:32
where it means to unhitch (camels).
E 28:15 3 J̧ N+
> 25:7.
,L² Ḑ H2
decision (cf. Jud.4:5), from which the usual meaning

(‘judgement’, which makes little sense here) is derived.
At a time of crisis the hoshen would give a decision.
E 28:16 0|8L¤ (J- D(H- K6|%L<
We rely on a tradition. The text is ambiguous – is it
square before being doubled, or after?
E 28:30 ¼1¼- H® Oº K( SSS ¼1¼-V<¼| ¼$ L(
There is a great mystery about these. One theory (far
from certain) is that the first word refers to the stones
and the second to the settings. Perhaps they are the
twelve stones mentioned earlier, but an oracle would
need not twelve but twenty-two stones for the alphabet!
E 28:33 ¼1L/¼} ¼> Dx
Ambiguous. Bells within them or between them?
E 28:35 }0}; 6 K2 Ḑ H4 D)
The purpose is obscure. Rashbam connects this with
Aaron’s annual entrance on Yom Kippur, but on that
occasion he did not wear it – he wore special clothes
instead. Also it says ‘so that Aaron should not die’, not
the others. Another question, why did not Moses, who
regularly entered the inner sanctuary, wear bells?
E 28:42
If the priests had trousers for the stated reason, why did
we need 20:22?
E 29:1-37
Understanding this chapter depends on first mastering
the first few chapters of Leviticus, after which it will
make easy sense. It is best left until ‘the second time
round’, for which these notes, mainly references, are
intended.
E 29:2 ¼3 J2 Ļ Kx ¼1¼- H+ O̧ D2
Ambiguous. Spread before or after baking?
E 29:7 Lº D; K:L- D)
pour (carefully, onto) – > vocab.
E 29:9 1L0}6 > Ḱ O+ D0
A legal institution or a custom taken very seriously, (as
in 13:10, same as ¼ÜÃÌ in 12:24).
1L0}6
permanent. This is the usual meaning of the word.
Although in this case it may also mean ‘for ever’, that
is not the meaning of the word. In some cases (e.g.21:6)
it makes a big difference.
E 29:10 ¦ K2 L5D)
lean (heavily) – see Lev.1:4
E 29:11 'I6}2 0 J(N$ + K> J²
the Tabernacle courtyard or reception area (NOT the
doorway). > Gen.19:6.
E 29:12 ª J6Lx D: J$ Dx ... (Lº K>L4 D)
put (or apply) it.... with your finger. > vocab.
¦N² Ḑ Hº
pour (out) – usually implies disposal. > vocab.
E 29:13 LºU< K, D; H(D)
you are to smoke them.
The root <,; always means to slow-burn something and
make it smoulder, as with tobacco in a pipe, so as to
produce smoke with an aroma, this being the only use
made of it. > vocab.
E 29:14 (¸I$Lx) 7N< Dµ Hº
you are to burn. The word implies rendering something
unfit for something it was otherwise fit for, or vice-
versa (Gen.11:3) by means of fire. Here, to make it
unfit to eat or use. > vocab.
E 29:16 Lº D;K<L* D)
and fling (or hurl – never ‘sprinkle’) – see Ex.24:6,8
and > vocab.
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E 29:18 (L0N6
An Olah. See introduction to Leviticus.
K+}+-H4 K+- I<
relaxing aroma. See Lev.1:9.
E 29:20,21 L>-I~ H(D) ... 1Lz K( > J$ Lº D; K<L* D) ... (Lº K>L4 D)
and put (or apply – with finger, see verse 12) ....
and fling (or hurl) the rest of the blood ......
and sprinkle (or splash).
These, plus ‘pour’ in verse 12, imply four quite
different and distinct actions. > vocab.
E 29:22 ;}¸
the shank (lower part of the leg, below the knee; with
an animal the lower part of the rear leg). NOT shoulder.
Contrast K×ÃÝ DË the forearm, or with an animal the lower
part of the front leg.
E 29:28 1L0}6 ;L+ D0
as a permanent allocation – > vs. 9 and Gen.47:22.
( L2|< D>
levy, here compulsory, > 25:2.
1 J(- I2 D0 Ķ - I+ D%H~ H2
See Lev.3:1
E 29:33 <L* D)
layman, outsider, unauthorised person.
E 29:36 >$ L¢ K+
See Lev.4:3.
E 29:36,37 <I²K/ Dº ... ªU< J²K/ Dx ... 1-H<O² H¤ K(
> 30:15,16 below.
E 29:37 ¼1¼- Ḩ L' L;
Pronounced kodashim. The first kamets is short – after
a definite article (when the Ü has a dagesh) a hataf is
often inserted to emphasise this, e.g. 26:3 ¼Ò¼Î HILÈGd KÉ.
E 29:38 ¼1¼- HµL% D¤
lambs – > Gen.30:32.
(L4 Ļ -I4 Dx
Traditionally this means ‘within the first year’ – they
started counting with one (> Ex.7:7.) not as we do with
nought. The use of the phrase implies that sheep in their
second year are also called lambs. A third year sheep is
considered adult, but not a calf or heifer (Gen.15:9).
E 29:40 ¼3N< L¶H6D)
In Num. 28:5 the instruction is repeated but using the
expression ¼É LÙ¼Î IÅ LÉ ¼ß¼ÎVÝ¼Î HKF×KÊ, showing they are the same.
¼>¼- H> L¤ ¼3 J2 J̧ Dx ¼0¼| ¼0Lx
Only in respect of the daily offering and the oil for the
lamp is the grade of oil specified. ¼ß¼Î HßL] > Ex. 27:30.

$=> -/

E 30:12 ¸$N< > J$ $ L¶ H> - H¤
when you are about to (or intend to) call up.
(i) To call someone out of obscurity to give him a task
or an appointment (see Gen.40:13). Here the reference
is to military service. > cens.
(ii) Before calling up there is registration, to which this
refers (hence ‘about to’), not to the actual call-up.
1 J(- I'O; D8 H0
Probably ‘according to those of them who are listed
(registered)’ > app. This indicates the registration.
<J8N¤
a cover. See Gen.6:14 and Ex.21:30. The form of the
cover is then specified: note that unlike in 21:30 it is a
fixed amount for whoever has to pay it, as specified in

the following verses (and further modified elsewhere).
'N; D8Hx
The first ¼ÈÃÜ DÙ HT means when registering but the second
probably means something else (otherwise why the
repetition?), > cens. for discussion of possible meanings.
When people were registered and called up for military
service, their names were counted as part of the process,
but neither ¼I ¼ÅÃÝ ¼ß JÅ ¼ÅWKLÕ nor ¼ÈÃÜ Lbmeans to count. The
registration was also for land allocation.
E 30:13,14 ¼1¼-V' O; D² K( ¼0 K6 ¼<I%N6 L(
Those who registered are called ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ OÜ Db KÉ and sometimes
others, but here it means the officials or clerks who did
the registration. ‘Every one who passes the clerks’ i.e.
every one who registers.
¼0 J; J¹K( ¼>¼- H:F+ K2
1% of the ¼F D]UÝ J× (Lev.27:3) for a man aged between 20
and 60 (the age eligible for military service).
( L2|< Dº
levy – here compulsory, contrast 25:2 where a levy is
voluntary.
E 30:15 <I² K/ D0
It is possible to take a piece of rotten wood or rusty
metal and paint it. In English we refer to this, when
done metaphorically, as to whitewash or to cover up. If
there is a corresponding Hebrew idiom, the root ÝÙÐ is
NOT used. However it is also possible to cut away the
rot or remove the rust, ‘fill’ and ‘make good’ the wood
or metal, and then coat it with fresh paint to make it ‘as
good as new’. This idea of coating (> Gen.6:14) is used
in Hebrew in a metaphorical sense to cover over sin
(and something else that occurs later) so that the sinner
can make a fresh start with a ‘clean sheet’. But the
atonement (which means expiation, making amends,
removing the rot or rust and ‘making good’) must come
first. The ‘covering’ or painting over can only be done
by the one sinned against, it is in effect forgiveness or
pardon, and this is sometimes expressed by the piel
form of the verb ¼ÝIbK] (e.g. Deut.21:8), to pardon. More
often the piel of this verb means to apply for or try to
obtain pardon (‘covering of the sin’) which is done
either by the one who feels he has done wrong
(Gen.32:21) or by his agent (the priest) on his behalf –
but after the atonement. The priest can neither atone for
someone else nor forgive him, both are Christian
concepts, not Jewish ones. The priest applies for pardon
on behalf of the sinner just as Jacob applied for pardon
from Esau after sending his present.
E 30:16 1-V<O² H¤ K(
This is an abstract noun, meaning either the pardon (the
covering or painting over) or the application for pardon.
E 30:19 1J(- I0 D&K< SSS 1J(- I'D-
their arms and legs (including, but not only, hands and
feet, or it would have said ¼ßÃb K]).
E 30:23 ¸$N<
The word often means a poppy, the source of opium. It
may or may not mean that here, but it certainly does not
mean ‘principal spices’.
E 30:32 |(N2L¤ |µF6 K> $W0
This was to be made once only, under the direct
personal supervision of Moses (first word of verse 23,
and 31:11).
E 30:34 ¼( L¤K* ¼(L4N% D0¼|
The only use of the word ¼ELË other than in connection
with olives or olive trees, > 27:20. Usually translated as
‘pure’, but it may well mean something else. (What?)
E 30:36 1- Ḩ L'G; ¸J'N;
extraholy.
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E 30:37 1J/ L0 |µF6 K> $W0
This could be and was made, but not for private use.
E 31:3 ( L2 D/ L+ Dx
with skill. > 28:3.
(L4|% D>H%|
and with intelligence, ability to understand.
>K6K' D%|
and with knowledge.
(L/$L0 D2 0L/ D%|
> 31:5 below.
E 31:5 (L/$L0 D2 0L/ Dx >}µF6K0
> Gen.2:2. When the term is used in connection with the
Tabernacle it means either the finished products or the
raw materials used. (Both meanings occur in one verse
in 36:7). Here it means the second: to make things out
of all types of materials.
E 31:6 ( L2 D/ L+ ... %I0 1K/F+
> 28:3.
E 31:14 >L2|- >}2 L(-J0 D0 K+ D2
The first word is clearly a singular with an extra yod
inserted, possibly deliberately to stress that it is the
pausal form to be read as LÉ JÑ DÑ KÌ DÓ and not ¼WLÑ DÑ KÌ DÓ.
E 31:14,15 (L/ ¼$L0 D2
For the meaning here > 20:9 (not 31:5) and Gen.2:2.
E 31:15 ¼( Jµ L6I-
> 12:16, and contrast 35:2 and Lev.23:3; clearly this
usage is optional.
E 31:18 ¼>O' I6 L( >N+O0 ¼-I4 Ḑ
The tablets on which they were written (or more
precisely the words appearing on the tablets) are
referred to, here and often, as the evidence or testimony
(of the Contract). Despite 24:12 it is not yet quite clear
what was written on them, explained only in 34:28.
Why were two needed? The usual explanation, that half
was written on each, leads to the question ‘Why was
that necessary?’ and would also be unbalanced. More
likely there were two full copies, as is usual in any
written contract, one for each side.
E 32:1-6
Because the story of the Golden Calf is generally
misunderstood, a detailed explanation is given.
Aaron is usually blamed here for the wrong thing.
What, according to the text, actually happened?
The people put pressure on Aaron to make an idol.
Aaron asked them to bring him their wives’ and
children’s golden earrings. They brought their own, he
melted them down, took the gold and carved a model
calf with a chisel. (Later when challenged by Moses he
claimed that he had merely thrown the gold into the fire
and it came out by itself in that shape (verse 24).) The
people called it a god, and Aaron built an altar in front
of it. Next morning they got up early, offered sacrifices
to it, ate, drank (verse 6), danced (verse 19) and were
about to start an orgy (verse 6) when Moses arrived.
Moses was furious at Aaron (verse 21) and so was God
(Deut.9:20), so Aaron was not without guilt.
Three questions arise:
1) What happened to Hur, left with Aaron in joint
charge?
2) How could Aaron have been forgiven, if he had any
part whatever in the idolatry? He actually made the idol
and built the altar! There are no excuses for idolatry.
3) Assuming that there are excuses, that he was merely
playing for time, or as the Midrash suggests, he acted
under tremendous pressure and in fear of his life, and

assuming that in the circumstances it was forgivable,
how could he, having once been tainted by condoning
idolatry, still be considered even as a candidate, let
alone the choice, for High Priest? For another sin, or for
another job, but surely not for that job after that sin!
A satisfactory explanation must answer these questions.
For the first, we are not told what happened to Hur, but
he never appears again, and it is obvious that Aaron was
not able to turn to him when he most needed someone
to consult. We will consider a possibility later.
For the second, it is most unlikely that he intended to
have any part whatever in any sort of idolatry, not even
to play for time, and certainly not through fear of his
life. Probably, as has often been suggested, he asked for
the gold as an excuse and a delaying tactic, expecting
that they would not provide it. He miscalculated. But
when the gold did come, why did he make an idol? The
most likely reason is that he again underestimated the
people. He could not believe that if they saw him
making a model out of their own earrings they could
possibly take the result seriously! He did it as a joke,
with no intention of making a real idol. ‘You are not
seriously going to consider this as a god are you?’ he
would ask them, expecting them to sheepishly back
away, realising how stupid they were. When they said
‘Why not?’ he built an altar in front of it to make it
look even more ridiculous. Finally, when even this did
not work, he pronounced a festival to God (not to the
idol) the next day – a good night’s sleep should bring
people back to their senses. A further miscalculation –
they got up early! Making the model was disobedience,
still a sin but in no way idolatry – his ‘good intentions’
(> Gen.8:20-21) had been the direct opposite.
The third question then falls away. Provided Aaron’s sin
could be forgiven, then he could become High Priest.
He was not in any way tainted with idolatry, as his sin
was not a sin of idolatry even under pressure. He was
(wrongly) convinced that his actions would prevent it.
E 32:4 ¼, J< J+K% ¼} ¼>N$ ¼< K:L£K)
Some say this means that he moulded it in a mould,
others that he carved it with a chisel – it makes no
difference to the story, either way he fashioned it, it did
not fashion itself as he later told Moses.
¼,J< J+K%
Hebrew sometimes (as Aramaic often) uses the definite
article where it is not needed (> Gen.15:1).
(L/ I± K2
The Biblical word comes from the root ÏÖÕ, meaning to
pour, (the Ó is a prefix and the Õ drops out), and strictly
speaking means something that is poured or cast, a
molten or moulded image.
(In modern Hebrew it means a mask, from the root ÏÖÓ
a veil, the English word mask having the same origin.)
By contrast, ¼Ñ JÖ Jb in the Ten Commandments (20:4),
from ¼ÑÃÖ Lb to hew or carve, strictly means something
carved or cut to shape (‘a graven image’). But the words
are used interchangeably to mean any sculpture that is
used for worship. In Deut.27:15 and in the story of
Micah (Judges chapters 17 and 18) both words are used
together ( ¼É LÐ Ia KÓ¼X ¼Ñ JÖ Jb), yet in the latter there is no
consistency, and here in this verse there is an apparent
contradiction. A sculpture can be made by first
moulding to get a rough image, then carving to make it
accurate, but if that were the meaning we would expect
¼Ñ JÖ JÙ¼X ¼É LÐ Ia KÓ , not the reverse.

It seems that Hebrew lacks a single word meaning
‘sculpture’ to include anything either cut or cast into
shape (or both), so the words came to be used as a pair
(> Gen.23:4). Each word alone then came to mean any
sculpture used for worship, whether cut or cast, and it
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is wrong to take the meaning of either word literally.
Despite that, after this incident an extra law is added
(34:17) in case anyone wants to be pedantic.
The Canaanites used to make a carved image of wood,
and cover it with a mask moulded from gold (Cassuto).
But they were copying Egyptians, not Canaanites!
¼ª¼- J(W0E$ ¼(J¬ I$
‘These are your gods.’ But there was only one image!
Probably the use of the plural is to euphemistically
avoid quoting the blaspheme that they actually said.
E 32:6 ;I+ K: D0
to make love (see Gen.21:9, Gen.39:14). In typical
pagan style they would follow the eating and drinking
with an orgy. It seems that Moses arrived in time to
prevent this.
E 32:10 ¼( JµE6 J$D) SSS ¼1I¬ K/F$K) SSS ¼< K+H- D)
All optatives, both consecutive and ‘desire’.
¼(J<E+J-
Imperfective. After ¼É LÓLÑ an optative is not appropriate.
E 32:13 <N/ D*
This is a request, not a command. Moses could, as an
alternative, have said ¼ÉLÝ DÐLË or ¼ÅLÕ? ¼ÝLÐ DË, but he could NOT
have said ¼Ý¼D ¼ÐLË. The form ¼ÝÃÐ DË used here is also used as
a normal command, but ¼Ý¼D¼ÐLË, short for ¼ÝÃ] DË Hf ¼Ý¼D¼ÐLË, is a
very strong command, used by God or Moses addressing
the people, but not in addressing God! Prayer books
often quoted a half-verse ¼X¼Õ DÌLÕFÅ ¼ÝLÙ L× ¼Î H] ¼Ý¼X¼ÐLË (‘it being
remembered’) in the ¼X¼Õ I] DÑ KÓ ¼X¼Õ¼Î HÆ LÅ prayer, where it makes
no sense, so other editions made things worse by
‘correcting’ it to ¼Ý¼D¼ÐLË, instead of ¼ÝÃÐ DË as here.
E 32:17,18 0};
sound (not ‘voice’).
E 32:18
(L<|% Dy >}4F6 0}; 3- I$ it is not the sound of the cry of
victory.
( Ļ |0F+ >}4F6 0}; 3- I$ D) nor is it the sound of the cry of
defeat.
>}¯ K6 0}; ... the sound of singing...
There are interpretations of ¼ß¼D¼̀ K× (ANNOT) other than
‘singing’, but it is not the same as ¼ß¼D¼ÕF× (ANOT) ‘cry’.
E 32:19 <Ix Ķ D-K)
he smashed. ¼ÝÃÆ LI (kal) to break, ¼Ý IT KI (piel) to smash.
E 32:20 ¼7N< DµH£K)
Meaning put into the fire to destroy – you cannot ‘burn’
gold, the probable meaning is that he melted it to
destroy its shape. (And then ground it fine.)
E 32:22 3N<F( K$ < J2$M£K)
His brother’s furious reprimand terrified him.
He quoted the words of the people verbatim (verse 1 –
it is unusual in the Torah for people to quote so
precisely) but made up an excuse about the calf.
<K+H- 0 K$
Negative request, optative with ¼Ñ KÅ.
E 32:24 $I:I£K)
Probably not a total lie – it happened to come out of the
fire in a shape that vaguely resembled a calf, but he was
scared to tell Moses that he had then perfected it.
E 32:25 3N<F( K$ (N6L< D8 - H¤
Aaron actually had a lot of support. It was to Aaron that
they all turned to make an idol. The rebellious crowd
may have threatened him, but they needed his approval
to get the support of the passive majority. A rebellion
against Aaron would not have been too popular; in this
lay the strength of Aaron’s position, but he was too
humble to realise it. Had he taken a firm stand at the

start, the passive majority would have found their leader
and followed him. Like this they had none. Instead, he
had let the people go wild, he had not exercised
discipline because he did not know how to.
He himself did not act with discipline, and disobeyed
the second of the Ten Commandments (not to make an
image) because he considered that for the purpose of
ridicule it was permissible. (It appears that he also did
not teach his children sufficient discipline; he was later
punished when two of them died as a result of trying to
make their own rules instead of obeying precise
instructions.) Aaron did not foresee the results of his
actions, the sight of which probably shocked him and
paralysed him into total inactivity, but by that time it
would have been too late to do anything anyway.
E 32:26 |8 D5L$I£K)
gathered round him. Intransitive – > Gen.25:8.
E 32:30 (L< D²K/F$
I may obtain pardon.
E 32:32 $L4 -H4 I+ D2
Having accepted responsibility to lead the people,
Moses was prepared to take responsibility for what they
had done.
32:33 -V< D8 H± H2 |¯ J+ D2 J$ - H0 $ L,L+ < J̧ F$ - H2
The answer was, in effect, ‘you did your best, you even
on your own initiative put two deputies in charge, you
had to leave them because I asked you to, so as far as
you are concerned it is my responsibility; and the chief
culprit will answer to me.’
The chief culprit – ‘He who sinned against me’ – was
certainly not Aaron, whose name was very far from
blotted out. So presumably it was the ringleader of the
revolt, or the man behind it. What do we know of him?
At first sight, nothing, since his name has been blotted
out. But we can deduce quite a lot.
He had considerable influence in leading the people,
because the rebellion was not a tiny one but widespread.
It was a sin of the whole people – of course not all
actively participated, but the vast majority did not
oppose it, and Aaron felt he had no support. (Even
Moses when he returned could only get his own tribe,
that of Levi, to actively support him in stamping it out.)
The ringleader was probably not a persistent trouble-
maker, or Moses would have anticipated trouble from
him and left instructions on how to deal with it.
If his name was to be blotted out, it had to first be
there. He would be a man of some importance, of
prominence in the community, and therefore fairly near
to Moses. Something he had done which deserved
mention was wiped out by his later behaviour.
According to legend, the Roman Emperor was advised
by one of his generals to leave the Western Wall
standing when he destroyed all the other walls of the
Temple, else people might say that his claim to have
destroyed it was pure invention, as the whole thing
never existed. So if a man’s name is to be ‘blotted out’,
some reference should still remain, indicating his
importance if saying little or nothing to his credit, just
to show that it had been there.
The name of Hur is mentioned three times only: twice
in the war with Amalek (17:10,12), and once by Moses
as the man left with Aaron in joint charge during his
absence (24:14). These references tell us nothing except
that he was there and held an important position
alongside Aaron. Certainly there was more to know
about him. He must have played some important role to
become deputy leader, but we are not told what. Is this
simply an omission, or something that has been
deliberately ‘blotted out’? At the crucial time he
suddenly disappears, totally, completely and for ever,

Ex. 75



without any explanation, leaving Aaron in the lurch!
Was Hur indeed the instigator of the revolt, if not the
active ringleader? Even if Hur simply jumped on the
band-wagon, poor Aaron, facing a crisis with which he
could not cope, finds his colleague, the one person to
whom he should have been able to turn, on the other
side! God knew who it was who really sinned against
him, who instead of helping Aaron did the reverse, and
who carried the highest responsibility and guilt.
Aaron was always happy to play a role second to his
younger brother whose ability he greatly respected. He
was an excellent aide, the job in which he felt
comfortable was helping, but not a born leader. He was
often at a loss in an emergency, unable to make
decisions, and Moses had to tell him what to do (Ex.7:2,
Lev.9:6, Num.17:11). His task during Moses’s absence
was, in conjunction with Hur, to prevent small matters
getting out of hand, deal with them as best he could,
and where necessary find a temporary solution till
Moses came back. Faced with a major crisis, with Hur
when most needed not available, he could not cope.
Later he was to be given the great moral responsibility
of spiritual leadership, a job that utilised his talents for
administration and for diplomacy at a personal level, as
well as his love for the people for whom he had to pray,
but no political leadership. He was a peace-loving man,
reluctant to quarrel with people and make himself
unpopular in the way a leader has to do on many
occasions (Num.16:11).
By contrast, a deputy with ambition would see the
continued absence of Moses and the prospect of his non-
return as an opportunity to seize power. He may even
have had an ambitious wife who egged him on: ‘This is
your chance, get in quick before they choose Aaron!’
The first thing was to avoid a split by getting Aaron’s
support, and so bring Aaron’s followers into his camp,
by persuading Aaron to make the idol.
There is no proof, but the Torah seems to pile us with
hints, clues and indicators to help us deduce who it was,
while, for reasons which we can partly surmise, not
wishing to spell it out. What happened to him we are
not meant to know.
If it was Hur, his position as Moses’s deputy shows that
he had some latent ability that could have achieved
much had he restrained his ambition and used his talents
in the right direction. Look at the great name Bezalel
left behind without any leadership at all – just a simple
craftsman who put the talents God had given him to
appropriate use! [Bezalel’s grandfather was named Hur,
but he may or may not have been the same one.]
E 32:34 - HºU' K;L8| -V' D; L²
when I inflict (i.e. punish), I will inflict on them, i.e.
punish them. > app.
God has rejected Moses’s offer to take responsibility
and told him to carry on with his job, but has not
accepted Moses’s plea for the people to be forgiven. For
the moment however, while there is a punishment (v.35)
presumably inflicted mainly on those directly involved
(after the men of the tribe of Levi had killed the very
worst), the main punishment against the whole people
was to be deferred. The sin has never been forgiven.
E 33:3 ¸L%U'| %L0 L+ >K%L*
> 3:8
E 33:5 ª- H>- H¬ H/ D) SSS (J0E6 J$
A severe threat! No optatives here.
E 33:7-11 + Ḱ H-
would (or used to) take. All the verbs in this section
(imperfectives, or perfectives with conversive vav which
are the same as imperfectives) refer to repeated action.

' I6}2 0 J(N$
meeting tent. This name was later transferred to the
Tabernacle which, when completed, replaced it.
E 33:11 <K6K4
Attendant, servant. See Gen.18:7.
E 33:12 - H® H6 +K0 Ḑ Hº < J̧ F$ > I$
This could refer to 32:34. Alternatively, if Hur was
indeed the ringleader, this could mean ‘I have made one
mistake in a choice of deputy, do not let me make
another. Please tell me who you want to go with me.’
Unlike Aaron (4:14) and later Joshua (Deut.1:38), plus
various tribal leaders (Num.1:5-15; Num.34:16-29) and
the craftsmen Bezalel and Aholiab (Ex.31:2,6), Hur is
nowhere referred to as having been God’s choice.
E 33:13 ªJ/L<Uz
your ways – plural for ¼F¼Î JÐLÝUV, despite the missing ‘yod’.
(The singular would be ¼F J]UÝKV.)
E 33:18 ª J'N% D¤
Here the word means ‘personality’, character, nature,
which Moses would like to understand. It does not here
mean ‘make me feel your presence’ (> 16:10).
E 34:5 -- 1 I̧ D% $L< D;H£K)
and he called by name, “GOD!”. Contrast Gen.12:8
where the identical words are punctuated differently and
mean something totally different. (Ibn Ezra.)
E 34:7 3M) L6 $ IµM4
forgives. > Gen.4:13.
3M)F6 ' I;N²
Compare 20:4, and see note there. An extra generation
seems to have crept in in the middle.
E 34:10 - H/M4 L$ (Ī H(
‘I am about to...’ A new contract is to be made. The
Golden Calf incident was a breach of the original
contract which, if it was not to be scrapped, needed
reinforcement. Here ¼ß¼ÎVÝ DT refers to the whole contract:
undertakings on one side and obligations on the other,
(> Gen.9:9). The section from here to verse 26 appears
to be a revised version of the latter part of the earlier
Contract Document (20:19 to 23:33). The last verses,
dealing with the entry into and behaviour in Canaan, are
placed at the beginning and re-expressed with a change
of emphasis, the rest appears with changes of order,
minor variations, and considerable omissions. Roughly,
the parts concerning justice and behaviour towards one’s
fellow man are omitted, leaving the demands that God
is making of the people towards himself, stipulated as
in return for help in driving the enemy out of Canaan.
E 34:17 (L/ I± K2
This addition to the Second Commandment should not
have been needed – > 32:4 – but was apparently
necessary after the Golden Calf, in case anybody wanted
to be pedantic.
E 34:21 ¼<¼- H: Ĺ K%¼| ¼̧ ¼-V< L+Jx
‘at ploughing-time and at reaping-time’, when the
agricultural pressure is on and it is ‘all hands on deck’
with a temptation to work seven days a week, you must
resist this. Note in Jonah 4:8 ¼ß¼Î HI¼ÎVÝFÌ ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ LÜ KÌ¼X¼Ý ‘a
ploughing-season (i.e. autumn) sirocco’.
E 34:22 >N6O% Ļ & K+D)
Festival of ‘Weeks’. No reaon is given for calling it by
this name. Contrast the name given in Ex.23:16.
E 34:28 1-V<L%Uz K( >J< JµF6 >-V< Dx K( - I< D%Vz
We are finally told what was written on the tablets. The
Ten Commandments, referred to here as The Contract,
were probably considered as constituting the inner core
of the contract, the Contract Document built around
them. > Gen.8:15.
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E 35:2
This verse is a synopsis of 31:13-17.
E 35:3 |<F6K% D> $N0
Here we have a problem. If Moses was told this on the
mountain, why is it not included in 31:13-17? And why
is this alone of all detail spelt out here? If he was not
told it, how could he add it on his own initiative?
Probably a question was raised: ‘Is fire considered as a
product that is not to be produced?’ This is not obvious,
as it can be argued both ways: it is something that was
not there until produced, so it is a product; or it is like
air, not quite substance, and is transient and disappears,
so it is not really a product. Moses gave his decision,
either after consulting God or because he inherently
understood. The matter may have been raised not at the
time but later, the verse being appended here to finish
the story before going on to something else, compare
16:32-35 and Gen.11:32.
E 35:29 (L/$L0 D®K(
This refers to all the items that had to be made,
produced, prepared etc. concerning which Moses had
received instructions. Used in connection with the
Tabernacle it means either the finished products or the
raw materials. > 36:7 (below).
E 35:33 >}µF6K0
Used before ¼ÉLÐ ¼ÅLÑ DÓ it means to make, not ‘to do’.
>N<}( D0|
Many craftsmen cannot teach. These could.
E 36:6 (L/$L0 D2 '}6 |µF6K- 0 K$
not to prepare any more material. They would
normally tidy up wool, skins etc. and prepare them
before bringing.
E 36:7 (L/$L0 D®K(
Twice. The first refers to raw materials, the second
refers to finished products.
E 37:7-9
See notes on 25:18,20.
E 37:22 1 L>M4 D;|
> 25:36.

-');8

E 38:21 - I'|; D8
those appointed or those in charge, namely Ithamar,
Bezalel and Aholiab. The word nowhere means
‘accounts’. > app.
' Ḱ O²
Refers to ¼ßOÈ I× LÉ ¼Ô K] DI HÓ and probably here means
‘organised’, or ‘set up’ in that sense.
E 38:25 - I'|; D²
those registered. (Contrast vs. 21.) > cens. & > app.
E 38:26 1-V'O; D² K( 0K6 <I%N6L(
the registering clerks, > 30:13,14 and > cens.
... >}$ I2 ¸ I̧ D0
The number 603,550 resulting from the census is given
here merely to explain the quantity of silver. Detailed
results of the census are given in Numbers 1, > cens.
E 39:25 ¼¦¼} ¼> Dx
Ambiguous (as also in the original, Ex.28:33). Bells
within them or between them?
E 39:32 >K'N%F6
the work of. The word usually means ‘service’.
E 39:43 {L>N$ |µL6 (Ī H(D) (L/$L0 D® K( 0L¤ > J$ ( J̧ N2 $U<K£K)
First note the punctuation: this is the first third of the
sentence. ‘Moses saw the products, and they had made
them.’ (Contrast the second ¼X ¼K L× – see below.)
This finally refutes those who claim that ¼É LÐ ¼ÅLÑ DÓ refers
to activities. One can ‘see’ activity while it is being
carried on, but not once it is completed – only the
results of such activity, which, if the activity is
productive, means the products, the ¼É LÐ ¼ÅLÑ DÓ. The activity
as such that took place is denoted by the verb ¼X ¼K L× as
used in the beginning of this verse – they had made.
|µ L6 3 I¤ ... < J̧ F$K¤
The next third of the sentence: ‘They had done (or
acted) correctly as God had instructed.’
E 40:16
Note the punctuation. > Gen.6:22.
E 40:33 (L/$L0 D® K(
Moses completed the product(s), i.e. the whole lot
considered as an entity, by assembling it.

*
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I N T R O D U C T I O N T O L E V I T I C U S

STRUCTURE OF THE BOOK

The book is not divided historically into two or three main parts, as is Exodus or Numbers, or even Genesis.
However, for the purposes of these notes it has been convenient to divide it into three sections:

1. Chapters 1-10, dealing mainly with offerings.

2. Chapters 11-15, dealing with ‘bars’.

3. Chapters 16-27 – the rest.

BASIC PROBLEMS ARISING

The problems associated with understanding the first two sections of this book are considerable, despite the
fact that the presentation is very simple and straightforward. The notes here are ‘basic’ and intended for those who,
familiar with the rest of the Chumash, have read this part several times without being able to make head or tail of it.
(Be honest, admit it!)

What are the problems?

The first is the subjects themselves. We today are not familiar with either the basic concepts or the procedures
of sacrifices (see below) or of bars and contamination.

The second problem is that a very large number of technical words and terms are used, which have to be
understood to know what is going on.

The third problem is that many of these terms were misunderstood (and still are) by many Jewish scholars
for centuries, even by Talmudic scholars.

The fourth problem is that many of these terms are mistranslated in the English, which leads to greater
confusion. A clear grasp of the meaning of each word enables a student who reads the chapters carefully and slowly
to gradually understand what is happening.

The fifth problem is that words that are used as technical terms in a specific sense are also sometimes used
(here or elsewhere) in a non-technical sense, or in a seni-technical sense, that do not have the same meaning. An
extreme example is ÅÓÍ, used with four or five different meanings, technical, non-technical and semi-technical.

The sixth problem is that on turning to Rashi or any of the classical commentators for help, one finds that
instead of simplifying they complicate matters.

INTRODUCTION TO THE FIRST SECTION (OFFERINGS)

The first of the above-mentioned problems, the subject itself, needs to be explained here more fully. Sacrifices
were familiar to the contemporaries of Moses, who knew all the technical terms, were familiar overall with the main
procedures, and merely needed to be told the details distinguishing them from those of the pagans. (Incidentally, the
procedures were far simpler than those used by pagans, so the main point was to limit them, to tell them to do this
and only this.) To us it is a strange world, a totally new subject.

These notes concentrate on the meanings of technical terms. In many cases these should not be translated,
even if they have a ‘meaning’. Consider a person’s name: Asher (¼Ý II LÅ) may have originally meant ‘happy’ but it does
not any more, it is simply a name Asher. Whoever is so named is still called Asher even if he is the most miserable
man on earth. We still talk about ‘dialling’ a phone number because originally this was done with a dial, although
a dial is no longer used. Likewise, ¼ß ¼Å LZ KÌ may have originally meant a sin, and then a sin offering. It was then used
to describe a certain type of offering normally brought as a sin-offering. Finally it is used in a technical sense to
describe that type of offering, whether brought as a sin-offering or for some other reason unconnected with sin. If used
in this technical sense, it must be translated as ‘hatat’, and not as ‘sin-offering’, whatever its original meaning. In this
section, there are many such words. The translation will be pointed out, with the original meaning, plus any occasion
where a word normally used in a technical sense happens to be used in a non-technical sense (e.g. ¼Ò LI LÅ in 5:5). Once
all this is mastered, the rest is just a question of reading through a lot of detail that may be hard to remember but is
easy to understand.

An introductory list is given here, which can be referred back to, in which many terms used are grouped
according to the particular type of item or action with which they are associated, e.g. types of animal, verbs of
pouring, types of burning, etc. Do not try to learn the list. Look through it, note any items whose definition contradicts
what you may have been taught (which does not fit the facts), and then use the list for reference and revision.
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THE MAIN PROCEDURES OF A SACRIFICE.

It is possible (and, sadly, frequent) to confuse beginners by stressing the relative legal importance of different
elements of the procedure – which of them, if performed incorrectly, invalidate the entire sacrifice, and which do not.
This is not for the beginner to worry about, it is for the student to learn at a later stage.

At the start, you want to get a clear idea of what is going on, by noting the main items from the point of view
of one who watches, the things that are noticed. Here are the main points for animal offerings. (The procedure for
other offerings is far more simple.) Bear in mind that the entire procedure (with rare exceptions) takes place outside
the Sanctuary in the open air, not indoors.

1] The animal is slaughtered, but contrary to popular belief, this is not the main ceremony, and does not even
have to be done by a priest. It has to be done first, because the ‘offering’ is done with a freshly-killed animal. Yes,
the offering is not a ceremonial killing of the animal, but a ceremony with a dead animal! At one time (long pre-
Moses) the animal was slaughtered on a raised platform, the ‘place of slaughter’ – Hebrew KÌ IT DË HÓ (altar) – as with
Abraham’s intended sacrifice of Isaac. But the Torah instructs that it is to be done elsewhere in the courtyard. The
raised platform, still called KÌ IT DË HÓ, is used for another purpose.

Inside the Sanctuary is another platform, also called KÌ IT DË HÓ (altar), which is used for smoking incense – again
to produce an aromatic smoke. So we see that an altar is no longer a place of slaughter, but a place for producing
aromatic smoke, and also for receiving the blood (the significance of which is hard to appreciate today).

2] As the animal is killed, the blood is collected and applied in one of various ways to the altar. (In rare special
cases, some of the blood is first used in a different ceremony.)

3] There is then a choice of two basic procedures. In the first, called ¼ÉLÑ¼D ¼× (olah), the entire carcass, after
removing the hide etc., is put onto the altar. On the altar coal is already burning or glowing, so that whatever is put
onto it will smoke, i.e. slowly burn away producing aromatic smoke and leaving ash, exactly like incense or like
tobacco in a pipe.

The other procedure is to remove certain fats and organs from the animal and put them on the altar to smoke,
while the rest of the meat is eaten. It is usually eaten by the person who brings it and the offering is then called ¼Ì KÆJË
(zevach). Sometimes it is eaten by the priests only (7:7). If for any reason the meat is not eaten, it is burned (not
smoked, but burned to destruction) away from the Sanctuary – such burning is not a main part of the ceremony but
ancillary, like slaughtering. The ceremony of an offering is giving the blood and the fats.

That is all there is to it: this is what is done. There are additional details, which simply explain how it is done.

The procedures for birds and meal are different, but whatever is put onto the altar is still ‘smoked’ (in the
sense that we smoke tobacco, not fish).

*

THE VOCABULARY

includes not only words found in the section, but also words of similar meaning found elsewhere and likely
to be confused with them.

*

(My great indebtedness to the late Rabbi Aryeh Carmell, who taught me the subject and on whose teaching the following vocabulary is also based,
but who cannot be held responsible for any ideas – or words in the vocabulary – that I may have added.)
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V O C A B U L A R Y (for reference)

ANIMALS AND BIRDS. (Nouns)

( L2 I( Dx (collective). (Domestic?) animals. (Do not confuse ¼>N2 I( Dx hippopotamus, Deut.32:24 and Job.40:15).

<- H6Lx (collective). As ¼É LÓ IÉ DT.

(J4 D; H2 Livestock (Do not confuse ¼ÉLÕ DÜ HÓ, purchase.)

<J' I6 Herd (of cattle) or flock (of sheep, goats).

<L;Lx Cattle (collective).

<L;Lx-3 Jx Head of cattle.

<}¸ Head of cattle (as ¼Ý LÜ LT?¼Ô JT). (Ox only in the Old English sense meaning bull, cow, calf or heifer, not in the

modern sense of a bullock, which is a castrated bull.) Age and sex irrelevant.

<K² Bull.

(L< L² Cow.

0J& I6 Calf.

(L0 D& J6 Heifer. (Do not confuse ¼É LÑLÇF×, cart.)

3$N: Collective term for sheep and goats together, for which there is no English equivalent. (‘Flocks’ is

convenient but not correct – see ¼ÝJÈ I× above). Sometimes refers collectively to all the females.

3$N:-3 Jx A member of this group (sheep or goat).

( Jµ Sheep or goat (as ¼Ô ¼ÅÃÛ?¼Ô JT).

% JµJ¤ Sheep (singular). (Do not confuse ¼K JÆJ], see below.)

1-H% Lµ D¤-( Iµ Sheep (singular) (as ¼Æ JKJ]).

(Lx Dµ H¤ Sheep (singular) (female).

0H- K$ Ram (Do not confuse ¼ÑL[ KÅ a deer).

0I+L< Ewe.

µJ% J¤ Lamb (Do not confuse ¼Æ JKJ], see above).

( Lµ D% K¤ Ewelamb (she-lamb).

¼1¼-H~ H6- ¼( Iµ Goat.

¸H- Kº Hegoat (‘Billy-goat’).

'|ºK6 Hegoat (‘Billy-goat’).

1-H~ H6-<- H6 Dµ ,<- H6 Lµ Kid (male).

1-H~ H6->K<- H6 Dµ ,(L<- H6 Dµ Kid (female).

* I6 Goat (general); or Shegoat (‘Nanny-goat’); or Kid (female).

1-H~ H6--V' Dy ,-V' Dy Kid. [Probable meaning.]

7}6 (collective). Things that fly – birds and flying insects.

<}² H: Bird.

<Nº Pigeon, dove. *

(L4}--3 Jx Pigeon, dove. (* Not the same as ¼ÝÃf.)

* ‘Pigeon’ and ‘dove’ are the same, but ¼ÉLÕ¼D¼Î?¼Ô JT and ¼ÝÃf are not. They refer to either different sub-species or different

age-groups.
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GENERAL TERMS.

%I< D; K( (verb) to offer.

3LxU< L; (noun) offering. Usually (but not always) where part at least is put onto the altar.

(L0N6 (noun) olah – an offering where the whole animal is smoked on the altar, none is eaten.

(I0F6K( (verb) to offer up – the verb used in conjunction with ¼ÉLÑÃ× implying the whole procedure (from the standpoint

of the person who brings the animal).

,N+ Ļ (verb) to slaughter – a very general term.

K+N%L* (verb) to slaughter an animal for food, often (but not always) as part of an offering. (Sometimes any animal so

killed was dedicated as an offering before being eaten – the Torah discusses this.) The verb used in conjunction with

the noun ¼ÌKÆJË implies the whole procedure.

+K%J* (noun) – an animal so killed, or the whole offering so brought.

K+IxK* (verb, not used in the Torah, but brought for reference) – to regularly offer zevach offerings.

< I, D; K( (verb) to smoke (slow-burn to produce an aroma).

< I¢ K; (verb, not used in the Torah, but brought for reference) – to regularly smoke (incense or fats) as offerings.

>J<N, D; (noun) that which is smoked – to avoid confusion, its use in the Torah is restricted to incense ( ¼Ò¼Î H_ KÖ ¼ß JÝÃÍ DÜ).

BURNING. (Verbs)

> I³ K( to kindle, set light to, set on fire. (Root is ßÛÎ).

'N;L- to burn (intransitive). A fire burns.

' K;|( to be caused to burn. A fire is made to burn.

7N< Lµ to burn (transitive). A person burns something to render it fit or unfit for use (see Gen.11:3).

0N/ L$ to consume (or eat) used of people, animals and fire. A fire burns something and consumes it.

<N6Lx (kal form) to burn (intransitive), something is burning, to be consumed (by fire). See Ex.3:2,3.

< I6 D% K( (hiphil form) to burn (transitive). A person burns something by causing a fire to consume it – contrast ¼ØÃÝ LK.

< I6Lx (piel form) usually to consume (as ¼ÑÃÐ LÅ), but sometimes to cause a fire to consume (roughly as hiphil form),

or (figuratively) to burn (something) out (and leave nothing), i.e. the subject can be the fire or the one who uses it.

< I, D; K( to smoke, to slow-burn something (like tobacco) so as to produce aromatic smoke (for use, usually to inhale

for relaxation). Contrast ¼ØÃÝ LK above.

APPLICATION OF BLOOD. (Verbs)

;N<L* to fling (or hurl, or dash), to throw with force.

3N>L4 to put or apply (with the finger, as specified).

(I~ K( to splash (or sprinkle). (Root is ÉËÕ).

¦N8 Ļ to pour out (or pour away), spill. Usually implies disposal.

;N:L- to pour, sometimes used instead of ¼EÃÙ LI, but strictly to pour onto, e.g. to pour oil onto flour.

(N: L2 to squeeze (out).
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L E V I T I C U S S E C T I O N 1

T H E O F F E R I N G S

$<;-)

L 1:2 3LxU< L;
offering. (The word ‘sacrifice’ is unsuitable due to its
ambiguity and different connotations.)
( L2 I( Dx
domestic animals. collective, > vocab.
<L;Lx
cattle. collective, > vocab.
3$N:
sheep and goats. collective, > vocab.
L 1:3 (L0N6
an olah, > vocab. A technical term for a particular type
of offering, the origin of the word has been guessed at
but is uncertain.
' I6}2 0 J(N$ + K> J²
The reception area or courtyard of the Tabernacle. >
Gen.19:6.
L 1:4 ¦ K2 L5D)
he (the one who brings it) is to lean (heavily). This is
an important part of the ritual where it applies, but it
does not always apply – see Talmud.
L 1:5 ,K+ Ļ D)
Impersonal. ‘He’ means an appropriate person, not
necessarily the one who brings it. (A blatant illustration
of this use of the impersonal occurs in Num.19:3, where
no other meaning is possible.) > Gen.25:30.
|;U<L* D)
hurl, or fling or dash with force, > vocab.
%-H% L5
around, or all round. On all four walls.
L 1:6 ,- Ḩ D8 H(D)
He (an appropriate person) is to flay (remove the hide).
+ KºH4 D)
and he (an appropriate person) is to dismember.
L(- J+ L>D4 H0
into its limbs (six parts: head, torso, four legs).
L 1:9 9K+U<H-
he – an appropriate person. The functions not specified
need not be performed by priests.
<- H, D; H( D)
and smoke, > vocab. (It cannot be over–stressed that
this does not mean ‘burn’.)
( I¹ H$
a fireoffering (of) – part at least is smoked on the
altar.
K+}+-H4 K+- I<
a relaxing aroma (lit. ‘an aroma of relaxation’. The
first word means ‘smell’ which is neutral in connotation,
but here it specifically refers to a pleasant one, and
‘aroma’ fits exactly. The second word, from KÌ¼D¼Õ ‘to
rest’, means ‘relaxation’ (> Lev.26:31), which was the
purpose of smoke from slow-burning (as with incense,
opium and tobacco). The aroma, the sort people use for
relaxing, is sent up to God symbolically. The traditional
translation (‘sweet’?) is wrong and conveys nothing.

L 1:10 1-H% Lµ D¤ K( 3 H2
from the sheep (i.e. a sheep). Note that ¼Æ JK J] without
exception always means a sheep, and is not to be
confused with ¼K JÆ J], > vocab.
1-H~ H6 L( 3 H2
from the goats (i.e. a goat). Used here as a general
term.
L 1:11 (¼¦J<J-) ¼0 K6
Here it means ‘by’, ‘near’, ‘close to’. (> Gen. 16:7.)
The slaughtering had to take place near the side of the
altar to the north, not on the altar itself.
¦J<J-
the side or ‘trunk’ (but not ‘base’ – contrast ¼È¼D ¼Ö DÎ, 4:7,
and compare note on Ex.25:31).
( K+IxD* H®K() ¼0 K6
Here it means ‘onto’.
L 1:14 7}6
all things that fly, > vocab.
(L4}£ K( -I4 Dx ... 1-V<NºK(
doves (or pigeons) in each case. ‘Pigeon’ and ‘dove’
are the same, but ¼ÉLÕ¼D¼Î?¼Ô JT and ¼ÝÃf are not. They refer to
either different species or different age-groups.
L 1:15 ;K0 L2|
and pinch off
}2 L' ( L: D2H4 D)
its blood is to be squeezed, > vocab.
<- H;
the wall of. Only one wall (contrast ¼Æ¼Î HÆ LÖ 1:5 etc.).
L 1:16 ¼( L2U' I;
Eastwards, away from the Tabernacle itself which was
to the west of the altar.
L 1:17 0-Vz D%K- $N0
he is not to make a separation (i.e. separate the sides
of the split - > Gen.1:4)
L 2:1 ¸J8J4 D)
A person. As in the French une personne, the word is
feminine, so the verb is too. However since the word is
roughly synonymous with ¼ÒLÈ LÅ (1:2) which is
masculine, the gender changes later in the verse. This
occurs again in 4:2,27; 5:1,15,17,21 and possibly
elsewhere.
( L+D4 H2
a minhah. The word sometimes means simply a present
(Gen.32:21), but is used here in a technical sense to
describe an offering of corn (wheat or barley) products.
>J0N5
solet. Finely ground processed flour – possibly white
flour, certainly not semolina (as today) which is the
coarsest part of the grain that cannot be milled. >
Gen.18:6.
; K:L- D)
and pour, > vocab.
(L4N% D0
frankincense. An aromatic gum-resin obtained from a
tree, not to be confused with incense (of which it may
be an ingredient). Incense, offered on the inside altar,
was made to a special formula, and any made to that
formula was not allowed for private use. Frankincense
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was often offered on the outside altar, and could be used
privately. Incidentally, do not confuse the Hebrew word
with ¼ÉLÕ IÆ DÑ a brick, ¼ÉJÕ DÆHÑ (that Jacob used), ¼ÉLÕ DÆHÑ (a
quality of the sapphire stone) or ¼ÉLÕ LÆ DÑ white, in later
Hebrew the moon), all spelt with the same letters.
L 2:2 0K6
The word here means together with or ‘in addition to’.
> Gen. 16:7.
{ L>L< L¤ D* K$
its azkarah. Another technical term. It does not mean
‘memorial’ though connected with the word for
remember. Its precise meaning is obscure, but it seems
that the word was one the people of the time were
familiar with. Here it has a technical sense.
L 2:3 ¼1¼- Ḩ G'G; ¸J'N;
extraholy. The purpose of mentioning this is to tell
them where it can be eaten and by whom. There is one
set of rules for eating ‘holy’ food and another for
‘extra-holy’ food.
L 2:4 >W0|0 Dx
mixed. Presumably before baking.
¼1¼- H+ O̧ D2
spread. Not clear if this is before or after baking.
L 2:5 >K%F+ K2
Generally taken to be a shallow (frying) pan.
L 2:6 ¼3 J2 Ļ L(¼- J0 L6 Lº D; K:L- D)
Although it already contained oil.
L 2:7 > J̧ J+ D< K2
Generally taken to mean a deep stew pot. Women refer
to the process in English using the French word ‘sauté’.
L 2:11 9 I2L+
leavened (i.e. fermented).
<N$ Dµ
leaven (i.e. yeast).
¸K%Uz
syrup or something containing a high proportion of
sugar usually extracted from dates. (The word does not
mean ‘honey’ unless bees are specified.)
|<- H, D; K> $N0
These two are not to be smoked on the altar.
L 2:12
They are not in themselves an abomination to God, they
may be offered, but smoke from them is not acceptable
for the relaxing aroma (for which they were suitable or
there would be no need to ban them). The verse
suggests that they were indeed used for that purpose by
pagans. They are not banned for private use.
L 2:13 >-V< Dx +K0 J2
Apparently salt is somehow associated with a solemn
contract ( ¼ß¼ÎVÝ DT), and so are the offerings.
L 2:14 %-H% L$
ripe barleycorn (Ex.9:31).
-|0 L;
toasted.
µJ<Jy
groats .
0 J2U<K¤
It is not certain what this means.
L 3:1 +K%J*
zevach – an animal slaughtered for food, > vocab.
1- H2L0 Ḑ
shelamim. a technical term for a type of zevach
offering, always used in the plural (except Amos.5:22).

The original meaning was ‘payment’ or ‘compensation’,
where you pay for a liability that you have incurred
(e.g. in Ex.21, Ex.22 in several cases of liability for
damage) – in the case of offerings, through a vow. A
person in trouble or need promises to bring an offering
if his prayer is answered favourably. It later came to
mean a certain type of offering, not necessarily in such
a case, and other offerings (e.g. an olah) can also on
occasion be used to pay a vow obligation.
L 3:2 'I6}2 0 J(N$ + K> J²
in the courtyard (> Gen.19:6), not at the entrance to the
actual Tabernacle. What is meant here is that it can be
slaughtered anywhere in the courtyard, unlike the olah
which has to be slaughtered in the northern part (1:11).
L 3:3 ( J¹H$
a fire-offering. This refers to that part of the offering
(specified immediately) that is put onto the fire (on the
altar) and smoked. These are certain fats and associated
organs, often referred to together in the Torah simply as
‘the fats’, which are the same in all the offerings – the
list of fats and organs specified here and no other, with
one extra in the case of a sheep (verse 9).
L 3:3,4 0K6
The word can mean on, in addition to, next to or right
up against – the ambiguity can only be resolved in each
case by what makes anatomical sense. > Gen.16:7.
L 3:5 (L0N6 L( 0 K6
on (top of) the olah. It is referring to a particular public
olah with which the day’s operations commence,
explained by the Torah later (6:2-7).
L 3:7 % JµJ¤
a sheep > vocab.
L 3:9 (L- D0 K$ L(
the fat tail. A peculiarity of the breed of sheep used in
those days. This is the only difference in procedure
between here (sheep) and the immediately preceding and
following paragraphs (cattle and goats).
L 3:11 1J+J0
Used of principal food, either bread or meat. (It is often
used in each sense – compare Old English ‘meat’ used
to mean what we call ‘bread’.) > app.
L 3:12 * I6
a goat – here in a general sense (see Vocabulary).
Hence ¼D ¼Æ¼ÎVÝ DÜ HÉ DÊ (masculine) and not ¼W LÆ? (feminine, the
usual gender of ¼Ë I×). Either sex is permitted (verse 1).
L 3:17 1L0}6 > Ḱ O+
a permanent (legal) institution.
¼% J0 I+ ¼0 L¤
From cattle, sheep or goats (explained in 7:23).
¼1 Lz ¼0 L/ D)
Hot blood from all permitted animals and birds (but
cold blood from permitted fish is assumed permitted).
L 4:2 ¼(L4¼- Jµ L6 I> ¼$W0 ¼< J̧ F$ L- D- ¼>M) D: H2
A strictly logical analysis of the words used in this
verse will find some shortcoming which would not be
acceptable in English – the sentence would have to be
re-worded, however much longer it became in the
process. Hebrew is not that fussy – the meaning is
perfectly clear, so it is acceptable. This proves that one
must not be over-pedantic in interpreting the Torah.
(L&L& Ḑ H%
inadvertently, forgetfully, absentmindedly. The word
and its associated verb ¼ÇÂÇ LI, used frequently in the
coming sections, imply a degree of negligence, not a
pure accident. Traditionally they imply forgetfulness of
law (that something is by law forbidden) or of fact (e.g.
that something at hand comes within that category) in a
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case of a negative law (a ‘do not’, not a ‘do’) of a
serious nature, not a comparatively minor offence.
L 4:3 $L,L+ < J̧ F$ }>$ L¢ K+ 0 K6
for (on account of) his sin that he has sinned.
>$ L¢ K+ D0
for a hatat. A technical term for a type of offering,
originally meaning a sin-offering, but not in the Torah,
where it need not be (see Introduction). Note that the
word ¼ß ¼Å LZ KÌ occurs twice in the verse, the first time
meaning a sin, the second time a hatat.
A hatat never directly atones for the serious sin
committed – such cannot be atoned for by a sacrifice.
What it does do is atone for the lesser sin of negligence
in allowing oneself to forget such an important matter,
that led to the commission of a serious offence. If this
is forgiven, the actual serious offence then becomes an
accident and does not need atonement.
L 4:5 <XL² K( 1 K̂z H2 @ K+¼-YḨ L® K( 3_I(N¤ K( +]K;L0D)
Note carefully the punctuation. As usual the tippehah is
the main stop (and NOT the tevir as the Yemenites
maintain, stopping after ¼Ì KÜ LÑ DÊ and not after KÌ¼Î HI L_ KÉ,
implying he was anointed with the blood of the bull).
L 4:6 (L~ H( D)
and sprinkle, > vocab.
-I4 D² > J$
There was a dispute between the Pharisees and the
Saducees here and in similar cases as to whether this
meant ‘onto the front (surface) of’ or ‘in front of’. The
text could mean either.
L 4:7 3 K>L4 D)
and he is to apply (with his finger).
1Kz 0L¤ > J$D)
and all the rest of the blood. Occurs frequently.
¦N² Ḑ H-
pour out, > vocab.
'}5D-
the base of.
What distinguishes the (animal) hatat from all other
offerings (including the ¼Ò¼Î HÅ Ô HÓ Ex.29:20-21) is that the
blood is not hurled at the altar. In special cases some of
the blood is splashed or sprinkle indoors as stated, and
some applied with the finger to the horns of the inner
altar; in other cases some of the blood is applied to the
horns of the outer altar. In all cases the rest of the blood
is poured out at the base of the outer altar. This is the
characteristic of the (animal) hatat.
L 4:8 1-V<L-
Used as an alternative for ¼Ý¼Î HÖLÎ (verse 31). Strictly ¼Ý IÖ LÉ
means to put aside, ¼ÒIÝ LÉ to remove as a sort of levy or
tax, take away for someone else, but for this procedure
(removing ‘the fats’ to put on the altar) the uses of the
two words overlap, and sometimes one is used,
sometimes the other. ¼Ò IÝ LÉ is used elsewhere for a
different procedure, where it alone is used.
L 4:12 7I< L¶H- ... 7K< LµD)
burn to destruction, > vocab. It is not smoked, on the
altar or anywhere else. Normally, in cases where ‘the
fats’ are removed, the remainder of the meat is eaten;
but where as here blood from the sacrifice is taken
inside the Tabernacle, the meat is not to be eaten (6:23).
Whenever meat from an offering (except an olah) is not
eaten for any reason, it is burned, well away from the
Sanctuary. The reason in this case (and other similar
cases) appears to be that bringing the blood inside
makes the offering too holy to be eaten, even though it
is a hatat which normally is eaten. (Sacrificial meat that
has become contaminated or has exceeded the time limit

for eating is likewise burned to destruction, 7:17,19.)
L 4:13 |y Ḑ H-
act inadvertently (see verse 2).
- I2 <L% Lz 1K0E6J4 D)
Lit. ‘something is hidden from’, an idiom meaning that
something is temporarily forgotten, escapes one’s mind.
It does not include something that was never known.
|2 I̧ L$ D)
and they feel guilty. (This is Rashbam’s translation,
which, taken throughout, does not pose the problems of
Rashi’s translation ‘and they become guilty’ i.e. they do
something wrong. For the difference between ¼Ò II LÅ and
¼Ò KI LÅ > 5:19.)
In the first case (4:3), the High Priest presumably knows
he has done wrong when it is pointed out to him. Here
they all forgot (presumably the law); later when they
remember or find out the law and remember what they
have done they feel guilty. (Tradition applies it to a
wrong decision by the High Court or Sanhedrin, which
misleads the public.)
L 4:14 |%-V< D; H( D) ... >$ L¢ K+K( ( L6U'}4 D)
When the sin ....becomes known, then they are to
bring.. (> Gen. 1:3)
>$ L¢ K+ D0
for a hatat > vocab.
L 4:20 >$ L¢K+ K(
The one mentioned in the previous paragraph. See next
verse.
L 4:21 3}¸$V< L( <L² K(
This could simply mean ‘the earlier bull referred to’
i.e. in the previous case. Or it could be that if the whole
community sinned, the High Priest, being one of them,
would have to bring a bull first on his own behalf to
atone for himself before he could offer one on behalf of,
and to atone for, the community. If so it would mean,
literally, ‘the first bull’, this being the second.
L 4:22 ¼$¼- HµL4
a chief but it does not say how chief. By tradition it
refers here to a king, a rare use of the word.
1 I̧ L$ D)
‘and he feels guilty’ (> verse 13) when he remembers
and realises himself what he has done.
L 4:23 )-L0 I$ 6K'}( }$
Impersonal – or [someone] informs him, i.e. ‘or he is
informed’ – what he has done is pointed out to him.
1-H~ H6 <- H6 Dµ
A male kid. It is not a general word for goat.
L 4:24 ¼1¼} ¼; D2Hx
This form of this particular word is often used
idiomatically, where logically we expect ¼Ò¼D ¼Ü L_KT.
L 4:26 )-L0 L6 < J²H/ D)
Thus the priest will apply for pardon for him. >
Ex.30:15. The expiation or atonement is by the sinner
bringing the offering; the priest then applies for his
forgiveness by performing the rituals.
}0 +K0 D5H4 D)
and he (the sinner, not the priest) will be forgiven. If all
is done according to instructions, the priest’s application
will be accepted.
L 4:27 1 I̧ L$ D)
‘and he feels guilty’, as verse 22.
L 4:28 )-L0 I$ 6K'}( }$
‘or he is informed’, as verse 23.
1-H~ H6 >K<- H6 Dµ

Lev. 84



a female kid.
L 4:32 µJ%J¤
a lamb. (Here a young one is required.)
L 4:35 % JµJ¤ K(
the sheep. (There it need not be young.)
L 5:1-5
These verses are usually mistranslated due to confusion
over the first verse. Once the points of grammar and
idiom in that verse are understood, then (at least
according to Rashbam’s translation of ¼Ò II LÅ) the whole
thing fits into a pattern and makes sense.
The cases referred to are compound sins. Unlike the
previous cases, where someone forgets something and as
a result commits a clear sin, here he does something
which is not a sin, forgets about it, then does something
else which is only a sin because of the first thing,
otherwise not a sin in itself (Ramban). Two types are
given (two cases of each): a person takes an oath (on
the future) and breaks it because he forgot about it, or
a person eats holy food or enters a holy place forgetting
that he was contaminated. Both are serious negative sins
(> 4:2.)
Verses 2, 3 and 4 follow a pattern of events:
1) The first action is performed (becoming contaminated
or taking an oath).
2) He forgets about it.
3) He performs the second action (or fails to), which
taken on top of the first constitutes a sin.
4) He remembers the first action and realises what he
has (or should have) done.
5) He feels guilty as a result.
What happens after this is stated in verses 5 onwards.
Note that stages 3 and 4 are implied but not directly
mentioned in the verse.
Noting this structure helps us to understand the first
verse, which has to follow a parallel structure.
(Otherwise verse 5 does not follow from it in the same
way, in which case verse 1 is completely out of context
here!). The classical interpretations of this verse do not
take this into account, and leave it completely out of
balance, so a new explanation must be found which fits.
L 5:1 ¸J8J4 D)
A person. > 2:1.
( L6 D2 Ļ D)
in that he hears. (or ‘namely’, NOT ‘and’, > app. The
hearing is the first part of a sequence of events that
constitute the sin, not something in addition to the sin.)
‘Hears’ in this instance means ‘accepts’, compare
Deut.6:4 and contrast Lev.24:14.
0};
the sound of – here it can be omitted in English.
(L0 L$
a conditional curse. It is a curse that is to take effect if
a specified condition is not met, i.e. if the person cursed
does or does not do something specified. Accepting it is
equivalent to taking an oath to do or not do whatever it
is as demanded.
6L'L- }$ ( L$L< }$ ,' I6 $|(D)
These words are in brackets as an explanation that
breaks up the sequence of the sentence.
' I6 $|(D)
he [being] a witness. An implied participle (‘being’).
6L'L- }$ ( L$L< }$
whether he has seen or he has ‘got to know’ (knows).
For the meaning of ¼×KÈLÎ > Gen.2:9.

'-HyK- $W0 1 H$
the words ¼ÅWÑ ¼Ò HÅ are the key to the whole verse. Were
they to mean, as commonly supposed, ‘if he does not
tell’, the Hebrew would demand either ¼È¼ÎHUKÎ ¼ÅWÑ DÊ, or the
longer form ¼È¼ÎHUKÎ ¼ÅWÑ ¼Ò HÅ ¼ÉLÎ LÉ DÊ, since there is already the
word ¼Î H] in the sentence.
An oath was usually taken in the form of a self-imposed
conditional curse: ‘may terrible things happen to me if
I do this’ means ‘I swear that I will not do it’, and ‘may
terrible things happen to me if I do not do this’ means
‘I swear that I will do it’. The first part (‘may terrible
things happen’) is often left out, so after a verb of
swearing, or any indication of a vow, oath or
conditional curse, ¼Ò HÅ means ‘not’ and ¼ÅWÑ ¼Ò HÅ means
the opposite. (> Gen.21:23.) Here we have a conditional
curse mentioned ( ¼ÉLÑ LÅ), and after some words in
brackets the condition of the curse itself is mentioned –
‘a curse ..... that he should testify’. The fact that he
has failed to testify (stage 3 above) is implied.
}4M)F6 $ LµL4 D)
This is stage 5 above, and parallels ¼Ò II LÅ DÊ in the
following verses. Not ‘then’ but ‘and’ - still part of the
condition set on the whole verse by ¼Î H] at the beginning.
¼D¼ÕÂÊF× ¼Å LKLÕ does not here mean that he bears his
punishment, or that he forgives his sin (> Gen.4:13), but
he bears his sin, i.e. and (as a result) his conscience
troubles him.
[This verse differs from the others in that it does not
say that he forgot. Some interpret this as meaning that
he can bring the offering even if he did not forget. This
would make sense in a case where he does not
deliberately break the oath, but becomes afraid and
keeps putting it off until it is too late. There is no
parallel to this in the cases that follow. Troubling of
conscience is also not from a sudden feeling of guilt,
but a gradual nagging of conscience that gets worse and
worse. If this is indeed the meaning, it would explain
why there is no mention of forgetting, and also why
¼D¼ÕÂÊF× ¼Å LKLÕ DÊ is used instead of Ò II LÅ DÊ.]

The whole verse then reads ‘If a person sins, in that he
accepts a conditional curse (he being a witness, whether
he has seen something or knows something) that he
should testify, and his conscience troubles him:’ The
verse, like verses 2, 3 an 4, is open at the end, and
closed by verse 5 etc.
L 5:2 ¸J8J4 }$
or a person. Note: the third DÅ has a yetiv not mahpakh.
$ I2 L, <L% Lz
The punctuation here is equivalent to a colon.
... }$ ... }$ ... }$
whether ..... or ..... or .....
The whole subject of Å IÓ LÍ is explained later on in the
section on ‘ritual bars’. All that is needed to know here
is that by touching certain (not all) animal carcasses a
person becomes contaminated with a ‘bar’. Until that
bar is removed (by a process explained later), he is not
allowed to enter a ‘holy place’ or eat ‘holy food’ (both
explained later), and if he does so that constitutes a
serious sin.
|¯ J® H2 1K0 D6J4 D)
‘and it is concealed from him’ – an idiom meaning
simply and he forgets, it escapes his mind.
$ I2 L, $|(D)
he being contaminated. Having touched one of these
things he would certainly know that, even if he later
forgot it (contrast 5:3 below).
1 I̧ L$ D)
It does not say what he did, but implies that he entered
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a holy place or ate holy food, while he was still
contaminated. There is no offence in just touching the
carcasses (Ramban).
and (later, when he remembers and realises what has
happened) he feels guilty (> 4:13).
L 5:3 1L' L$ >K$ D2 O, Dx
In certain (not all) cases he can become contaminated
by touching a contaminated person, which happens here.
6K'L- $|(D)
he having known. A person does not normally
contaminate, so this only applies if he knew (at the
time, or found out later, but before he entered a holy
place or ate holy food) that the person was
contaminated, and that he as a result was too – then he
forgot and ate holy food etc. Contrast the previous verse
where he touched an animal carcass that usually
contaminates, so he certainly knew.
L 5:4 %- H,- I( D0 }$ 6K< L( D0
To do (or not do) something to his own benefit or
detriment (Rashi).
6K'L- $|(D)
Certainly he knew that he had taken an oath. Possibly it
means that he had realised that what he did or failed to
do was in fact covered by the oath, but he had merely
forgotten about the oath. If that is the meaning, then it
would not apply if he had not realised that the oath
covered what he did (or failed to do).
(J¬ I$ I2 > K+K$ D0
One of these, i.e. what is mentioned in this verse.
(Contrast the same words in the next verse.)
L 5:5 1 Ķ D$J- - H¤
when he feels guilty, i.e. becomes aware of his guilt. It
cannot mean ‘when he is guilty’, because he is guilty
when he does the action, and at that time is not aware
of his guilt to confess it.
(J¬ I$ I2 > K+K$ D0
One of these, i.e. one of the things mentioned in the
first four verses.
L 5:6 }2 Ļ F$
Somewhat confusing. It means, in a very non-technical
sense, his guiltoffering. It is in fact a hatat, as it is
about to explain.
>$ L¢ K+ D0
for a hatat (not an asham). Later we meet something
known technically as an asham, but that is not meant
here.
(Lx Dµ H¤
Feminine of ¼Æ JKJ]. A female sheep, either a ewe or a
ewe-lamb. However, by analogy with 4:32 it seems
probable that a ewe-lamb is intended. (The actual laws
are discussed in the Talmud, but we are concerned with
the plain text and at times there are conflicts.) The
offering is exactly the same as 4:28-35 except that there
are alternatives for a poor man, as follows.
L 5:7 - Iz }'L- K6-Hy K> $W0 1 H$D)
but if he cannot afford.
}2 Ļ F$
his guiltoffering. Non-technical, as in verse 6.
(L4}- -I4 D% ... 1-V<N>
> vocab.
L 5:8 (L4}¸$V< >$ L¢ K+K0 < J̧ F$
When offerings of more than one type are brought as
part of the same composite ceremony, they are usually
offered in the order: asham, hatat, olah, shelamim.

0-Vz D%K- $W0 D)
> 1:17.
L 5:9 (L~ H(D)
sprinkle, > vocab.
<- H;
wall. On one wall is sufficient, not all sides.
( I: L®H-
is to be squeezed (out) > vocab.
$|( >$ L¢ K+
it (the pigeon – masculine) is a hatat. Even though it is
not an animal, in this case it is just as good.
L 5:12 $) H( >$ L¢ K+
it (the solet – feminine) is a hatat (see 5:9).
L 5:15 0K6 K2 0N6 D2 H>
The word implies treachery, betrayal, treason. The act
is called this here even though done absent-mindedly.
( L$ D, L+D)
The usual meaning is ‘sins’, but here used in a narrower
sense of misappropriates. Something is legally in his
possession but not his property, and he absent-mindedly
confuses it with his own property. Probably nobody
knew, but if it is ‘holy’ this alone is treason.
}2 Ļ F$
Again non-technical, guiltoffering as in verse 6, but
see end of this verse.
0H- K$
a ram, > vocab.
ª D¤U< J6 Dx
A specific valuation for the purpose, not connected with
the amount misappropriated.
> 27:2.
1 Ļ L$ D0
for an asham. The word originally meant guilt-offering,
but is used as a technical term (see Introduction) for a
particular type of offering which differs in procedure
from the hatat. If a person commits a sin he is guilty
and vice-versa, so there is no difference between a sin-
offering and a guilt-offering, but there is a difference
between a hatat and an asham.
Note that a hatat is never a male sheep, an asham is
always a male sheep, so there is no excuse for the
priests to get confused in the procedure.
L 5:16 $ L,L+
he misappropriated. (As in verse 15.)
}> Ḩ - H2F+
its fifth. Twenty per cent. But some claim it means ‘its
fifth’ after the addition (apparently a usage common in
Talmudic times), in other words twenty-five per cent.
L 5:17 ¼}¼4M)F6 ¼$ LµL4 D) ¼1 I̧ L$D) ¼6 K'L- ¼$W0 D)
Tradition rejects any plain meaning for this verse, which
is anyway obscure – what can it refer to?
L 5:19 1 Ķ L$ 1Ņ L$
he has definitely been guilty. The verb form ¼Ò KI LÅ used
instead of ¼Ò II LÅ means (here) ‘to be guilty’, not ‘to feel
guilty’, as the context helps to indicate.
L 5:21 L-¼- Kx ¼0 K6 K2 ¼(L0F6 L2¼| ¼$ L,E+ J> ¼- H¤ ¼̧ J8J4
If a person sins namely commits treason against God.
The treason (against God) is the sin (against God) of the
false oath concerning misappropriation (verse 23), the
misappropriation itself in this case being a sin against
his fellow-man. (Misappropriating and denying liability
is also a sin against God, but without the oath it is not
one to warrant bringing an offering – contrast verse 15.
A false oath on anything else is not applicable here.)
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¸I+ H/ D)
in that he falsely denied an obligation. This is the
usual meaning of the word – not just to deny, but to
deny falsely so as to evade liability (Gen.18:15).
3}' Ĺ H8 Dx
with respect to a charge or deposit, something left for
him to look after. > app.
'L- > J2|µ D>
a loan.
0I*L&
something taken by open robbery.
; Ķ L6
withheld wages by refusing to pay or not paying on
time.
L 5:22 (L'I%F$
lost property (not loss).
$N,F+K0
to misappropriate. (As in verse 15.)
L 5:23 $L,E+J-
he misappropriates (or better, has misappropriated).
1 I̧ L$ D)
and feels guilty. It is unclear on what. Does this mean
even when his denial and false oath were deliberate, and
he repents? Or does it mean that through forgetfulness
he mistakenly acted ‘in good faith’, but none the less
swore falsely, and later remembers and realises? It does
seem inconsistent that a sacrifice can atone for a
deliberate sin. On the other hand it could be a special
leniency in this case to help the recipient of injustice to
more easily recover what he was unjustly deprived of.
(L0I* Dy
stolen property
; J̧ N6
the wages withheld
' K; D8 L(
was deposited. > app.
L 5:24 ¼)¼- L> Ḩ H2F+K)
Why plural?
}> L2 Ḑ K$ 1}- Dx
He cannot repay it on the day of his guilt, but on the
day that he realises (or admits) his guilt. ¼É LÓ DI KÅ here
must mean realisation (or admission) of guilt. Were it
admission of (deliberate) guilt, we would expect a
different word.
L 5:25 }2 Ļ F$
his guiltoffering.
1 Ļ L$ D0
for an asham.
L 5:26 ( L2 Ḑ K$ D0
This could mean ‘to feel guilty’ but here, more likely,
to be guilty. (The form is similar to ¼É LÅ DÝHÎ DÑ B ¼É LÆFÉ KÅ DÑ.)

):

L 6:2 >$M*
The words ¼É Ĵ IÅ B ¼ß ¼ÅÂË B ¼ÉJË (this, these) can refer, as here,
to what follows, but sometimes elsewhere (e.g.7:37), to
what precedes.
>K<}º
The word ¼ÉLÝ¼D ¼f means ‘a teaching’, here used in a
narrower sense of ‘procedure’, roughly what we call
‘regulations’. These are not laws that one might feel
tempted to break, but what to do in a case where, if you

were not told, you would not know. (This does not make
their observance any less important.) Here we are filled
in with details previously omitted presumably so that
Aaron and his sons would not have to absorb it all at
once. > Ex.12:49.
( L' D;}2
a place of burning. Or it might mean something else
connected with burning, but not ‘its’.
' K;|º
is to be made to burn, > vocab. (‘Is to burn’ would be
¼È KÜ¼Î Hf, cf. Deut.32:22.)
L 6:3 1-V< I(D)
remove (see 4:8)
L 6:5 <I6 H%|
burn – transitive, with human subject, ‘wood’ as object.
> vocab.
<- H, D; H( D)
and smoke, > vocab.
L 6:6 '- H2 Lº
Note the punctuation, showing that it is an adverb
describing ¼È KÜ¼X ¼f, not an adjective describing ¼I IÅ (which
anyway is feminine). A fire is to be made to burn
regularly and not to go out, in other words fire (or fuel)
is to be added regularly. The word does not mean
continuous – the fire burns continuously, but is not
‘made to burn’ (refuelled) continuously, only regularly.
L 6:9 <K:F+Kx
in (i.e. within) the fence. > Ex.27:9.
L 6:11 ;L+
an allotted portion or allocation (see Gen.47:22).
1L0}6
permanent.
L 6:15 < K, D; Lº
it is to be smoked.
L 6:19 <K:F+Kx
As verse 9 and > Ex.27:9.
L 6:20 (J~H-
splash, > vocab. This is the intransitive form.
L 7:7 1J(L0 >K+ K$ (L<}º
There is one common procedure for both of them – after
they are brought. The actual procedure for bringing does
differ, but only with the treatment of the blood, where
the asham is treated like the olah.
The terms olah and zevach are used throughout the
Tanach, the difference between them (> vocab.) being
that in the former case all goes up on the altar, and in
the latter the meat is eaten by the one who brings it.
(Note which term is used in 1Sam.15:15!) But the meat
of the hatat and asham are eaten by the priests only. Do
they belong with the olah or with the zevach? Or are
they a group on their own belonging to neither? Ezra
8:35 suggests that they belong to the olah group, but
Num.15:8 (see note) suggests they are neither.
L 7:9 SSSSS ¼(L+ D4 H2 ¼0L/ D)
Brought already cooked – Lev. 2:4-7. Though not
mentioned it is assumed that they contain water,
otherwise they would crumble. See next verse.
L 7:10 ¼(L%I<F+K) ¼3 J2 J¹K% ¼(L0¼|¼0 D%
Mixed with oil and dry (i.e. without water, uncooked),
see Lev. 2:1. (Any not mixed with oil is not mentioned
here.) As this would need to be handled and cooked (a
lot of trouble for an unspecified and possibly very small
amount) all such minhahs brought would be pooled,
cooked together, and shared out among all the priests.
[The traditional explanation is ‘(either) mixed with oil
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or dry (i.e. without oil)’ – two types, the second being
Lev. 5:11 and Num. 5:15. But the first type would then
contradict the previous verse, and it is hard to justify
the word ¼É LÆIÝFÌ as meaning ‘without oil’.]
L 7:12 (L'}º K( +K%J*
We have so far met two types of zevach – shelamim and
pesach. (There are others.) Shelamim alone is sub-
divided, the todah (thanksgiving) being one
subdivision.
L 7:14 ( L2|< Dº
A levy. However, in this case there may be more to the
meaning of the word.
L 7:16 (L% L'D4 }$ < J'J4
Other sub-divisions of the shelamim. A vowoffering or
a freewilloffering. The Talmud finds a convenient
distinction between the two for classification purposes,
but the plain meaning of the latter is simply an offering
that one decides to bring (one wants to eat some meat
but wishes to make an offering of part of it to God),
while the former is in payment of a vow – when a
person in distress or trouble or need promises to bring
an offering if his request is answered favourably.
‘Neder’ and ‘nedavah’ also exist as types of olah, but
are not considered there as sub-divisions because the
procedure for every type of olah is the same.
L 7:17 7I< L¶H-
burned to destruction, as is the case with the meat from
any offering (except an olah which is smoked) if for
any reason it is not eaten (e.g. verse 19). > 4:12.
L 7:18 $ L¶ Hº {L4M)F6
will take his punishment, feminine because of ¼I JÙJÕ.
The expression ¼ÔÂÊ L× ¼ÅWKLÕ is misunderstood in 5:1, and is
uncertain in Gen.4:13, but is clear here.
L 7:19 $ I2 L,
Contaminated. The meaning of contamination, how it
arises, is passed on and is removed, is considered later.
Its practical effect is limited to three main laws and four
associated laws. Here are the main laws:

1) Holy meat (elsewhere extended to other holy food)
that is contaminated may not be eaten but must be
burned. (Verse 19.)

2) Nobody may eat any holy meat (elsewhere
extended to other holy food) while he or she is
contaminated. (Verses 20, 21)

3) No contaminated person or article may enter a holy
place (viz. the Sanctuary area).
7I< L¶H-
See verse 17.
L 7:23 % JµJ/ D)
or a sheep, > vocab.
L 7:24 (L/$L0 D2 0L/ D0 ( JµL6I-
may be made into any product (e.g. soap). > Gen.2:2.
L 7:26 ( L2I( DxK0D)
Occasionally, as here, this does not exclude ¼ÉL[ KÌ but
means ‘animals’, apparently warm-blooded.
L 7:30 (L8|4 Dº ... 7-H4 L( D0
Some say this means it was waved from side to side.
Onkelos translates it as literally raised. > vs.32.
L 7:32 ;}¸
the shank (lower part of the leg, below the knee; with
an animal the lower part of the rear leg). [NOT the
shoulder, NOR the thigh.] Contrast K×ÃÝ DË the forearm, or
with an animal the lower part of the front leg.
( L2|< Dº
Some say this was waved up and down (‘raised’ in the

literal sense) but the plain meaning is that it was a levy
‘raised’ as in English we talk about raising an army or
tax. (The word ‘levy’ means ‘something raised’.)
Onkelos therefore translates it (always) as ‘separated’.
L 7:35 3 I(K/ D0
To serve, to minister. A ‘Cohen’ is a minister, the word
usually restricted (as occasionally in English) to a
minister of religion (sometimes called ‘priest’) but also
used of a government minister (2Sam.8:18).
L 7:37-38
These two verses constitute what we might call a
‘footline’ – something found particularly in this book –
like a headline, but at the end instead of the beginning,
to close the subject and seal it off. Headlines here are
more frequent and shorter – each usually applying only
to one section, with the ‘footline’ closing a whole topic.
L 8:1 <Ix K'D-K)
When logic conflicts with sense, sense prevails.
Logically this chapter belongs at the end of the book of
Exodus, as the implementation of instructions given on
the mountain. However it is better to put it in a position
where the events of the eighth day follow on
immediately; and neither (nor even for that matter the
instructions in Ex.29) is intelligible to us until we have
read the instructions in Lev.1-7.
L 8:17 7L< Lµ
Although the blood was not brought inside (6:31) the
meat was burned (not eaten), perhaps because Moses
was only an acting priest, qualified to offer the hatat on
their behalf but not to eat it. The eating of a hatat by
the priests on duty was part of the claim of pardon for
the sin of whoever brought it, unlike the shoulder bone
and breast of the shelamim which were a fee for
bringing it, just as the breast of the consecration ram
(miluim) was in this case given to Moses as his fee, as
acting priest, for bringing it. The meat of the miluim
was eaten by Aaron and his sons (verse 31) not as
priests who offered it, but as trainees who were being
consecrated. But they could not yet eat the hatat.
L 8:23 ¼, dL+ Ḑ H£K)
The shalshelet is a zarka followed by a segol, and has
no connection with a pazer. > Gen.19:16.
L 8:31 1J+J¬K( > J$D)
This here refers to the bread, in contrast to the meat
mentioned earlier in the verse; but this is not always so,
sometimes meat is called ¼Ò JÌJÑ, > app.
¼- H>¼-I| H:
Strange, one would expect ¼Î Hß¼ÎIX OÛ (as Septuagint).
L 8:32 |8N< Dµ Hº
burn to destruction, see 7:17.

-4-2=(

L 9:1 0I$L< DµH- -I4 D;H* D0|
They were called to eat the meat of the shelamim (see
verse 4) on behalf of the population. (For this
explanation I am indebted to Rabbi Aryeh Carmell.)
L 9:2 0J& I6
a calf, > vocab.
L 9:3 1-H~ H6 <- H6 Dµ
a kid, young male goat.
µJ%J/L)
and a helamb.
(L4 Ļ -I4 Dx
each within its first year.
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L 9:4 <}¸D)
and a head of cattle. Age and sex unspecified.
( L$U<H4
Future perfect, not ‘will appear’ but ‘will have
appeared’ (i.e. will have made his presence felt). The
hatat and olah are for the consecration ceremony, but
the ‘appearance’ demands a shelamim. There is nothing
to suggest that Moses told Aaron or anyone else what
form this ‘appearance’ would take, or if he even knew.
L 9:6 $L<I- D)
Optative, for a consecutive ‘so that’. Contrast vs.4.
L 9:7 1L6 L( ' K6 D%| ªU' K6Kx
To understand all that follows it is important to
remember the order of priority – that a priest has to
offer his own hatat to claim pardon for himself before
he is fit to offer one to claim pardon for the community.
L 9:11 7K< Lµ
The hatat bull brought during this consecration
ceremony, like that brought during the seven days of
consecration (8:17), was exceptionally not eaten (and
therefore burned) even though its blood was not brought
inside (6:23). (This too has a bearing on what follows.)
Possibly this is because the High Priest was offering it
for himself and it was felt unsuitable for him to eat his
own hatat: whenever he did this on other occasions the
blood was brought inside, so it was burned anyway.
L 9:13 < I, D;K£K)
and he smoked it. ‘There is no smoke without fire!’
There was already fire on the altar, because it was not
allowed to go out (6:5,6), and no offering was ever put
onto a cold altar. This too is relevant in understanding
what happened later.
L 9:24 *( ¼-I4 D8 H¬ H2 ¼̧ I$ ¼$ I: IºK)
It does not say ‘from the sky’ (or ‘heaven’) which only
happened with Solomon and Elijah. It may have come
from the sky or from the ground or from anywhere.
0K/$NºK)
and consumed (> vocab. and also below). This vital
word ¼ÑKÐ ¼ÅÃfKÊ is the key to understanding the whole story.
There was already fire on the altar (> verse 13) but it
was a low-temperature fire that caused the fats and
olahs to smoulder, a slow process that takes several
hours. Here a high-temperature flame (or possibly an
electric flash like lightning) came suddenly and
consumed the olahs and fats instantly, within seconds
or at most a few minutes. This was God’s making his
presence felt, as forecast by Moses (verses 4 and 6), and
it was appreciated by the people as such.
To appreciate the significance fully, as the whole
population clearly did, we must go a little further, and
notice that ¼ÑKÐ ¼ÅÃfKÊ (more than ¼Ý I× LÆ DfKÊ) means not merely
‘consumed’ but ‘ate’. A fire ‘consumes’ as a person
does, but to ‘eat’ implies deriving benefit from the
process, which to us a fire is not thought of as doing.
This was not so to them – the same word and the same
concept applied. It was not, as popularly supposed
today, the ‘miracle’ of fire magically coming from
nowhere that impressed them (> ¼ß IÙ¼D ¼Ó, Ex.7:9), but that
God symbolically ‘ate’ his part of the offering, so to
speak joined them in the feast, showing his full
acceptance of all that was done and his direct personal
participation in the ceremony. Eating together was often
an important part of a ¼ß¼ÎVÝ DT (contract), > Lev.2:13 and
> app. This was therefore on a par with what happened
to Abraham, where fire participated by ‘passing’
between the halves of the animals (Gen.15:17).
|¯N<L£K)
and they cheered. Shouted with joy.

What was the purpose of it all? When Moses came
down from the mountain with the Contract Document,
the justice of the judgements it contained was self-
evident. He had received them from God, but if he had
invented them himself there was still point in keeping
them. Coming down with instructions for building the
Tabernacle was also acceptable – it was a good plan for
a beautiful structure. But when Moses announces that
his brother is to be the chief priest and his brother’s
children, alone, are to help and follow him, eyebrows
might be raised. People had to trust him and believe that
this was not his idea but God’s instruction, but some
might feel sceptical. Wicked men like Korah and his
mob would later rebel anyway, but as things stood even
honest people might be justified in questioning. God
came to show that all had been done on, and in strict
accordance with, his instructions. The justification of
Sarah (Gen.21:12) and of Phinehas (Num.25:11) when
each appeared to be in the wrong is somewhat similar.
L 10:1 >J<N, D;
incense, > vocab.
(L<L* ¸ I$
outside (or unauthorised) fire. ¼ÝLË is often paralleled
with ‘foreign’ or ‘alien’ but it is not as strong; it also
implies ‘unauthorised’. We are not told where the fire
was taken from for the daily incense offering, but on
two other occasions where incense was used (Lev.16:12
and Num.17:11) the fire was taken from the outer altar,
and the Talmud assumes that this was always so.
In that case, one can understand what happened. They
felt that the event deserved some recognition and
decided themselves what form it should take. In matters
of justice it is the spirit of the law that counts; in
Sanctuary ritual, by contrast, precise obedience to
instructions is vital. There was no need for them to do
anything without being told, or at least without first
asking Moses, who had just spent seven days training
them. In fact the shelamim had been prepared for the
purpose (9:4). Still this in itself was not the sin, but
what it led to. Feeling unable to take fire from the altar
as usual, since the divine fire had descended on it, they
took fire from elsewhere, which was unforgivable. Had
they obeyed instructions precisely this would not have
happened. (> 10:9 below.)
(L| H: $W0 < J̧ F$
NOT ‘which he had not commanded’ but ‘which he had
commanded not [to do]’. Compare in English how ‘I do
not want (to have or to do) X’ doesn’t mean ‘I simply
have no desire but don’t care’; it means ‘I do want not
(to have or to do) X’.
L 10:2 0K/$NºK)
But it did not consume them! Their bodies were later
removed. The Talmud assumes that it consumed their
insides, leaving the bodies outwardly intact. This would
be consistent with the ‘fire’ being a flash of lightning as
in Ex.9:23-24, so that they were not burned to death in
the sense we should use the phrase, but electrocuted.
The word ¼ØKÝ LK used in verse 6 is more appropriate, but
here ¼ÑKÐ ¼ÅÃfKÊ is probably used to parallel verse 9:24.
L 10:3 ¸I' Ĺ J$ -K%N< D; Hx
‘by those who are near me I expect to be sanctified, so
that....’ Rashi quotes a Midrash that assumes that God
wanted the Sanctuary to be sanctified by human
sacrifice, an abhorrent thought. For the way in which
Aaron’s suffering at his bereavement can be considered
as a punishment for his own behaviour with the Golden
Calf, > Ex.32:25.
3N<F( K$ 1NzH£K)
and Aaron was (or became) calm. (The verb ¼ÒÃÓLV
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means to be calm or still, not silent – see Jos.10:12,
1Kings.19:12. Silence is only if the tongue, not the
person, is still. Likewise in the prayer at the end of the
Amidah ¼ÒÃV Hß ¼Î HI DÙKÕ ¼Î KÑ DÑ KÜ DÓ HÑ DÊ which means ‘remain calm’,
NOT ‘do not answer’.) He accepted God’s action as
just, if painful.
L 10:5 ¼1 L>M4GºO/ Dx
In their own coats? Or in those of the dead?
L 10:6 |¤ D%H-
will weep for. Compare Gen.23:2, Deut.21:13 etc.
(L8I< D¶K(
those burnt. The dead, not ‘the burning’. See Gen.11:3.
Nouns of this form refer to something physical which
has a status as a result of an action, not to the action
itself. Cf. ¼É LÆIÕ DU stolen property, ¼ÉLÈIÆFÅ lost property, etc.
L 10:8 3N<F( K$ 0J$
A direct speech to Aaron to comfort him and reassure
him that he was not rejected.
L 10:9 Dº Ḑ Iº 0 K$
It is accepted that the insertion of this here hints that the
two elder sons at least had been drinking.
Not that they were drunk, but drink had blurred their
powers of judgement. Even before being told not to
drink on duty, common sense should have told them that
this was not the time and place. They were not punished
for drinking, but for what it led to.
L 10:10-11
These verses will be explained at the beginning of the
next chapter, as an introduction to section 2.

L 10:16 >$ L¢K+ K( <- H6 Dµ
The Talmud gives a complicated midrashic explanation
of this and all that follows. Later commentators found
faults with it, but a midrash like a woman is not to be
argued with. The plain meaning is that this refers to the
goat mentioned in 9:3 and 9:15 (J. H. Hertz).
L 10:17 <I² K/ D0
to apply for pardon. > Ex.30:15.
In applying for pardon (in this case for the whole
community), part of the ritual is the eating of the hatat
by the priests.
L 10:18 $L%|( $W0
Moses assumes that they have confused the ritual with
that of the bull, which was an exceptional case (> 9:11).
Having spent seven days carefully teaching them
precisely what to do, this infuriated him, especially after
what had just happened to the others. L 10:19 ¼- Hº D0 K/ L$D)
had I eaten. Aaron explains that it was not a mistake
but deliberate. Before the priest can claim pardon for
the community he must claim pardon for himself with
his own hatat (see 9:7). Here they did so, and what
happened afterwards? Was their hatat accepted? If not,
they would not be fit to claim pardon for the
community. To the population, the acceptance of
Aaron’s and his sons’ offering was at least questionable,
it did not look good, and for him (and his sons) to eat
the public hatat (already offered before the tragedy)
would not be appropriate. If it was not to be eaten, it
had to be burned.
L 10:20 )-L4- I6 Dx % K,-H£K)
Moses accepted the argument and approved.

*
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INTRODUCTION TO THE SECOND SECTION (RITUAL BARS)

As an introduction to the second part of the book, dealing with ¼É LÝGÉ LÍ and ¼É LÅ DÓ OÍ, we can study this verse:

L10:10 <}( L¢ K( 3- I%| $ I2 L¢ K( 3- I%| 0N+ K( 3-I%| ¸ J'Ń K( 3- Ix
We have here four words, nouns two of which are taken from adjectives, all used in a strictly technical

sense. To understand this subject it is absolutely vital to distinguish between the technical, non-technical and semi-
technical meanings of these words.

¸J'Ń K( In general ¼I JÈÃÜ means that which is reserved for special use (usually in God’s service, i.e. holy), but here more
limited to anything that is ‘holy’ in the technical sense. This does not mean anything dedicated to God: an animal
promised as an offering, money belonging to the Tabernacle and so on are only ‘holy’ in the non-technical sense (as
used in 5:15). Things technically ‘holy’ belong to a defined list, mainly meat of animals that have already been
brought as an offering, and certain (compulsory) presents given to the priests; in addition there is the holy place,
namely the Tabernacle and its courtyard. (The term is sometimes used to apply only to the Tabernacle itself,
sometimes to a part of it, but for this purpose it includes the courtyard.)

0N+ K( Anything not ‘holy’ in this sense, ‘unsanctified’, ordinary. (‘Profane’ can have a bad meaning not intended here.)

Do not confuse ¼ÑÃÌ (from the root ÑÑÌ) with ÑDÌ meaning ‘sand’ (Gen.22:17; 32:13; 41:49; Ex.2:12) spelt differently.

$ I2 L¢K( Anything that is tarnished, blemished, hence contaminated, unfit, forbidden, barred. (It does not mean impure
or unclean even in a symbolic sense.) It is used in figurative senses just as ‘tarnished’ is in English. Just as in English
there is moral tarnish or contamination which implies blame and shame, while there is physical contamination which
does not, so with ¼Å IÓ LÍ in Hebrew. In the Torah, when it is used in a strictly technical sense it refers only to matters
defined in the following few chapters and in one later place, and there is no moral or even social stricture.

If ¼I JÈÃÜ is that selected at one end of the spectrum, to be set apart for a purpose, ¼Å IÓ LÍ is that similarly selected
at the other end, to be set apart for a different purpose, namely to keep it away from anything ‘holy’ in the technical
sense defined above. The best translation is ‘barred’, but these things can affect other things by contact or sometimes
proximity, so there is also contamination.

(Note that something ‘holy’ remains ‘holy’; but decontamination is usually possible, i.e. a ‘bar’ can generally be
removed.)

<}( L¢ K( means the opposite, that which is clear (see below), anything which is not ¼Å IÓ LÍ (in any sense).

The whole can be represented roughly as follows:

INTRODUCTION TO THE SUBJECT.

$ I2 L, ‘Barred’, which in this strictly technical sense can apply to people, to dead (but not living) creatures, and to
items, means only from that which is ‘holy’ (in the technical sense). The separation is effected by three basic laws:

1. If ‘holy’ food becomes ‘barred’ it may not be eaten, but must be destroyed.

2. Nobody who is ‘barred’ may eat ‘holy’ food.

3. Nobody who is ‘barred’ may enter a ‘holy’ place.

This is all there is to it!

There are four associated laws that do not affect the concept. The rest merely details what is ‘barred’, how
a bar (the state of ¼É LÅ DÓ OÍ) is created or generated, what it contaminates and how, and finally when and how (and if)
it can be removed so that whatever it is ceases to be barred.

(Since the destruction of the Temple a bar cannot always be removed, so everyone is assumed permanently
barred, nobody may enter a holy place or eat holy food, holy food is destroyed; but some of the associated laws are
still observed. See notes on Lev.13:45-46; 18:19; 21:1; Num.6:6-9; 19:13).

The associated verb means to be contaminated or barred. The causative means to contaminate or to bar: it
does not mean to defile, since something that is contaminated can at worst only ‘defile’ something holy, and the word
does not mean that.
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<}( L, From the original meaning ‘bright’ (compare ¼Ý KÉÃÛ) comes the principal meaning clear; hence unblemished,
untarnished, fit, permitted and very, very rarely ‘pure’. (It is never used even figuratively in the sense of ‘clean’.)

The associated verb means to be ‘in the clear’, to clear up (like measles), to be permitted or fit. A person or
item (or place) can be ‘clear’ either because there never was a bar or because the bar has been removed.

The causative form means ‘to clear’ and hence remove the status of ¼Å IÓ LÍ. To understand this, think of some
figurative uses of ‘clear’ in English: to clear one’s debts, clear a person’s name, clear the garden of weeds, or clear
it of rubbish so as to render it fit (for planting), a person is cleared of suspicion or of illness, goods are cleared
through the customs. The usage may not be quite the same, but the concept of ¼Ý¼D ¼É LÍ is ‘clear’ even as used in idioms.

OTHER MEANINGS OF THE WORDS.

For certain purposes, only people or items that are untarnished are acceptable (e.g. a politician suspected of
serious crimes cannot sit in government, a sufferer from an infectious disease may not work with others, food
contaminated with germs is unfit to be eaten) and anything tarnished is barred or forbidden, so ¼$ I2 L, can mean barred
or forbidden, sometimes something to be kept ‘clear’ of. The tarnish is not something absolute but only with respect
to a particular requirement: a sick minister can carry on in government from a hospital bed, a man suspected (or even
convicted) of espionage can still work as a shop salesman.

1. In the strictly technical sense it is ¼IJÈÃÜ that has to be kept away from, and from which ¼Å IÓ LÍ is barred.
There is nothing here that is bad in any moral sense, nothing to be ashamed of.

The details are admittedly complicated. The laws are not expressed in the clear, step-by-step style used for
the laws of offerings, and the plain text often conflicts with tradition as given in the Talmud, but the outline, to which
these notes are limited, is not difficult once the technical meaning is grasped.

2. Unfortunately ¼Å IÓ LÍ is also confusingly used in a semitechnical sense to refer to animals (even if still alive)
of a type that are not to be used for food even when dead. Individuals of the type are ‘barred’, from use as food.
To avoid confusion we will translate ¼Å IÓ LÍ in the semi-technical sense as forbidden.

3. (A third use of the word, which is rare but similar, is mentioned here just for reference: a woman who is
barred to her husband as a result of her having legal or illegal relations with another man, Num.5:11-31 and Deut.24:4.
This bar is permanent and not removable. To reduce confusion we will translate this as ‘prohibited’.)

4. There is a fourth use of the word, in a moral sense of ‘contaminated with sin’ which must not be confused.
It has unfortunately misled many people to associate a moral idea with laws applying to the technical use, and to
confuse the technical and moral concepts. This plus considerable elaboration by Rabbinic law made the whole subject
terribly complicated, and all references in the Torah frightening and misunderstood, but there is no need for this.

The word ¼Å IÓ LÍ in the moral sense means something like ‘corrupted’. To reduce confusion we will translate
the word, when occurring in this sense, as contaminated (corrupted).

5. (A fifth use occurs only once, explained in a note where it occurs, but to avoid confusion not stated here.)

For each use ¼Ý¼D ¼É LÍ means the opposite. In the first (strictly technical) and fourth (moral) sense we will
translate this as clear, in the other senses as permitted, and confusion is then unlikely.

CLASSIFICATION.

The sources of the ‘bars’ or of contamination can be roughly arranged into four groups:

Group 1. Carcasses (in certain cases) of creatures, where these are forbidden for food. (Lev.11.)

Group 2. Certain matters connected with the physiology of the human reproductive organs. (Lev.12 and 15.)

Group 3. Certain skin and surface diseases affecting people, buildings, and some materials. (Lev.13 and 14.)

Group 4. Certain matters connected with death. (Num.19.)

PURPOSE.

Ritual worship of God was confined almost exclusively to the Sanctuary. The idea is to keep certain things
as far as possible away from this. Both death (and associated matters) and sex (and associated matters) played a
prominent part in pagan rituals. They are facts of life, but have to be kept well away from worship. No doubt there
are other reasons as well.

*
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L E V I T I C U S S E C T I O N 2

R I T U A L B A R S

L 10:12-20
See notes above, end of part 1.
L 11:1 3N<F( K$ 0J$D)
The priests were to be the experts who were to direct
the people in matters of ritual (10:10,11). Normally all
laws, however complicated, were given to Moses to pass
on. (10:8 was a special exception for a special reason.)
However, in matters of diagnosis (as distinct from
procedure) an overall background knowledge is
essential. An expert in the laws determining which
creatures may or may not be eaten, and which generate
or do not generate bars, must have a background
knowledge of zoology: these laws were transmitted not
only to Moses but also directly to Aaron, as were the
laws concerning the diagnosis of saraat (13:1 and
14:33) and of discharges (15:1) which require a
background knowledge of physiology and ‘medicine’ (in
its wider sense). Contrast the laws concerning childbirth
(12:1), the procedure for dealing with established saraat
(14:1) and even the procedure for Yom Kippur (16:1);
these, not requiring specialised background knowledge
(though complicated) were given via Moses, even
though the last-mentioned affected only the High Priest.
L 11:2 ( L2I( Dx ... (L£ K+
In this section, but not necessarily elsewhere, ¼ÉL[ KÌ means
living creatures, and ¼É LÓ IÉ DT means all kinds of animals,
roughly (but not precisely) mammals.
|0 D/$Nº < J̧ F$
Here we have a list of creatures about which we are
given two different sets of laws in combination. One is
which are permitted to be eaten and which are
forbidden. The second is which ones carry a ‘bar’ when
dead and which ones do not.
1) There are types of creature whose carcasses are both
forbidden as food and ‘tamé’ in the strictly technical
sense (barred), e.g. pigs and camels.
In the technical sense of ‘barred’, only the carcasses are
tamé, not the live animals.
However, these types, and individuals of the species, are
called ‘tamé’ in the semitechnical sense (forbidden).
2) There are types of creature whose carcasses are
forbidden as food, but not ‘tamé’ (barred) in the
strictly technical sense, e.g. shellfish.
These types, and individuals of the species, are not
referred to here as ‘tamé’ in any sense, but called ¼Ú JÜ JI
(see below) to avoid confusion. (Worry about Deut.14
only when you get there.)
3) There are types of creature whose carcasses are
(often subject to conditions) permitted as food, and
normally not ‘barred’, e.g. cattle.
These types, and individuals of the species, are referred
to as ‘tahor’ in the semitechnical sense (permitted).
However, although the actual carcass of any individual
is normally ‘tahor’ in the strictly technical sense
(clear), if the conditions are not met the carcass may
still be ‘tamé’ in the strictly technical sense (barred).
L 11:4,5,6,7 (L$ I2 D, B$ I2 L,
In the semi-technical sense (forbidden). Live creatures
(except humans) never carry a bar.
L 11:5 3L8 L¹ K(
This animal has no name in English, but is known to
zoologists by the Latin name hyrax; the species found

(even today) in the Holy Land is called Hyrax syriacus.
It is not a coney (which is a rabbit), though it resembles
one in size. It is sometimes nicknamed a rock-badger,
but is not a badger. Its nearest relative, which it does
not outwardly resemble, is the elephant!
L 11:6 ¼>J%J4U< K$ L(
This is traditionally assumed to be a hare. Note that the
fact that the word is feminine does not mean that it
refers necessarily to a female – do not confuse gender
with sex (cf. ¼ÉLÕ¼D¼Î Gen.8:9).
Modern Hebrew confuses by inventiug ¼ÆLÕUÝ KÅ for a rabbit
and using ¼ßJÆJÕUÝ KÅ for a female rabbit, with no separate
word for a hare! (For the difference between a rabbit
and a hare consult an encyclopaedia.)
L 11:8 |6Ly H> $N0
Tradition firmly insists that even very emphatic
statements of this nature which are often repeated are
not to be taken literally; there is no harm in touching
anything that contaminates or in becoming contaminated
as long as you keep away from anything ‘holy’ (in the
technical sense – see above) until you are fully
decontaminated or cleared.
1- H$ I2 D,
In the strictly technical sense, barred. These carcasses
always carry a bar and contaminate.
L 11:10 9J< J̧
Anything that reproduces in large numbers – see
Gen.1:20.
9 J; J̧
A word used instead of tamé where the food is
forbidden but the carcass does not contaminate. > 11:1.)
L 11:13 7}6
Anything that flies – see introduction. Here at first
follows a list of birds, but the bat is probably included.
The meanings of most of them are controversial. The
only ones we are fairly certain about are ¼Ý JIJÕ which
usually means a vulture (a scavanger), sometimes an
eagle (a bird of prey), here probably both of them; ¼ÆIÝÃ×
is a raven or crow; ¼ÉLÈ¼Î HÖFÌ is probably a stork.
L 11:20 7}6L( 9J< J̧
Things that fly and reproduce in large numbers, i.e.
flying insects. Verse 22 lists some members of the
locust-grasshopper family.
L 11:22 ¼| ¼(I4¼- H2 D0
Of various species (or varieties).
L 11:24 (J¬ I$ D0|
These that follow. Until now the accent has been on
what is forbidden as food. Now it is more on the
contamination produced by the corpses.
|$ L® K¢ Hº
You will automatically become barred. Contrast 21:3
where it refers to permission being granted.
%J< J6 L( ' K6
In all cases it is assumed that clearance is only after
immersion, even when this is not mentioned (Ibn Ezra).
L 11:25 $ IµM̄ K(
One who carries them also has to wash his clothes.
L 11:27 )- L² K¤
Its hands or feet (see Gen.41:44). Here, obviously, its
paws (as against hooves).
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L 11:29 (J*D)
What follows.
9J< L$ L( 0 K6 9 I<N¹K( 9J< J¹Kx
Creatures that reproduce in large numbers. Throughout
this chapter, the use of the words in modern Hebrew is
no evidence, e.g. ¼Æ LÛ today means a tortoise, but almost
certainly not so here. The eight listed here (verses 29
and 30) are a mixture of mammals and reptiles, which
contaminate. Otherwise only mammals contaminate.
L 11:31 (J¬I$
What precedes.
K6I&M̄ K( 0L¤
Here (the only case) touching contaminates but carrying
alone does not.
L 11:32-43
The laws concerning contamination, i.e. how the ‘bar’
is passed on and how it is cleared, are not clearly stated
but require complex interpretation.
L 11:32 1J(Lx (L/$L0 D2 ( JµL6I- < J̧ F$ -H0 D¤ 0L¤
The text could mean ‘any article with which products
are made’, or could mean ‘any article in which products
are made’. The former appears more likely. The law
depends on tradition, not on the text.
<I( L,D) %J< J6 L( 'K6 $ I2 L,D)
he is barred until evening and (then) becomes clear.
L 11:36 <}( L,
clear.
L 11:39 (L0 D/ L$ D0
These are animals referred to elsewhere (but not here,
for fear of confusion) as tahor in the semi-technical
sense. If the animals die themselves (i.e. are not
slaughtered) the carcasses, contaminate, and are
therefore tamé in the strictly technical sense.
L 11:41 ¼9 J; J̧
Not allowed to be eaten but not tamé in the strictly
technical sense.
L 11:46-47 >$M*
Again a ‘footline’ – > 7:37.

6-<*>

L 12:1 ¼( J̧ N2 ¼0 J$
No diagnosis or background knowledge is required here,
so Aaron was not told directly (> 11:1).
L 12:2 (L$ D2 L,D)
she is barred. Here we have the first part of the second
group of bars (see under sub-heading ‘classification’ in
introductory notes section 2, above). Logically this
chapter belongs and fits after the end of chapter 15. The
reason for its insertion here instead is unknown.
- I2- H¤
The Torah explains this later, 15:19-24.
L 12:4,5 (L<G( L, - I2U'
‘Blood of fitness’ i.e. uncontaminated blood. (This is
the meaning of the words. The meaning of the context
is not within our scope.)
L 12:4,6 {L<G( L, - I2D-
The days of her clearance (or decontamination).
Remember that in all these cases the contamination is
only with respect to anything ‘holy’. There is no
disease, nor is the woman repulsive. (But > 18:19.)
L 12:6 >$ L¢ K+ D0
for a hatat. (Not a sin-offering – there is no sin.)
The idea of a hatat is clearance or cleansing, and the

concept is similar for clearance of sin and for clearance
of a bar. The same sort of offering is brought, and the
same word is used for what the priest does (verse 8) –
but a sin and a bar are not the same, the first is the
result of doing something wrong, the bar is not.
L 12:7,8 L(- J0 L6 < J²H/ D)
There is no sin. The note on Ex.30:15 explains how the
verb ¼Ý IbK] in the piel form means to ‘cover’ a sin, after
it has been expiated, so as to enable someone to start
with a clean sheet, i.e. to pardon, or to apply (on one’s
own behalf or on behalf of another) for pardon.
A bar does not imply sin or anything for which the
person is to blame. But suppose you are walking along
the street and wet dirty rubbish thrown out of an
upstairs window falls on you: you still have to clean
yourself up and change your clothes before you are
allowed into a high-class restaurant. So too the bar has
to be cleansed before you may enter the Sanctuary area
or eat technically-holy food, it is parallel to dirt, disease
and radiation, but is none of these. In some cases the
basic clearance procedure of immersion in water (after
waiting the appropriate time) is sufficient, like removing
a thin layer of rust with emery paper, but symbolic. In
other cases, additional ‘making good’ is required (by
bringing an offering) and the priest then ‘covers’ or
‘coats’ it with his rituals, to enable a clean start. (Verse
14:19 expresses the idea.) The procedure is like that
dealing with sin, but the priest cannot cover or pardon
a sin, he can only apply for pardon, whereas he can
actually ‘cover’ the bar.
Translating the phrase in this context is a problem –
perhaps the closest is: the priest will provide her with
a clean sheet (or, give her a fresh start).
L 13:1 3N<F( K$ 0 J$D)
This deals with diagnosis. It is assumed that only the
main details of diagnosis are given briefly in the text,
but that full diagnosis requires full explanation and
more detailed knowledge handed down by tradition,
Aaron and his descendants being experts. So Aaron is
also told directly. > 11:1.
L 13:2 1L'L$
Human being, or person – the laws in this section
(chapters 13 and 14) apply equally to male and female.
Those in chapter 15 do not.
Here we are given the third group of laws concerning
bars. See under sub-heading ‘classification’ in
introductory notes to section 2, above.
¼}¼< Lµ Dx <}6 D%
Used figuratively ¼Ý LK LT can mean all human and animal
life (Gen. 6:13). When literal it does not mean (as in
English) merely what is under the skin, but flesh and
skin together, the latter on its own being called either
‘skin’ or ‘the skin of the basar’. If when eating meat
you do not actually eat the skin, that does not affect the
meaning of the word.
- D0 ... (L- L( D)
and it becomes. There is no other way of saying
‘become’ in Hebrew.
6K&J4
a scourge of. (‘Plague’ usually suggests something
widespread, while this was individual.)
>K6K< L:
saraat. The following information is based mainly on an
article by E.V.Hulse of the Medical Research Council,
which on the whole makes sense. (The few bits that do
not have not been included.)
Three totally different unconnected types of disease
must be differentiated to understand what a muddle has
been made of this in more recent times.
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1. This disease, saraat, which basically affects the skin
and is something people recover from (14:3), was
translated into ancient Latin and Greek as lepra.
2. Leprosy, a disease affecting nerves and bones from
which people are not known to recover, was known in
ancient Latin and Greek as elephas or elephantiasis.
3. Something different again, a massive swelling caused
usually by lymphatic obstruction, is known today as
elephantiasis.
At some time in the early middle ages, an Arab doctor
got confused and wrote referring to elephas (No.2
above) as ‘lepra’, the muddle persisted and led to the
modern word ‘leprosy’, and has even spilled over into
modern Hebrew, where leprosy is referred to as ¼ß K×KÝ LÛ!
We are not concerned at all with the second and third,
only the first, which we will refer to in English only as
saraat, a technical term.
The symptoms described in this chapter and the
following one are not primary symptoms describing the
disease, but secondary symptoms enabling the priest to
distinguish between saraat and that which resembles it,
called ‘differential diagnosis’ (or possibly between types
of saraat that the Torah is concerned with and types
that it is not concerned with – the text is not very clear
on whether the latter are strictly called saraat or not).
Primary symptoms are given elsewhere by a comparison
with snow (Ex.4:6; Num.12:10; 2Kings.5:27), which
refers not to the white colour of snow on the ground (as
saraat is not always white) but to falling snowflakes. In
other words the main symptom is a flaking of the skin
(of people, or of the surface of cloth or walls, see later).
One need not be an expert – anyone can recognise such
symptoms of suspected saraat, the victim is taken to the
priest who, as an expert, investigates and on the basis of
secondary symptoms decides whether to simply dismiss
the case or take further action.
There is not just one specific disease mentioned here,
but a few different ones which have similar primary
symptoms. Attempts have been made to identify them.
Examples of skin-flaking diseases which are not saraat
(or which are saraat but not tamé and therefore not the
concern of the priest), but which at first resemble it,
include dandruff, athlete’s foot, sunburn and the after-
effects of scarlet fever.
L 13:3 $ I® H,D)
Here we must be careful. He bars him. We cannot say
that ‘he contaminates him’ but he bars him by declaring
him barred (or contaminated). The bar in the case of
saraat of all types (but not in other cases) is not
retroactive but starts with the priest’s declaration, so the
priest actually bars him.
L 13:4 (L< L6 Dµ|
A hair. Feminine form of ¼Ý L× IK with the same meaning.
Contrast 13:20.
<-Hy D5 H(D)
cause to be closed, i.e. hand him over to someone who
will shut him up, secure him in quarantine. Compare
Deut.23:16.
L 13:6 3 I(N¤ K( }<F( H,D)
the priest is to clear him (i.e. declare him clear).
<I( L,D)
and he will become clear.
L 13:10 - K+ < LµLx
raw flesh.
L 13:19 > J2 Jz D2 K'F$
reddish. reddish white, i.e. pink. Some claim that the
word means ‘very red’ or ‘deep red’, but it is hard to
reconcile this with the text either here or in verses

24,42,43, so one may assume that it always means pink.
L 13:20 {L< L6 Dµ|
and its hair. ¼Ý L× IK with feminine suffix. > 13:4.
L 13:49 ;K< D;K<D-
If ¼ÒKV DÓKÈFÅ means ‘reddish’ (> 13:19) then this must
mean ‘greenish’, and likewise in 14:37.
L 13:45-46
The victim has to dress as a mourner, everyone has to
be warned to keep clear of him, and he has to stay
outside the camp. (This is one of the laws mentioned
earlier in these notes as being ‘associated’ with the laws
of bars, as it has nothing to do with the bar itself. It
merely describes how a person must behave while he is
barred, if the cause is saraat. Some claim that this law
should be observed today; the main argument against
that is that no priest today is expert enough to decide
when to bar a person for saraat.)
The reason for all this is often misunderstood. He has a
disease; the disease produces a ‘bar’ ( ¼É LÅ DÓ OÍ). The
disease may or may not be contagious or infectious, that
is totally irrelevant. However, the bar itself is
contagious (as are many other bars) and in this case (by
tradition) it is also infectious – that is to say in certain
cases the contamination can be passed on by proximity
without contact (e.g. to someone under the same roof).
The reason is possibly that the flakes can fly around.
For this reason he must be isolated. However the
infection and contagion of ¼É LÅ DÓ OÍ – a bar – caused by
(this and other) diseases does not operate in the same
way as the infection and contagion of the disease itself.
A disease may be passed from A to B who does not get
it but carries it and passes it on to C who gets it. It will
go on from person to person until it dies out, but with
an individual it may cure itself. The bar never cures
itself, there is always a compulsory clearance procedure
(minimum is immersion in water, but often more), but
its power decreases in stages of passing on, so that after
a small number of stages (A to B to C etc.) it is no
longer contagious or infectious.
The isolation of the sufferer of saraat is not to prevent
passing on of the disease (which may or may not be
infectious or contagious) but to prevent the passing on
of the bar ( ¼É LÅ DÓ OÍ) to someone who is not aware of it.
L 13:47-48
Cloth, material, leather etc. that is affected. This would
be some form of mildew or mould. All these diseases,
even among humans, are usually (but not necessarily)
caused by fungi.
L 13:48 <}6 >J/$J0 D2
A product of leather, any leather product.
L 13:49 <}6 -H0 D¤
leather article. The legal definition of ‘article’ for the
purpose is another matter, but the word is not limited to
‘utensil’ – here the obvious is an article of clothing.
L 13:51 (L/$L0 D2H0 <}6 L( ( JµL6I- < J̧ F$ 0N/ D0
‘to whatever the leather may be made for a product’ i.e.
any product into which the leather is made.
L 13:52 7K< LµD)
burn to destruction – see introduction to Leviticus.
7I< L¶ Hº ¸I$Lx
Presumably the word ¼ØÃÝ LK alone could include burning
by acid etc., hence fire is specified.
L 13:59 >$M*
What precedes. A ‘footline’ – see 7:37.
}$ D® K, D0 }$ }<F( K, D0
to clear it or to bar it.
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L 14:1 ¼( J̧ N2 ¼0 J$
No diagnosis or background knowledge is required here,
so Aaron was not told directly (> 11:1).
L 14:2 >$M*
What follows. A headline.
L 14:3 3 I(N¤ K( ( L$L<D)
Note very carefully that contrary to the comments of
‘bible scholars’ the priest performs no symbolic or ritual
treatment whatsoever, he is not a witch doctor. He does
not even say any special prayer. All he does in the first
stage is to investigate to determine when (if at all) to
declare the victim barred, and then to leave him. He
does nothing else until the disease has cleared. All the
rituals that he performs (which follow on now) are only
started after the disease has cleared up, when it is his
duty to clear up the bar that the disease has caused, and
which does not automatically disappear when the
disease does. There is no mention of a doctor to treat
the disease, nor any ban on one.
L 14:4 1-V<G² H: ¼- Iº Ḑ
birds. The word is normally feminine, and does not
imply female birds.
L 14:8 <I( L,D)
and he becomes clear. But not completely – there are
stages in the clearance procedure, leading to stages of
clearance.
L 14:10 1- HµL% D¤
(male) lambs. One for an asham (verse 12) and the
other for an olah, > verse 19.
( Lµ D% K¤
shelamb. For a hatat, > verse 19.
L 14:14 1 Lµ L$L( 1Kz H2
The blood of the asham is flung against the altar (7:2).
The text does not say if some is taken first before this
is done, as with the miluim (8:23,24) or taken from the
altar afterwards (8:30). The analogy is more with the
former.
L 14:19 ¼(L0N6 L( ... >$ L¢ K+K(
We can work out which is which. A hatat is never a
male sheep, so it would be the ewe-lamb, the female.
Note that it is a hatat, not a sin-offering. An olah, like
an asham, is always a male.
}> L$ D2 O¢ H2 ... <J² H/ D)
This is to clear the ¼É LÅ DÓ OÍ, the bar, not any possible
‘sin’. > 12:7.
L 14:31 <J² H/ D)
> 12:7
L 14:33 3N<F( K$ 0J$D)
This includes diagnosis. It is assumed that only the main
details of diagnosis are given in the text, but that full
diagnosis requires more detailed knowledge handed
down by tradition, Aaron and his descendants being
experts. So Aaron is also told directly. > 11:1.
Apparently verses 49-53 were also included, even
though the parallel (verses 4-20) were transmitted only
to Moses (14:1).
L 14:34 >-I% Dx ... 6K&J4
The description fits in with dry rot (which I have seen,
a fungus disease causing a highly infectious powder to
flake from the surface) or something of a similar nature.

L 14:35 6K&J4 D¤
He need not be sure – it is up to the priest to come and
check. In the case of a person or an article he need not
say anything, he just goes or takes it and shows it.
L 14:38 <-Hy D5 H(D)
See 13:4.
L 14:53 <J² H/ D)
> 12:7
L 15:1 3N<F( K$ 0 J$D)
Diagnosis is required. It is assumed that only the main
details of diagnosis are given in the text, but that full
diagnosis requires more detailed knowledge handed
down by tradition, Aaron and his descendants being
experts. So Aaron is told directly. > 11:1.
L 15:2 ¼%L*
Noun from the present participle of the verb meaning to
emit or to discharge. A discharger. Gonorrhoea has all
the symptoms described.
}%}*
His emission or discharge.
$ I2 L,
He is barred. Here we are given various laws
concerning the second group of bars. (Chapter 12
logically belongs after the end of this chapter.)
See sub-heading ‘classification’ in introductory notes to
section 2, above.
L 15:4 -H0 D¤
article.
L 15:15 <J² H/ D)
> 12:7
L 15:19 (L%L*
Feminine form of ¼ÆLË. A discharger. However it does not
refer to the same sort of discharge as with the male in
the earlier part of the chapter, but, as stated, to a
discharge of blood. The specific reference to a woman
shows that it is referring to menstrual blood and not, for
instance, a nose bleed (which would not cause a bar).
The land ( ¼Ú JÝ JÅ – feminine) is often called ¼IKÆUÈ¼X ¼ÆLÑ LÌ ¼ß KÆLË
‘a discharger of ...’, > Ex.3:8.
[There is some confusion here over rabbinic usage. The
rabbis use the term ¼É LÆLË in a very limited technical
sense that does not include this case but only the one
referred to later in verses 25-30.]
L 15:24 {L>N$ ¸- H$ % K¤ Ḑ H- %N/ Ļ 1 H$D)
If a man indeed lies with her. There is a reference
elsewhere to the fact that he should not (18:19) but that
is not a law of ‘bars’ and is not relevant here. What is
relevant is what bar he acquires if he does.
L 15:25 { L2Lz %}* %|*L- - H¤
if her blooddischarge discharges. Note that ¼Æ¼X¼ËLÎ is
masculine, the subject is ÆDË, and the verb is,
exceptionally, intransitive.
%|* L>
she discharges. Here, as normal, the verb is transitive
(with an implied object, blood).
L 15:30 <J² H/ D) ... >$L¢K+
See 12:6,7,8.
L 15:31 -H4 L¤ Ḑ H2 > J$ 1 L$ D® K, Dx
by contaminating my dwelling (the Tabernacle). This is
the essence of the laws, not to contaminate it directly
(by going there when barred or taking something barred
there) or indirectly (by eating holy food when barred).
Otherwise there is no harm in remaining ‘barred’.

*
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L 16:1 ¼( J̧ N2 ¼0 J$
Although the details in this chapter essentially concern
only Aaron, who alone was allowed to follow the entire
procedure, there is no diagnosis, no background
knowledge or expertise is needed, and given the details
even you or I could do it all (though not allowed to).
The laws were therefore conveyed via Moses alone, and
Aaron was not addressed directly.
L 16:2 ¼̧ J'Ń K(
Elsewhere called ¼Ò¼Î HILÈGd KÉ ¼I JÈÃÜ (Ex.26:33).
L 16:4 'Kx
The normal word for linen is ¼Ò¼Î Hf DI Hb. If ¼ÈKT and ¼I II
also both mean linen, they must have a narrower
meaning of linen treated or made a special way. They
are certainly not the same as each other, and are never
used interchangeably.
L 16:6
Note the order throughout. First his own hatat to claim
pardon for himself and the other priests (‘his house’)
and only then the hatat for the people; and only after
that the olahs (verse 24).
%-V< D; H( D)
If verses 6 and 9 are not unnecessarily repeated later
(11 and 15) we must assume that the word here does not
mean ‘offer’ but simply ‘bring near’ – only the first
stage of offering; and that the word ¼X ¼É LK L× DÊ in verse 9
simply means to declare or prepare it. This is contrary
to normal usage, but the only other way of reading it –
that this is the order and verses 11 and 15 repeat and
elaborate – is against tradition.
L 16:9 |( LµL6D) ... %-V< D; H(D)
> verse 6.
L 16:10 ' K2G6L-
This is the hophal form, and pronounced yo‘omad.
Proof: Changing a silent sheva to a hataf under the
letter ayin × is not consistent, and sometimes even
varies between different manuscripts. So had you found
it here (or you might still find it in some MSS) as ¼È KÓ D×LÎ
you would pronounce it as yo’mad (cf. ¼Æ Kf DÐLÎ). Changing
the silent sheva to a hatafkomets to ease pronunciation
cannot change the previous vowel from short to long!
The rule is as follows: where one of the letters × Ì É Å
(except at the beginning of a word) carries a sounded
sheva (or even, as here, a silent sheva) that becomes a
hataf, the type of hataf chosen depends on the previous
vowel. If the previous vowel is patach you get hataf
patach ( ¼D ¼] DÑ KÓ but ¼D¼ÝF×KÕ), if it is hirik the hirik changes
to segol and you get hatafsegol ( ¼Æ Kf DÐHÕ but ¼ÇKÝEÉJÕ) and
likewise if it is initially a segol, if it is a short kamets
you get hatafkamets ( ¼Æ Kf DÐLÎ but ¼È KÓG×LÎ as here), if it is a
long kamets or a holem you get hatafpatach (as in
¼X ¼ÑFÅÂU B ¼É LÑFÅLU). In no case is the previous vowel changed
(e.g. from short kamets to long kamets or vice-versa).
A kamets that is followed by a hatafpatach is therefore
long, and if followed by a hatafkamets it is short. This
includes cases where the first letter is a root letter, and
where (as here) it is a prefix that modifies the verb,
since the type of hataf chosen depends on it. It does not
apply where an independent prefix (the definite article
É, or Ê meaning ‘and’ etc., or the prepositions Ñ Ð Æ) is
added to a word whose hataf has already been chosen
(e.g. ¼ß¼D¼[HÕGÅLT, > Deut.28:68).
There is no reason to change the previous vowel when

the hataf is followed by a sheva and so becomes a full
vowel. Thus the plural of our case here would be ¼X ¼È DÓL×LÎ
(compare ¼X ¼ÓUÝ J×JÕ ¼ÉLÈ DÓ K×KÕ) with both kametses short, i.e.
yo‘omedu. The same applise to ¼ÒIÈ DÆ L× Lß to’ovedem. (In
Deut.20:2, something similar happens with the letter Ý
where there is no intermediate hataf stage – see note
there on ¼ÒJÐ DÆLÝ LÜ D]).
[It is true that a kamets in an accented closed syllable is
normally long and in an unaccented closed syllable is
normally short ( ¼Ò¼Î Hf LT and ¼ÅL̀ LÅ are exceptions), but
reverse rules often quoted regarding a kamets in an open
syllable are a load of nonsense, there are far too many
exceptions for it to mean anything.]
L 16:14 (J~K- ... (L~ H(D)
sprinkle – see introduction to Leviticus.
L 16:16 1 L>N$ D2 O,
This refers to ‘tarnish’ in the moral sense (corruption).
It does not cleanse technical bars.
L 16:18 K+IxD* H® K(
The usually accepted version (Talmud, Rashi, etc.) is
that it is the gold altar, and the fact that it was sprinkled
on (next verse) seems to support this. Ibn Ezra says it
is the outer one. The text is ambiguous.
3 K>L4 D)
apply.
L 16:19 >N$ D2 O¢ H2 ... }<F( H,D)
Both words used in the moral sense: ‘and clear it from
the contaminations (corruptions) of.
There is no reference to what happened to the rest of
the blood, but the normal procedure with a hatat was to
pour it onto the base of the outer altar.
L 16:21,22 +K¬ Ḩ D)
and send ... away. > Gen.8:7.
L 16:25 <- H, D;K-
smoke. See vocabulary.
L 16:27 1 L2Lz > J$ $L%|(
Use of ¼ß JÅ – > Gen.4:18.
|8 D< LµD)
and burn. See instruction given in 6:23.
L 16:29 |µF6 K> $W0 (L/$L0 D2 0L/ D)
> Ex.20:9.
L 16:30 <I² K/ D-
Aaron. Note the punctuation, the (only) pause is
immediately after ¼ÒJÐ Dß JÅ. ¼Ò JÐ¼Î Iß ¼ÅÃZ KÌ ¼ÑÃ] HÓ is the indirect
object, not of ¼Ý IÉ KÍ DÑ but of ¼X¼Ý LÉ DÍ Hf. Both the latter words
are of course in the moral sense. ‘For on this day he
will apply for pardon for you, to clear you. [pause]
From all your sins you will become clear before God.’
L 17:2 ¼<L% LzK(
The instruction, or command. Synonymous with ¼ÉLÊ DÛ HÓ.
L 17:3 % JµJ/
a sheep. See vocabulary.
L 17:4 }$-H%E( $W0 ' I6}2 0 J(N$ + K> J² 0 J$D)
The punctuation implies that these words are in brackets
and the verse continues the sentence started in the
previous verse: ‘A person who slaughters ... (without
bringing it to the courtyard) .... in order to bring an
offering,’ i.e. an offering must not be slaughtered
outside (Saadya Gaon, Rashi). Otherwise it could mean
that these animals may not be slaughtered except as
offerings, a restriction later lifted (Nachmanides,
Talmud – but see end of verse 7): apart from the
punctuation there is no grammatical objection to this,
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but other objections can be raised against each. In vs.9
similar words are definitely not in brackets.
L 17:7 1V<- H6 D¶K0
Literally ‘goats’ thought by some to mean satyrs, but
these only had the form of goats in Roman times. What
we have here is probably not satyr but satire, ‘goats’
being a term of contempt for idols generally. (>
Gen.14:2)
L 17:8 +K%L* }$ (L0N6
an olah or a zevach. See introduction.
L 17:9
> 17:4.
L 17:10,11,12,14,15. ¼̧ J8J4
In verses 10, 12, 15 the meaning is person (Gen.12:5,
Lev.2:1 and frequently). In verses 11 and 14 it means
life (which is also often used). The interspersion of the
two meanings is obviously to emphasise the connection.
L 17:15 <I( L,D) ... $ I2 L,D)
is to be barred until evening and [then] clear. (Both
words used in the strictly technical sense.)
L 17:16 }4M)F6 $ LµL4 D)
See notes on Gen.4:13 and Lev.5:1 for different
meanings of this phrase. Here probably it means ‘then
he will take his punishment’ – if he then eats holy food
or enters a holy place.
L 18:1
From here until the end of chapter 22 we have a group
of sets of instructions that are characterised by the
constant repetition of the phrase LÎ DÎ ¼ÎHÕFÅ. This first set
lists the sex laws.
L 18:3 |µF6 K> $W0
you are not to do. Contrast Gen. 2:2 (see note there),
Ex.20:3,8,9, Lev.16:29 and elsewhere, where it means
‘make’ or ‘produce’ or ‘acquire’ (see also Gen.12:5).
L 18:4 |µF6 K>
Here we have a third meaning, roughly to effect or
execute.
L 18:9,11 >J'J0}2
Those who insist that it means birthplace have great
problems here. It never does.
L 18:19 {L> L$ H2 O,
In the strictly technical sense: ‘her bar’.
Note that this law occurs here among the sex laws and
not among the laws of bars. It is one of the laws
associated with the laws of tamé but not one of the
laws of tamé. It is a ban on sex that applies when a
woman is barred (from matters ’holy’), but not because
she is barred. The same event that produces the bar
produces the ban, the ban lasts as long as the bar lasts,
and is removed when the bar is removed. This is the
reason why the law regarding the bar is, in this case
only, still observed today, where the bar in this respect
is removed so that the ban can be removed, but the bar
is not fully removed, the woman still remains barred as
does everyone else, due to an assumption that she (and
everyone) has been contaminated by a dead body. Such
contamination produces a stronger bar than this does,
but no ban on sex, showing that the bar is not the cause.
There was no reason for the Canaanites to keep the laws
of bars, so it is hard to reconcile this law with verse 24.
Presumably the basis is for a woman not to have sex
when menstruant (which also shows that it is not
because of the bar); the details, connecting the ban with
the period of the bar, were given specifically to Israel.
An Englishman considered that the purpose of washing
was to ‘clean’ yourself, therefore if you have to wash
you must be in some way ‘unclean’ – a suitable word

for King James’s men to use where one does not
actually appear dirty. (In any case, dirty is a dirty word
and should not be used.) A woman cannot understand
why she should still be considered ‘unclean’ (after
menstruation) after a shower or a normal bath, and is
told by our rabbis that she is ‘ritually’ (or far worse,
‘spiritually’) unclean – echoes of Lady Macbeth when
the blood (of murder) would not wash off her hands!
There are two things that are unclean. The first is
excrement, which is not tamé. The second is King
James’s translation of tamé, even (or especially) when
our rabbis use it.
L 18:20 (L$ D2 L, D0
Here and for the rest of the chapter this word and its
associated forms are used in the moral sense. To be
contaminated (corrupted) through her. The form is like
that of ¼É LÜ DÆLÈ DÑ.
L 18:21 ¦J0N®K0
Placing this here implies that the worship of Moloch by
passing children through the fire had a sexual
connotation.
L 18:24 |$ D® K¢ Hº 0 K$
do not contaminate (corrupt) yourselves.
L 18:25 {L4M)F6 'N; D8 J$L)
and I have inflicted its punishment. > app.

1-=';

L 19:2 1- Ḩ N' D;
The set of laws in this chapter is a miscellany whose
purpose is said to be to maintain Israel as separate and
distinguished from everyone else. It is very hard to find
a common thread, still less any logical arrangement.
(Ex.22:17-23:19 is also a miscellany, but with an
understandable purpose – > Ex.20:18.)
L 19:3 >J$D)
but. In case of conflict, the second takes priority. Not
‘and’ as they do not belong together. > app.
L 19:4 (L/ I± K2
> Ex.34:17.
L 19:9 >K$ D²
The word ¼É LÅ Ib always means edge, never ‘corner’.
L 19:11 |¸F+K/ D> $W0
The verb means to falsely deny an obligation so as to
avoid liability – > 5:21.
L 19:13 ;ŅF6 K> $W0
you are not to withhold wages from.
3- H0 L> $W0
This is not second person masculine, but third person
feminine. The subject is ¼ß K̂ O× Db, and the verb is
intransitive: ‘is not to stay overnight’.
L 19:17-18
The four things mentioned in the half-verses go
together. When an Israelite does you harm, do not hate
him inwardly, but have it out with him – do not take
revenge or wait for an opportunity, but love him as
yourself. These are not basic moral principles in
behaviour towards a fellow-human, but rules ordered by
God, as explained by the last two words, of how to
behave towards a fellow-member, within your society.
You are not expected to observe these rules in your
relations with a foreigner.
Note the four expressions for a fellow Israelite:

¼FF× IÝ ¼F J_ K× ¼ÎIÕ DT ¼F Jß¼Î HÓF× ¼F¼Î HÌ LÅ
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L 19:17 K+- H/}º K+I/}(
The meaning is to show someone what is right
(Gen.24:14,44), or teach somebody a lesson: sometimes
merely to rebuke (Gen.20:16; 21:25; 31:42), sometimes
using stronger measures (Ps.6:2, 149:7). ‘Beware of the
man who does not return your blow – he neither
forgives you nor allows you to forgive yourself’ wrote
George Bernard Shaw (Man and Superman). This is
what we are forbidden to do.
L 19:20 ¼( L>Lz D8H4 ¼$W0 ¼( Iz D8 L(D)
Grammatically strange. An infinitive in the hophal to
stress a verb in the niphal!
L 19:21 1 Ļ L$ SSS }2 Ļ F$
his guiltoffering ... an asham (as 5:25, contrast 5:6).
L 19:27 >K$ D²
the edge of.
L 19:28 ¼6 K;F6K;
Tattoo.
L 19:30 - Ḩ Lz D; H2|
but. In case of conflict, the second takes priority. (Not
‘and’, they do not belong together, > app.)
[Alternatively, and – with Sabbath observance, although
a forbidden act is important, legally (as the Talmud
explains) it is secondary to the intent and purpose of
that act. With respect for the Sanctuary, although intent
and purpose are important, they are secondary to the act
(cf. 10:1,2), the laws are disciplinary. These two then
represent the extremes, and most other laws (except
laws of justice, where reasoning is permitted and even
encouraged) lie somewhere in between.]
L 19:31 (L$ D2 L, D0
In the moral sense, ‘to become contaminated
(corrupted)’.
L 19:33 |4}> $W0
you are not to exploit. (> Ex.22:20.)
L 20:1
This set deals broadly with the consequences for
individuals who do not take note of chapter 18.
L 20:9 }®H$D) ... }®H$ > J$D)
or his mother.
L 20:15 ¼|¼&N<F( Kº ¼( L2 I( Dx K(
Though possibly innocent it cannot be left to live.
L 20:16 ¼1Lx ¼1 J(¼- I2Uz
The animal too is guilty. (Contrast previous verse.)
L 20:17 ' J5 J+
Although spelt and read the same way, it is not the same
word as that meaning ‘kindness’. Probably ‘disgrace’.
[In English we sometimes find a word with two opposite
meanings. To ‘stone’ someone or a vehicle is to throw
stones, to ‘stone’ olives or cherries is to remove the
stones. To ‘cleave’ can mean to stick or adhere, or ‘to
split’ as with a cloven hoof.
Even worse, to ‘replace’ something can mean to put it

back where it came from (as if ‘re-place’), or not to do
so but to put another there instead!]
L 20:20, 21 ¼1¼-V<¼-V<F6
> Gen.15:2.
L 20:24 >K%L*
a discharger of, an emitter of.
L 20:25 ... (L$ I2 D, ... (L<N( D,
Here in the semi-technical sense: permitted, forbidden.
Birds are never ¼Å IÓ LÍ in the technical sense.

<2$

L 21:1 $ L® K¢H- $W0
In the strictly technical sense, ‘he is not to contaminate
himself’.
Here we have the third of the laws ‘associated with’ the
laws of bars. The first was how the victim of saraat
must behave (13:45-46), the second the ban on sex with
a menstruant woman (18:19). Though not yet mentioned
explicitly, contact with a dead body (and sometimes
proximity without contact) contaminates and produces
a bar. A layman may become barred as long as he clears
himself before eating holy food or entering the holy
place, but we are told here that a priest is to avoid
becoming contaminated from a corpse in the first place
if at all possible, with certain specified exceptions. (By
tradition such contamination is additive, so that although
we assume that everyone, even a priest, is today already
barred on grounds of proximity to a corpse, a priest
even today is not allowed to add to it by approaching
another corpse.) Num.6:6 extends this law to a nazirite.
L 21:6 1J+J0
food. > app.
L 21:14 ( Ļ |< D&| (L4 L2 D0 K$
a widow or (not ‘and’) a divorcee.
L 21:16-24
Disqualifications of priests. These must not be confused
with the bars. For one thing they do not contaminate.
For another, they cannot be ritually cleared. A physical
handicap disqualifies as long as it lasts, which may be
permanent. It does not allow a priest to perform duties
publicly, but he is barred neither from entering the holy
place nor from eating holy food. The word ¼Å IÓ LÍ is
never used in this connection.
L 21:24 0I$L< DµH- -I4 Dx 0 L¤ 0 J$D)
From 16:1 onwards, as appropriate, not specifically the
last paragraph.
L 22:1-16
All references here to ¼Ò¼Î HILÈGÜ , ¼IJÈÃÜ etc. are in the
technical sense (see introductory notes to section 2) – in
fact in an even more limited sense of that which may
only be eaten by priests and their households. (There are
some types of ¼IJÈÃÜ, even in the technical sense, that
may be eaten by anyone who is not barred.)
All references here to tamé and tahor are in the strictly
technical sense of barred and clear. Here we have the
actual basic laws regarding the bars, with a summary of
their main sources, as they concern the priests.
L 22:10 <L*
anyone unauthorised, an outsider, a layman.
% Ķ }>
a tenant, normally an employee who lives in.
<- H/ Lµ
an employee or a hired contractor. There is no
reference to a labourer.
L 22:11 }>-Ix '- H0D-
A term used for one born into slavery (Gen.17:12).
L 22:12 <L*
outsider, unauthorised – not unauthorised to marry her,
but unauthorised to eat ‘holy’ food, in which case she
too may not eat it.
L 22:13 ( Ļ |< D&| (L4 L2 D0 K$
a widow or (not ‘and’) a divorcee.
L 22:14 ¸J'N;
In the technical sense. In 5:15-16 there is the case of
misappropriation of ¼IJÈÃÜ in the non-technical sense. This
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is not quite the same.
L 22:17-25
Disqualification of animals for sacrifice. These animals
do not contaminate (even when dead unless for a special
reason), and cannot be ritually cleared, the word for
‘bar’ is not used (with the unique exception of 27:11).
L 22:19 1-H% Lµ D¤
sheep.
L 22:23 ( JµL) <}¸
The singulars of ¼Ý LÜ LT and ¼Ô ¼ÅÃÛ in verse 21. > vocab. All
four words include both sexes and all ages unless
specified. (The Talmud attributes a special age group to
¼É JK where mentioned regarding sacrifices, but that is a
legal matter, it is not the meaning of the word. Verse 28
proves this.)
L 22:27 % JµJ/
a sheep.
L 22:28 }4 Dx > J$D) }>N$
she and her offspring. Traditionally the reference is
only to a female animal and its offspring. ¼D ¼ßÃÅ and ¼D¼Õ DT
have masculine endings because although ÝDI and ¼É JK
can apply to any age or sex (> verse 23) the words
themselves are of masculine gender.
L 23:2 - I'F6}2
appointments of. The ¼È I×¼D ¼Ó ¼Ñ JÉÃÅ is the place of
appointments (between God and Moses), these are the
times of appointments (between God and Israel).
¼̧ J'N; ¼- I$L< D; H2 ¼1 L>N$ ¼| ¼$U< D; Hº ¼< J̧ F$ *( ¼- I'F6¼} ¼2
The expression ¼ÅLÝ DÜ HÓ ¼Å¼D¼Ý DÜ is used often in the later
books, when there is a public announcement to call the
people together for a ‘general meeting’ or public
assembly when the occasion demands. But here follow
details of fixed dates for a holy assembly, the festivals,
which are explained to the people, mentioning just
casually that on each occasion a special offering is to be
brought. Details of the offerings, which primarily
concern the priests, are given later in Num.28-29. The
only ones given here are those connected with bringing
new produce – the omer and the public bikkurim.
¼(J¬ I$
What follows (contrast 23:37 below).
¼- L'F6¼} ¼2 ¼1 I( ¼(J¬ I$
Here is a complete list of my holy days, with, as a
preface, one that you are not required to ‘call’, the
Sabbath. You should know about that from elsewhere,
but it is included here as a reminder, also to show that
it is relatively more important than all the rest.
L 23:4 ¼1 L'F6¼} ¼2 Dx ¼1 L>N$ ¼| ¼$U< D; Hº ¼< J̧ F$ ¼̧ J'N; ¼- I$L< D; H2 *( ¼- I'F6¼} ¼2 ¼(J¬ I$
These (again what follows) are the assembly days that
have to be ‘called’ at the appropriate time. There are
seven such days, four of them (two each) connected to
a seven-day ¼Ç KÌ. Modern Hebrew reverses ¼Ç KÌ and
¼È I×¼D ¼Ó.
L 23:3 (L/$L0 D2
> Gen.2:2.
3}>Lx Ķ >Kx Ķ
> Ex.16:23.
L 23:7 (L'N%F6 >J/$J0 D2
items of service, i.e. items for use are not to be
produced, as against items for human consumption
(food). This is a more concise way of expressing what
is stated and explained in Ex.12:16; it is repeated
throughout the chapter wherever required.
L 23:10 < J2N6
This is a measure defined in Ex.16:36.

L 23:11 >Lx K¹K(
Although on the festivals there is ¼Ô¼D ¼ßLT KI, none of the
days (except Kippur, vs. 32) are referred to as a ¼ßLT KI,
which is apparently a deliberate policy, since the laws
(except for Kippur) are different. Is this an exception?
Four explanations of what this word refers to here have
been given.
1. That of the Boethusians (a group similar to the
Saducees), that it means the seventh day of the week,
immediately following the first day of the Festival,
makes little sense.
2. That of the Talmud, that it means the first day of the
Festival (the accepted version), is hard to fit in with the
plain text.
3. That of the Book of Jubilees (on which the Ethiopian
tradition is based), that it means the last day of the
Festival, fits but is not in accord with our tradition.
4. The Dead Sea Sect took it to be the seventh day of
the week after the last day of the Festival! Their
customs often disagreed with tradition.
L 23:12 µJ%J¤
a lamb. See introduction.
L 23:13 1-H4N< Dµ J6
An issaron is a tenth of an ephah, same as an omer.
This is the only case of two such measures for a lamb,
otherwise always one issaron (Num.15:4 et al.).
L 23:14 1J+J0
Here obviously bread, > app.
- H0 L;
toasted barleycorn. See 2:14. The form ¼Î¼X¼Ñ LÜ is the
adjective, toasted; ¼Î HÑ LÜ is the noun for that type of toast.
0 J2U<K/ D)
As in 2:14, nobody is quite sure what this means.
L 23:15 ff.
The name ¼ß¼D ¼× OÆ LI is not mentioned here at all, nor even
the word ( ¼ß¼D ¼ßLT KI is used, contrast Deut.16:9-10) though
verses 42-43 do explain ¼ß¼D ¼] OÖ.
L 23:15 >Lx K¹K(
All agree that here it is the same as in verse 11 (q.v.),
likewise with four possibilities.
>}>Lx Ķ
weeks. Compare the parallel verse Deut.16:9. Just as
¼IJÈÃÌ, the day of the New Moon, was also used for the
period from one to the next, i.e. a month, ¼ßLT KI is used
for the period from one Sabbath to the next, i.e. a week.
L 23:17 ¼| ¼w¼- H% Lº
The dot in the alef is not a dagesh, but a mappik, cf.
Gen.43:26.
¼1¼-V<¼| ¼¤Hx
This is the public bikkurim (also Num. 28:26) not to be
confused (as many, even scholars, do confuse it) with
the private bikkurim referred to in Ex.23:19 and 34:26
and detailed in Deut.26:1-11.
L 23:18,19,20 ¼1¼- HµL% D¤
lambs.
L 23:18 ¼1 Jº D%K< D; H(D)
This is apart from the musaf (Num.28:26 ff.).
L 23:22 ªU' Lµ > K$ D²
the edge of your land.
L 23:24 ¼1J/L0 ¼(J- D(H-
you are to have. There is no other way of expressing
the verb ‘have’ in Hebrew.
3}>Lx Ķ
Unlike ¼ß LT KI this is an abstract noun – > Ex.16:23.
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( L6|< Dº 3}< D/H*
(Compare Num. 29:1 where it is called ¼É L×¼X ¼Ý Df ¼Ò¼D¼Î.) This
does not mean remembering a teruah, but remembrance
(it does not say of what) woken up by the teruah.
L 23:27 <}µL6Jx
Throughout the Tanakh the tenth of the month is always
referred to as ¼Ý¼D ¼K L× JÉ, but the tenth month as ¼ÎVÝ¼Î HKF× LÉ.
1-V<O² H¤ K( 1}-
Indeed it is a day of atonement, but that is not the
meaning of the words. The atonement, or expiation, is
performed by the sinners (partly) by fasting. They then
apply for pardon. ¼Ò¼ÎVÝOb H] means either the pardon or the
application for it, which must be preceded by
atonement. > Ex.30:15-16.
L 23:28 (L/$L0 D2 0L¤
> Gen.2:2. Contrast with verse 7.
L 23:29,30 ¼{ L® K6 SSSSS L(¼- J® K6
Why plural in one case and singular in the other?
L 23:32 >Kx Ķ
There is ¼Ô¼D ¼ßLT KI on other festivals, but none of those
days are referred to as a ¼ßLT KI (except for the references
in verses 11 nad 15 which pose a problem), apparently
a deliberate policy. Kippur exceptionally is a ¼ßLT KI.
1J/ D>Kx Ķ |> Dx Ḑ Hº %J< J6 ' K6 % J< J6 I2
From here it is deduced that we are to observe all
Sabbaths from evening to evening, even though the
Sabbath of Creation may have been from morning to
morning. > Gen.1:5, Ex.12:18.
L 23:34 >}¤ O± K(
the shelters. See verse 42.
L 23:37 ¼̧ J'N; ¼- I$L< D; H2 ¼1 L>N$ ¼| ¼$U< D; Hº ¼< J̧ F$ *( ¼- I'F6¼} ¼2 ¼(J¬ I$
This is a typical ‘signing off’ at the end of a section,
with ¼É Ĵ IÅ referring to what precedes (contrast vss. 2,4).
L 23:39 SSSSS ¼¦ K$
Why do verses 39-43 appear here after verses 37-38 (as
if added as an afterthought) instead of before verse 37?
A possible explanation is that the chapter gives:
(1) a summary of all the festivals and special occasions;
(2) what is to be done in the Sanctuary by the priests
for the public – the Omer and the Bikkurim with details,
and references to extra offerings without details;
(3) a brief summary of what everyone is expected or
forbidden to do, with details already given elsewhere.
But details of how the individual is to celebrate Succot
are not given elsewhere and are not appropriate for the
summary, so they are given here as an appendix.
This explanation leaves two problems: the failure to
explain here or elsewhere ¼É L×¼X ¼Ý Df ¼Ô¼D¼Ý DÐHË, and the over-
emphasis of Yom Kippur details in a summary.
L 23:40 1-V< L2 Dº >N² K¤
leaves (lit. ‘hands’) of datetrees. The date tree is
called a ‘palm’ in English because its leaves are like an
open hand with fingers spread out. In Hebrew the leaves
of the tree are called ‘hands’.
¼>N% L6
(Do not confuse the post-biblical word ¼É JÆ L× meaning
‘thick’.) The word (plural ¼ß¼D ¼ßÃÆF×) sometimes means a
rope, here it is the name of a tree, traditionally
identified with the myrtle bush ¼ÖKÈFÉ, but it is clear from
Neh. 8:15 that the two are not the same.
L 23:42 >N¤ O±Kx
in the shelters. The word means covering, hence
protection, of which the roof is the main part, the walls
being to hold up the roof. (Contrast a tabernacle, or hut,
or booth, whose walls are the main part.) In England the

main purpose of a shelter is protection from rain, but in
hot dry climates it is protection from the sun, especially
when directly above.
The ¼É L] OÖ was widely used in vineyards and fields by the
guards who kept away thieves and wild animals: Isaiah
(1:8) refers to one that remains standing after all the
surrounding vines have shed their leaves and been
pruned right down at the end of the season. It was also
used to shield domestic animals (Gen.33:17).
+L<D* J$ L(
The foreign resident is apparently not required to do so.
This has a bearing shortly – > 24:10.
L 23:43 1H-L< D: H2 9J< J$ I2 1 L>}$ - H$- H:}( Dx
when I brought them out of Egypt. Nowhere does it
say forty years in the desert. For various legal purposes
the Talmud distinguishes three types of domicile: ¼ßHÎ KT
a permanent house, ¼Ñ JÉÃÅ a tent (semi-permanent in
structure even if temporary in location) and ¼É L] OÖ a
shelter (temporary in structure). In the desert they lived
in tents, but on leaving Egypt in a hurry there was no
time to make these; initially they had to make do with
emergency shelters constructed quickly from whatever
materials were readily to hand. > Ex.12:37.
L 24:2,3
A repetition of Ex. 27:20,21, q.v. (Words re-arranged.)
'- H2 Lº
regularly. An adverb qualifying ¼ßÃÑF× KÉ DÑ (and not an
adjective qualifying ¼ÝIÕ). Likewise verses 4 and 8.
L 24:7 ¼( L¤K* ¼(L4N% D0
> Ex.30:34
L 24:8 1L0}6 >-V< Dx
a permanent covenant. A sign of one side’s obligations
under the contract, > Gen.9:9.
L 24:10 ¼- H0 I$U< DµH£ K( ¼̧ ¼- H$D) ¼>¼- H0 I$U< DµH£ K( ¼3 Jx
Two things are apparent here. First, the son of the
Israelite woman was not considered as an Israelite.
Whatever the law today, it was not so at that time.
Second, from the nature of the answer, it seems that that
was the essence of the problem – not how to deal with
an Israelite blasphemer but how to deal with one who
had the status of a ¼ÝIU, a foreign resident. A law had just
been given (23:42) that distinguishes between an
Israelite and a ¼ÝIU.
L 24:14 0I¬ K; D2 K(
The blasphemer. He is not, in the reply, referred to as
the ‘son of the Israelite woman’; the reply is that he is
a blasphemer, who he is is as irrelevant as his name.
L 24:15 }$ D, J+ $ LµL4 D)
will take his punishment, i.e. whatever it may be, but
from God, in contrast to the next verse. This is to show
that Ex.22:27 refers to the authorities (judges).
L 24:16 +L<D* J$L¤ <Iy K¤
> verse 10. There is equality in privileges (except land
allocation) and in obligations and responsibilities.
Spending a week in a succah, which has a significance
to an Israelite, is pointless to the foreign resident; but
there is to be no discrimination in justice. This is
illustrated here by the main points of social justice –
cases of injury, whether fatal or non-fatal, to both
humans and livestock. Blasphemy attacks society.
L 24:22 'L+J$ ,L² Ḑ H2
The point is emphasised, reinforcing Ex.12:49 which
deals not with justice but with ritual.
L 24:23 |µL6
Pluperfect, because it is mentioned after what they did.
You could render the last part as ‘the Israelites having
done as God commanded Moses’.
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L 25:1 <K( Dx
at (not ‘on’) Mount Sinai. See Num.28:6, bearing in
mind that no offerings were made on the mountain. The
reason for the usage is strange, and 7:38 does not help.
This section (25:1 – 26:46) is a contract on its own (see
26:46) – the Contract with the Land - to which God,
Israel and the Land are all parties.
L 25:3 ªU' Lµ
your land.
L 25:6 ª D% Ļ }> D0| ªU<-H/ DµH0D)
See Ex.12:45
L 25:8 >N> Dx Ķ
weeks of. Similar to 23:15.
¼ª D0 ¼|¼- L(D)
You will have (seven weeks of years, [namely] forty-
nine years), not ‘will be for you’.
L 25:10 0I%}-
Possibly a synonym for ¼Ý LÙ¼D ¼I (the instrument) or ¼É L×¼X¼Ý Df
(the sound it makes) – but more likely it means the man
who blows it. > Ex.19:13. Here it is used as a technical
term for the year in which the shofar is blown
everywhere on Yom Kippur. The word has come into
English as ‘jubilee’ with two meanings – a period of
fifty years, and the shout of ‘freedom’ to the slaves.
L 25:14 |4}º 0K$
you are not to exploit (take unfair advantage of).
)- H+ L$ > J$ ¸- H$
one another. There is a fair market price.
L 25:15 >N$|% D> -I4 Ḑ
You do not buy the land itself, only the use and
produce; but on the basis of a fixed advance payment
based on expected average annual yield.
L 25:16 ,N62 SSSSS ¼%N<
Difficult to translate into English. Approximately ‘the
many of ..... the few of’, but these are adjectives and the
Hebrew words are nouns. ‘Muchness’ conveys the idea
in bad English. ‘Multitude’ and ‘paucity’ though correct
are clumsy and unused words. (Cf. Ex.15:7, Est.5:11).
It does NOT mean ‘majority’ in Biblical Hebrew.
¼} ¼>L4 D; H2
Its purchase [price].
L 25:23 ¼9J< L$ L( ¼- H0 ¼- H¤
You cannot sell the freehold because God holds the
freehold. You are at best leaseholders.
L 25:24 ¼(L¬O$ Dy
You cannot buy even a confirmed limited lease transfer.
The transfer can be cancelled at any time by being
redeemed.
L 25:29 1- H2L-
a year. (See Gen.4:3). A house in a walled city can be
purchased freehold, but the purchase can be cancelled
within a year by redemption. An exception is a house in
a Levitical town or city (verse 32).
L 25:35 % Ļ }>D) <Iy
> Gen.23:4.
The wording is unclear, but seems to indicate that it
refers both to a fellow Israelite and to a foreign
resident. This is not the same ¼Æ LI¼D ¼f as in verse 40.
L 25:39 ¼< K¤ D2H4 D)
A true nif’al, not a passive (contrast Ex. 22:2) but a
‘middle’ (reflexive): and sells himself.

L 25:40 <-H/ Lµ D¤
You do not buy the actual person, only his services or
work, just as with an employee but on the basis of
advance payment. Compare verse 15 on buying land.
% Ļ }> D¤
Note here the other meaning of ¼Æ LI¼D ¼f (see Ex.12:45).
L 25:42 'J% L6 >J< J¤ D2 H2 |< D/ L®H- $N0
> verse 40.
L 25:44 ( L2L$D)
The feminine of ¼ÈJÆ J× is either ¼É LÓ LÅ or ¼É LÌ DÙ HI. Both words
are used completely interchangeably.
L 25:45 1-H% Ļ }ºK(
the (foreign) settlers.
1 J( I2
Ambiguous. It is not clear whether this means ‘of them’
or merely ‘from them’, and the difference is important.
L 25:47 % Ļ }>( D)) <Iy
As Gen.23:4 and verse 35 above.
L 25:50 <-H/ Lµ - I2- H¤
Market price, but > verse 53.
L 23:53 (L4 Ļ Dx (L4 Ļ <- H/ Dµ
An employee taken on on a yearly basis will charge less
and be less independent than a contractor or casual
employee taken on for a short term. However the law
may be interpreted, the text implies that there is a
difference.
L 26:2
This repetition of 19:30 presumably refers here to the
sabbaths of the Land (25:2). If so, in what way does the
Sanctuary take priority?

->;+%

L 26:3-46
The terms of the contract if the above conditions (25:1-
26:2) are, or are not, fulfilled.
Contrast the list of consequences of breaching the Land
Contract, expressed in the form of a threat, with the list
of consequences of breaching the wider contract (on the
whole Torah, made in Trans-jordan) expressed by Moses
in the form of curses (Deut.28:15-69). These were
probably the two forms used in contracts in ancient
times. Threats of sanctions would be used only by one
who has the power to impose them, otherwise it would
be necessary to rely on an outside power able to impose
them, and calling on that power in advance to act (if
necessary) is to curse.
L 26:6 (L6L< (L£ K+
harmful wild animals (collective), not ‘evil’.
L 26:16 - HºU'K; D8 H( D)
and I will inflict. > app.
L 26:25 0J$ 1 Jº D8 K5E$J4 D)
‘and you will take yourselves into’. True, in such a
case you will be collected or gathered there, but that is
not the primary meaning of the word here. > Gen.25:8.
L 26:26 'L+J$ <|¯ K> Dx
The size of the oven is irrelevant. What can be worse
than two women sharing a kitchen? Answer, ten women
sharing a kitchen. Pandemonium.
L 26:31 1J/ K+N+¼-H4 K+¼-I< Dx
This shows that both words are nouns, neither is an
adjective. Strictly, then, KÌÃÌ¼ÎHÕ KÌ¼Î IÝ is not ‘a relaxing
aroma’ grammatically, but ‘an aroma of relaxation’. The
ultimate meaning is the same.
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L 26:34,35 ( L® K¹L(
desolation. Not ‘its’.
L 26:46 3 K>L4 ... (J¬ I$
These were placed between God and Israel, i.e. a
contract. Compare the Contract Document, Ex.21:1. The
verbs ÒDK and ¼ÔÃßLÕ are often interchangeable. Contrast
the next section which are ¼ßÂÊ DÛ HÓ, instructions (27:34)
that are instructed.
>N<}º B1- H, L² Ḑ H2 B1- H́ O+
Literally, the first are legal institutions, the second are
judgements, and the third are procedures. However, it is
not possible to divide things up into the three categories.
The meanings of the words overlap, and we often have
the first two together as a legal pair – > Gen.23:4.
(Compare the English ‘rules and regulations’.) There is
no single Hebrew word for ‘law’. Here we have a triplet
which can be considered as an extension of a legal pair.
Classical Hebrew is very kind to us in that respect:
Aramaic was fond of giving lists of half a dozen to a
dozen overlapping terms to cover all possible cases,
eventualities, occurrences, possibilities, probabilities,
considerations, potentialities, likelihoods, etc., as are
found in the books of Daniel (chapter 3, where, as in the
present sentence, this is mocked) and Ezra (where it is
taken seriously), and in the prayers (e.g. Kol Nidrey).
L 27:2 ª D¤U< J6
Erkekha was a valuation on a fixed scale similar to that
used for taxation. Motor cars used to be taxed according
to the nominal horse-power, an illogical formula
(nothing to do with horses) depending on the bore and
stroke of the engine in a meaningless way. This was
later abandoned in favour of taxation groups based on
the engine’s cubic capacity. It has been suggested that
a fairer way would be to base it on the plan area of the
car, indicating the amount of road space used. Nobody
suggests making it depend on the value of the car (e.g.
if it is gold-plated). Property tax (‘rates’) is likewise
based on a nominal valuation, not the actual value of the
property.
Likewise the erkekha is the nominal valuation of a
person for the purpose of a voluntary self-imposed tax;
it depends on sex and on age-group, and there is a tariff.
In the case of land it is likewise fixed according to the
area, regardless of quality and hence value. In this
respect we see a direct contrast between this section
dealing with vows and the previous one dealing with
slaves and land purchase. There the market value is
what counts – of the land’s produce or of the slave’s
labour. Here it is not the market value at all, but the
special nominal valuation decreed for this purpose. (I
am indebted to Rabbi Ahron Batt for pointing this out
to me.)
We have already met erkekha in connection with the
asham sacrifice (5:15,18,25) whose valuation is fixed,
though the basis for it there is not clear. It occurs once
more, in Num.18:16. ¼F D]UÝ J× is not ‘your’ anything. It is an
odd word, probably derived from ‘your valuation’ but
now a sort of noun – we even find ¼F D]UÝ J× LÉ (verse 23).
Compare ¼É LÐFÅÃT which does not mean ‘as you come to’
but ‘as far as’ or ‘upto’ (> Gen.10:19).
L 27:3 ¼(L4 Ļ ¼1¼-V< Dµ J6 ¼3Jx H2
One per cent of the valuation for an adult male between
20 and 60 had been used for the census levy, > cens. §2.
L 27:6 ¼̧ J'N+ ¼3 Jx H2
The valuation for a male child between one month and
five years old is used in redeeming the firstborns – see
Num.3:47 and 18:16.
L 27:8 3 I(N¤ K( }>N$ ¦-V<E6 J(D)
and the priest is to set a (nominal) valuation on him.

(Not ‘value him’.)
L 27:9 ( L2I( Dx
an animal. (This word is almost always a collective –
exceptionally in this section we find it as a singular.)
L 27:10 6K<
bad. (Not ‘evil’, with which King James is obsessed.)
See Gen.2:9.
¸J'N;
In the non-technical sense. (See introductory notes to
section 2).
L 27:11 (L$ I2 D,
Barred in the sense of disqualified (22:17-25) – the
only time the word is ever used in that sense. (Contrast
verse 27.) The fact that the word can be used shows that
it does not mean (as King James says) ‘unclean’.
L 27:12 6L< 3- I%| %}, 3-Ix
irrespective of whether it is good or bad – not
‘according to whether it is good or bad’. The priest has
a different basis for valuation.
L 27:13 }>- Ḩ H2F+
its fifth. Twenty per cent. But some claim it means ‘its
fifth’ after the addition (apparently a usage common in
Talmudic times), in other words twenty-five per cent.
L 27:14
If the priest takes the house the erkekha is not relevant.
It only becomes relevant if he wishes to redeem it,
which he can do by paying 20% or 25% on top of the
nominal valuation, not on the value. Contrast
misappropriation (5:16,24) where only the asham
offering is subject to erkekha, but the payment with
20% or 25% surcharge is based on the actual value.
L 27:16 }6U<K* - H8 D0
Land is based on area, which is in turn measured by the
amount of seed sown in it. A ¼Ý JÓÃÌ (homer) is ten
ephahs (each of which is ten omers). The area that is
sown with that amount of seed is given a valuation of
fifty shekels, which is for forty-nine years (verse 17),
and pro rata (just over one shekel) per year. (It cannot
mean the amount produced, as the crop varies year by
year.)
L 27:21 1J< I+K(
Explained in verse 28.
L 27:27 (L$ I2 D¢K(
In the semi-technical sense, forbidden (not as verse 11).
L 27:28 1V<F+K- ... 1J< I+
> Ex.22:19. Holy means ‘special for God’, and hence it
is not for general use. ¼ÒJÝ IÌ means condemned as unfit
for general use, and if property dedicated to God it is
taken by the priest, but is treated differently in a
technical way to ¼IJÈÃÜ, as here explained.
This verse refers to property condemned by the owner,
so ¼ÒLÈ LÅ IÓ would mean slaves, who would be handed to
the priests. (Rashi). (There is a controversy as to
whether the priests acquire ¼ÒJÝ IÌ as gifts, or act as
custodians. Num. 18:14 implies the former.)
L 27:29 1L'L$ L( 3 H2 1L<G+L- < J̧ F$
Any condemned man, i.e. one who has been condemned
to death by a court. (Contrast verse 28.)
L 27:30,32 < KµF6 K2
The plain sense of this in vs. 30 conflicts with some-
thing else – traditionally this refers to the second tithe.
In vs. 32 it is given a special traditional interpretation
denying the plain sense that it is treated the same as the
firstborn.
¸J'N;
In verses 30, 32 and 33, the status is neither the usual
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one of the technical sense nor the usual one of the
general sense, but something else.

L 27:34 >M) D: H® K( (J¬ I$
> 26:46.

*
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I N T R O D U C T I O N T O N U M B E R S

STRUCTURE OF THE BOOK

The early chapters of this book, dealing with the time upto the departure from Sinai (10:11), could be written
in one of two ways:

1. Chronologically. This is the way we expect it, after following through Genesis and Exodus. Leviticus
represents a static interlude, and here we expect to carry on. The price to pay for this however would be very high.
The book records events, it does not dictate them. A lot of things happened while the Israelites were in Sinai, their
main stopping place on the way to the Promised Land, after Moses came down from the Mountain. In each sphere
(such as education in justice, construction of the Tabernacle, censuses, deployment of population, training the army,
allocation of duties and general organisation) instructions were issued from time to time as appropriate, with activity
taking place simultaneously in different spheres. A chronological record would require all these things to be mixed
up, interwoven with the construction (last chapters of Exodus) and consecration (early chapters of Leviticus) of the
Tabernacle. The result would be a hotch-potch of bits and pieces highly confusing and impossible to follow.

2. Logically. Whatever belongs together could be put and kept together. After all, the whole stay in Sinai was
under a year, of which the first few months were spent by Moses up the Mountain, and we are considering the period
after his return. Each matter would be dealt with on its own, in turn. Only at the end, when the people were ready
to march, did the results of the separate and hitherto independent activities tend to fuse. The price here is that it would
play havoc with the chronology. However, the strict order of activity is not always important. Where it is, chronology
could be maintained within the records of what happened in a particular sphere. The keynote to everything that took
place at Sinai (after Moses returned from the Mountain) was organisation, and a logical presentation of what took
place could be organised, whereas a strictly chronological one could not.

The problem of a choice between the logical and the chronological indeed occurs elsewhere in the Torah, but
to only a minute fraction of the extent to which it occurs with respect to Sinai. It is usually dealt with by breaking
the strict chronology in one of two ways (cf. Gen.4:1 and Gen.11:32):
(a) adding one or two introductory verses to a story (with a pluperfect), or
(b) adding a verse or two at the end to complete a story before going on to something else.

In this book again the logical was chosen, but using two more devices to avoid chronological chaos:
(c) the use of flashbacks to tell an earlier story relevant to what happened here.
(d) colecting and combining in one place instructions given (and possibly implemented) at different times, spread out
and scattered over a period, but which are connected and for future reference may be considered together.

All four may be combined in one concept: keeping together things that belong together, as far as possible,
where strict chronology would leave odd bits and pieces scattered around. (The two verses 10:35-36 pose a unique
exception.)

Everything that took place at Sinai was in preparation for the future, for the long term. We have had a full
description of the laws of justice, the Revelation, and the construction and consecration of the Tabernacle in the
previous books. After nearly a year settled in one place, final preparations for the immediate future, the actual
departure and march, started on the first day of the second month of the second year.

The book starts at that point, but adding details of earlier activity in flashback. This is the part that we
nowadays fail to appreciate. We are not used to finding it in the Torah, and we are reluctant to accept it, but it is the
only way to explain the early chapters of the book and make sense of them. Among the classical commentators,
Abarbanel certainly appreciated this. It may be necessary to carry his system a little further than he did himself. The
Introduction on Censuses following gives an ‘overview’ of the first four chapters.

*

These problems do not arise in the rest of the book, which, after dealing with the preparations for the desert
march, describes the journey to Kadesh Barnea, what happened there, and the wandering. The second part of the book
then deals with the final advance from Kadesh (Zin) upto and including the temporary settlement in Transjordan. The
whole structure has been set out below in sections.

There is a logical temptation to make a main division between sections 13 and 14 (below): upto Kadesh
Barnea, the end of an era, then the wandering and final advance. But section 14 in nature and style does not start
something completely new; by contrast section 17 does start something new and positive, following a fairly clear-cut
pause.

Here, then, is the main structure of the book.
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PART 1.

1. 1:1  2:34. [2nd year] Starting 1st of 2nd month.
Preparations for marching to the Land: calling up all except Levites for military service and assigning jobs;
results of the census; location of each group in the camp and order of travel.

2. 3:1  3:51. Flashback to several months earlier.
Census of Levites one-month up (with their charges and responsibilities),
their location in the camp, and their exchange for the firstborns.

3. 4:1  5.4. Apparently early in 2nd month.
Continuation of No.1 above: calling up Levites aged 30-50 for Tabernacle service,
with numbers and their jobs during travel; sending out the contaminated.

4. 5:5  6:27. Date not given, and unimportant.
Appendices to the book of Leviticus.

5. 7:1  7:89. Probably early in 2nd month, possibly earlier.
Starts with flashback to 1st of 1st month.
The dedication of the altar by laymen.

6. 8:1  8:4. Date not given, and unimportant.
Another appendix to Leviticus.

7. 8:5  8:26. Apparently later in 2nd month.
Continuation of no.3 above: ‘clearance’ of the Levites.

8. 9:1  9:14. 14th of 2nd month.
Starts with flashback to early in 1st month.
The ‘second’ Pesach for those contaminated. (See notes.)

9. 9:15  9:23. (No date relevant here.)
A description linking the building of the Tabernacle (end of Exodus) with the march to follow.

10. 10:1  10:10. Apparently later in 2nd month.
Final preparation for the march: the trumpets.

11. 10:11  10:34. The 20th of 2nd month.
The departure from Sinai.

12. 10:35  10:36.
Two verses whose correct location is controversial. (A separate book?)

13. 11:1  15:31. After 20th of 2nd month (2nd year).
Sinai to Kadesh Barnea. (Including laws.)

14. 15:32  15:36. Story of unknown date.
The sabbath-breaker.

15. 15:37  15:41. Isolated law of unknown date.

16. 16:1  19:22. Story of unknown date.
Korah’s rebellion, and laws.

PART 2.

17. 20:1  36:13. Starting 1st month, 40th year.
Kadesh (Zin, not Barnea) to the Jordan. (Interrupted by 33:1-49, summarising the journeys.)
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INTRODUCTION TO THE CENSUSES

1. Introductory.

The Appendix (on the meaning of ¼ÈÃÜ Lb), the result of
many hours of concentrated research, study, computer
manipulation and thought, is for reference. It is
complicated and not intended to be read and instantly
absorbed. Nor is there any need to study it (unless for
its own sake). However it is as well to browse through
it quickly before reading the following, so that it can be
referred to when reading the discussion below. The
meaning of ¼ÈÃÜ Lb, which is far from obvious, has a

bearing on understanding exactly what happened in
connection with the censuses (apparently not ‘censi’)
mentioned in Exodus and Numbers, about which there
is considerable confusion. Our aim is to find the
simplest realistic explanation that is compatible with the
plain text. Talmudic and midrashic explanations that do
not fit in comfortably with the text or with a realistic
approach have their place, but not in these notes.

2. The halfshekel. Ex.30:11-16; 38:25-28.

Before attempting to understand what is written and
what did happen, it is necessary to clear up what is not
written and what did not necessarily happen, to remove
entrenched false ideas that have no basis in the text.

(a) Although a law concerning an annual Temple tax
(discussed in the Talmud) was supposed to be based on
this source, that annual tax was on a totally different
basis (e.g. from age 13, not 20). While 2Chron.24:6,9
refers to an annual tax instituted by Moses, there is no
mention of it in the Torah.

(b) The word ¼Î H] (‘when’) does not mean (in this case)
‘whenever’. Two things indicate that the instruction
regarding the half-shekel payment applied only to one
occasion:

(i) All the instructions in this section (Ex.25:1-
31:17) that Moses received on Sinai during the
first forty days were for one-time immediate
implementation only, apart from the daily
offering and the Sabbath, both of which, it is
stressed, are also to be kept at all future times.
(The exception is the incense, whose formula
would obviously be copied in future when fresh
supplies were needed.) Here there is no such
statement, and it is not obvious.
(ii) The instruction was implemented for the
general census, and we are told how the silver
was used (Ex.38:25), but there is no reference
to it being implemented for the censuses of
Levites and firstborns, or even for the general
census forty years later (Lev.chap.26).

(c) The phrase ¼I ¼ÅÃÝ ¼ß JÅ ¼ÅWKLÕ does not mean ‘count’.
Pharaoh (Gen.40:20) did not count his chief butler to
find that he had only one. There is reference here to a
census, whose purpose is to count the population, and
counting is part of the process, but ‘count’ is not the
meaning of the phrase ¼I ¼ÅÃÝ ¼ß JÅ ¼ÅWKLÕ, nor is it the exact
meaning of ¼ÈÃÜ Lb, as we shall see.

(d) There is nothing to indicate that even here the
half-shekels were to be used instead of a head-count as
a basic means of finding the total number. Collecting
the half-shekel was an additional matter to be done
when the census was taken.

(e) An actual counting of heads, with the finger, does
not come into it. It was neither done nor forbidden, nor
was it practical to do it. If it is forbidden today, there
must be some other source. The use of the word ¼ßJÑÃU DÑOU
meaning ‘head’ simply means each individual, as we say
‘per head’ (see 16:16). But half a million people were
not to be counted with the finger.

(f) There is no statement that they had to pay in
single coins or even single lumps of silver, nor that the
halfshekels were to be counted. The shekel is a weight,

and silver was normally weighed out.
It seems that a type of coin, a piece of metal of fixed

stated weight, did exist in Egypt in those days, but coins
as such were not yet widely used, and there would not
have been enough for every person to own even one.
Anyway, the shekel that was required for payment was

a special one, the ‘Sanctuary shekel’, which was not the
one in general use for normal trade purposes, so even if
such existed as coins they would have been very rare.
The Sanctuary shekel was 20 gerahs, so the beka or

half-shekel was 10 gerahs. Even if they all had gerah
coins and paid in those coins, each man would have had
to pay ten coins, not one, which would have simplified
the weighing, but not the counting. What is more, the
instruction would have been given to pay ten gerahs
each, not to pay half of a twenty-gerah shekel! In any
case, even today a bank clerk does not count coins, he
weighs them. The counting was by a different method.

(g) The half-shekel was ordered with a veiled threat:
that without it a lot of people would die through the
census. This is not because of mere counting, and there
is no basis here for any law that the people are not
normally to be counted. What happened in the case of
David is highly problematic and controversial, and does
provide some support for such a law, but the plain text
of the Torah does not. There is something about this
particular census that did not apply to the others (such
as those of Levites and firstborns and the later one in
Transjordan) which necessitated the payment.

Having seen what it does not mean, we can try to
understand what it does mean. ¼I ¼ÅÃÝ ¼ß JÅ ¼ÅWKLÕ means to
call out or call up, usually in order to assign a task or
duty. Pharaoh (Gen.40:20) called out his chief butler to
re-appoint him, and his chief baker to condemn him to
be executed. In Num.31:26 the captives and livestock
were called out (i.e. pulled out) for counting and
allocation; the phrase itself does not mean count. The
idea here was that when the people are to be called up
for military service (which is not mentioned here but
becomes clear later) then the half-shekel is to be paid at
the time of the ¼ÈÃÜ Db, whatever for the moment that may
mean. The actual call-up for the army did not take place
until the second month of the second year (Num.1:1-2),
but the half-shekels were used in constructing the
Tabernacle, which was completed well before that.

What happened first was registration. Each name was
registered and lists of names were made by tribe, clan
and family. Each person brought his half-shekel at the
time of his registration. It was the names on the lists,
not the heads, that were then counted (Num.1:18).
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Meanwhile, the weight of each half-shekel paid in
was probably checked on the spot, and all the silver
collected would then have been weighed in bulk to
obtain the total, needed to know how much silver was
available when making the Tabernacle. The total number
on the lists (Num.1:46) was confirmed by the amount of
silver collected (Ex.38:25-26).

The lists would be accurate, but the totals were
rounded off to the nearest hundred, so any slight
variation in the weight of each donation of silver (their
scales did not have modern-day ‘scientific’ accuracy)
would not accumulate sufficiently to affect the result.

What is meant by the first ¼ÈÃÜ DÙ HT in Ex.30:12? In
theory, either the listing (registration) or the call-up. But
as the silver was needed (and used) for the Tabernacle
long before the call-up, it can only mean the listing or
registration (counting coming later after the lists were
completed). However, for the second ¼ÈÃÜ DÙ HT we have a
choice of explanations, with different implications,
presented here with no expression of preference:
(a) It is simply a repetition, they must pay at the time of
registration or there will be a ‘plague’ (for want of a
better word) ¼ÈÃÜ DÙ HT at the time of registration.

This implies that if there is no payment, God will
intervene to mess up the census. As you try to register
the people, they start to die.
(b) They must pay at the time of registration or there
will be a ‘plague’ (later) ¼ÈÃÜ DÙ HT through (because of,
caused by) the registration (and subsequent counting).

This could mean when they go to fight, and lends
support for the theory (quoted by Ibn Ezra) that the

‘plague’ means defeat by their enemies (Lev.26:17).
(c) They must pay at the time of registration or there
will be a ‘plague’ when the numbers are checked ¼ÈÃÜ DÙ HT
on callup, or when they are assigned their duties.

What is the whole point of the payment? It is a
‘cover’, a ransom or redemption for their lives, and was
paid only by those liable for military service. (A sort of
king’s shilling in reverse). The ‘plague’ means that if
nobody pays, many will die – not all, but nobody knows
in advance who. The payment is then not an individual
ransom for each person’s life, but a flat-rate paid by all,
analogous to an insurance premium. For this reason the
payment is only half a shekel, or one per cent of the
erkekha for a man over twenty (50 shekels, Lev.27:3).
In fact the premium is very low if what happened at the
time of David bears comparison in this respect. (One
must beware of comparing it in other respects.) Out of
a total of 800,000 (Kings) or 1,100,000 (Chronicles) the
death toll was 70,000, or between 6 and 9 per cent!

The word (¼Î IÈ OÜ DÙ) ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ OÜ Db usually means ‘those
appointed’.
1) In Ex.30 it refers to the officials who did the
registration. Each person had to ‘pass by’ the official to
register his name, and at the same time pay in his half-
shekel. But ¼Ò JÉ¼Î IÈ OÜ DÙHÑ means something else – see No.4.
2) In Ex.38:21 it refers to those appointed in charge of
the Tabernacle, as their names are then given.
3) In Num.31:48 it refers to the army officers.
4) In most other cases it means either those listed, or
those appointed ––– to military duties (the soldiers), or
to Tabernacle responsibility (the Levites).

3. The general census and callup. Num.1:1-2:47.

On the first day of the second month of the second
year, Moses was instructed to call up all male Israelites
aged over twenty by clans and families according to the
number of names, and together with Aaron to ¼ÈÃÜ Lb them
(Num.1:1-3). This could mean to check their names in
a roll call, or to assign them to their duties, but most
likely both. (For each of these possibilities, > app.) It
does not mean ‘to count’ them, because that was already
done from the census of registration, which had taken
place months earlier, when each had paid his half-
shekel. They were now to be called up on the basis of
that census, there was not to be another one, there
would be no point. They were checked (1:18). The
figures resulting from that census are now given – and
the total agreed with the figure arrived at from the half-
shekels. Precise figures are not needed for overall
military purposes, for assigning tasks and deployment to
groups rather than to individuals. These are rounded off
to the nearest hundred (with an exact fifty in one case),
showing a very high degree of efficiency. Saul was
always satisfied to number his troops to the nearest ten
thousand, or even the nearest hundred thousand.

Of course the figures are not accurate, people had
been born and died since the census was taken. Births
make no difference, those who reached the age of
twenty in the meanwhile would be called up a year later
in the next lot, and if a few had died in the meantime
and did not show up, so what? The degree of organis-
ation reached in just over a year with what had started
as a rabble of slaves leaving Egypt was fantastic!
603,550 people were called up – if a few had died in the
meantime and so did no report for duty, that neither
affected the whole organisation of the army nor
invalidated the census figures. A modern electoral
register is never still correct on election day.

One thing is obvious when one looks at these few

chapters realistically. Moses did not suddenly, twenty
days before the move, receive a large number of
completely fresh instructions telling him to count people
in four different censuses, get them all to move into
positions, deal with the Levites and all the other things
mentioned. The mere idea of two to three million people
suddenly, at the last minute, rushing around moving
their tents so as to be in the right place at the start of
the march presents a picture of pandemonium. The last
days of preparation must have been hectic enough
anyway, making sure everything was in order, troops
getting to know which units they were in, who the
officers were, what their jobs were and so on. Obviously
most of the preparatory work had already been done.

The instructions given to Moses were not completely
fresh, but were final instructions to fully implement all
that he had been told he would have to do, a large part
of which had already been done. The tribes each knew
where they would have to camp, and had been gradually
adjusting themselves. Before moving there would be a
final check to see that all was correct and in order,
which alone would take a lot of time.

We must understand that the Torah does not tell us
how Moses was informed gradually of all that had to be
done. This would entail bits and pieces everywhere,
make the book impossible to follow, and serve no useful
purpose. We are given a comprehensive précis, in
orderly fashion, with things that belong together placed
together. By not realising this we picture God issuing
instructions to Moses, who in turn passes them on, and
they are instantly obeyed and carried out by the whole
population. It was not like that. Even if the instructions
were accepted without question, there are always plenty
of idiots who fail to understand them, however carefully
(and sometimes however often) they are explained. And
there will be those who argue, who insist that Moses has
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somehow got it wrong, or who know a better way of
doing it. They were after all the people of Israel!

The section 1:48-54 was certainly not a new
instruction given after the census was taken – compare
verse 49 with verse 47. It was either given earlier but
brought here to explain verse 47 and lead into the next
chapter, or a final instruction, consolidating all earlier
ones and possibly adding verse 51 as something new.

Chapter 2 explains the arrangement of the army in
four divisions, with their location in the camp. It also
gives the actual number of troops in each division,
which Moses and Aaron had checked against the census
figures (1:18-19), and which agreed, showing that no

significant number had died in the meanwhile. This is
not surprising if we assume, along with most of the
commentators, that all references to men over 20 imply
also an upper limit of 60 – it later took 40 years for the
over 20’s to die, giving them a chance to reach 60 first!

The word ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ OÜ Db that occurs throughout (with various
grammatical endings) could mean those who had been
listed (in chapter 1) or checked (in chapter 2), assigned
to duties, or organised, it does not really matter which.
What does matter is that in Num.1 vss.2, 3 and 19 in
particular ¼ÈÃÜ Lb does not mean ‘count’, Moses was not
told to count them again and did not do so. He checked
the roll. (See also 1Sam.14:17 and Jud.21:9.)

4. Levites and firstborns. Num.3:1-51.

The initial instruction to hold a general census of the
whole population is not recorded, only that when it takes
place (implying that it would be needed) the half-shekel
was to be given. That was before the incident of the
Golden Calf, and it was assumed that the Levites would
be no different to anyone else. The incident of the
Golden Calf took place before there was a chance to
hold a census. Moses reminisces (Deut.10:8), though it
is not mentioned in the main story, that it was just after
that that God decided to separate the Levites and use
them instead of the firstborns. The Levites took charge
of the holy articles from the start: Moses appointed
Bezalel and Aholiab to be in charge of the manufacture,
but the Levites under Ithamar took charge of the
finished components (Ex.38:21).

Careful reading of the first verse of chapter 3 (and the
following verses) shows that we have here a flash-back
to the time before the construction of the Tabernacle.
First there was a census of the male Levites who would
be in charge of the items. After the incident of the
Golden Calf they were the only ones to be trusted, and
would replace the firstborns. The census was taken of
all from one month upwards – you do not put a baby in
charge of Tabernacle components, but they would
eventually have their duties. The purpose of the census
was for exchange with the firstborns, and incidentally to
allocate duties of protection, where each of the three
Levite clans had different things to look after. Here in
this chapter we are told the respective responsibility of
each clan (which is why the census was taken on each
clan separately) – broadly that Gershon took care of the

soft flexible materials, Kohath the furniture, and Merari
the rigid components. Before consecration no part was
holier than any other, and they are mentioned in order
of seniority. The key word used is ¼ßJÝ JÓ DI HÓ which means
charge or responsibility, but this was static, and ended
when the Tabernacle was erected.

We are also told who was in charge of each clan, and
where they were located around the Tabernacle – this
would have been the site reserved for it before it was
erected. The rest of the population would provide a
protective wall around them.

Again the count would have been by registration
(without the half-shekel), exact numbers were not
important and were rounded off to the nearest hundred.

Then God announced that their replacing the first-
borns would require a ceremonial transfer of duties. A
list of firstborns was compiled (in 3:40 ¼ÈÃÜ Db certainly
means ‘list’) and the number of names counted (3:40) –
this was done exactly. To match this against the Levites,
an extra, exact census of the latter was not demanded;
why is indeed a puzzle, but Moses was allowed to use
the rounded total of Levites and deduct it from the exact
total of firstborns, putting a charge of five shekels per
head (the erkekha for a male over one month old,
Lev.27:6) on the surplus, presumably taken from the
under-fives.

Incidentally, ¼ÈÃÜ Lb was what Moses was told to do to
Aaron and his sons (3:10) which does not mean that he
had to count them. He appointed them, which was well
before the second month of the second year.

5. Callup of Levites. Num.4:1-49.

Chapter 4 returns us to the second month of the
second year. Preparations for the move are under way,
and here it is necessary to have a call-up of Levites, not
for static guard duty but for dynamic service, and
specifically for being responsible for the transport of the
Tabernacle (to be dismantled and re-erected each time)
and its accessories. The key word introduced here is
¼ÉLÈÃÆF×, which means both service and work. The Levites
formed in effect a non-combatant army, and a new
census was required of those liable to Sanctuary service.
The duties and responsibilities of each clan were again
given, this time not from the point of view of static care
but of what each had to do every time the Israelites

changed their location. By now the Tabernacle had been
erected and consecrated, and the items of furniture were
considered holier than anything else, so the clan of
Kohath are mentioned first. The earlier Levite census
had given full details of everyone, this census was
‘within’ it, and as the Levites were only one tribe, and
the smallest, and already fairly well organised, it could
be carried out quite quickly and simply. The numbers
are here given rounded off to the nearest ten. Their jobs
could be allocated (in 4:49 ¼È KÜ Lb means ‘assigned’) and
each could be sure of his responsibilities well in time
for the march to begin on the twentieth.

6. The new census. Num.26.

Although not expressly stated, the original general
census was for two purposes. One was to organise the
army, the other was for the allocation of land, which

would be divided fairly among those who fought for it.
The Levites would not fight and would not receive land.

Nearly forty years later, the incident with Peor cost
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the lives of twenty-four thousand men who had not
resisted the Midianite women. These would be mostly
men of military age, soldiers ‘relaxing’ after two battles
with the Amorites. (That was the idea – to weaken the
morale of the soldiers.) One man in twenty-five had
died, not over a period allowing gradual replacement,
but suddenly, necessitating a complete reorganisation of
the army, with new officers and personnel, ready for the
war just ordered against the Midianites and the war of
conquest not far away. In addition, the original census
could not be used for land allocation, as the people
whose names appeared on it were dead, so, as explained
in the beginning of Num.26:1 and in vs. 53, a new
census was needed, on the basis of which, according to
the text, land was to be allocated. (Tradition maintains
that a combination of this and the original one was
used.) Presumably this new census was conducted in the
same way as the earlier ones, but there is no mention of
the half-shekel. The fact that the Levites had no land,
not that they were not to fight, is given this time as the
reason for their not being included (26:62). The land
aspect was probably played down in the records of the
earlier census because none of those appearing in it
(except two) actually got any in the end. Again the

numbers given are rounded to the nearest hundred,
though for some reason Reuben had an odd thirty, but
the register again would contain an exact list of names.
These round figures were close enough for deciding how
much land each tribe would need, but individual
allocations would be by name, and accurate.

While the army had needed to be re-formed, a new
census for Tabernacle service was not needed. There is
no mention in this case of Moses being told to register
or count the Levites, yet there was a registration by
families (26:57), and a total figure obtained. The
purpose seems to have been to be able to allocate them
to the various towns allotted to them, so as to initially
populate each town equally. It had no connection with
Tabernacle service, so the count was based on the total
male population (one month upwards). Yet there is no
instruction to allot them towns till some while later
(35:2)! Probably this census took place later, at the
request of the Levites themselves, and is mentioned here
to put it alongside the main census. Only a very rough
figure was needed, so the total of twenty-three thousand
is not necessarily accurate even to the nearest hundred;
and there is no breakdown by clan.

7. End note.

It’s all perfectly simple and obvious once you see it, isn’t it?
No? If that is the case, then ignore all the above, and do not accept it.

*
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N U M B E R S P A R T 1

<%'2%

N 1:2 ¸$N< > J$ |$ Dµ
Call up (for service). See Gen.40:13 and Ex.30:12.
The Introduction above explains the first few chapters
of the book of Numbers.
1 L>N%F$ >- I% D0
Were ¼Æ LÅ ¼ß¼Î IT merely two separate words ‘the house of a
father’ put together, we would expect the plural to be
¼Ò LßÃÆFÅ ¼Î IfLT (short for ¼Ò JÉ¼Î Iß¼D ¼ÆFÅ ¼Î If LT ), cf. ÒJÐÎ IIUÈ LÌ ¼Î II ¼ÅLÝ

(10:10, 28:11). But as an expression, meaning a family,
the plural (in biblical Hebrew) would be ¼Ò JÉ¼Î HÆFÅ ¼Î IfLT ,
compare ¼D ¼ß¼Î IÆ ¼Î IÈ¼Î HÑ DÎ (Gen.17:23) or ¼F JÝ¼ÎHËHÕ ¼Î IÆ D̀ H×
(Num.25:5). Note also that the plural of ¼IJÈÃÜ ¼ÅLÝ DÜ HÓ
(Lev.23:8) is ¼IJÈÃÜ ¼Î IÅLÝ DÜ HÓ (Lev.23:4).
Here the language goes even further and treats the
expression as one word, with both the plural and the
possessive attached only to the second word. This will
be relevant when we come to Num.18:1.
>}2 I̧ < K² D5 H2 Dx
According to the number of names, i.e. according to the
census already conducted. The registration listed the
names which were written and then counted - the names
were counted, not the half-shekels! Although this phrase
occurs no less than fourteen times in this chapter alone,
it is generally ignored! Why not read what it says?
1 L>W0 Dy D0O& D0 <L/L* 0 L¤
according to their heads, i.e. each individual male.
N 1:3 |' D; D8 Hº
appoint (cf. 3:10), or perhaps better, organise, > app.
This includes assembling them, checking the names
against the roll, checking the total count (from the roll),
and possibly assigning duties to each one. The primary
meaning is not ‘to count’ and there was no intention of
having a new count or a new census. > cens.
N 1:19 1 I' D; D8H£K)
> 1:3.
-L4- H5 <KxU' H2 Dx
To contrast with later – see 26:64. (Rashbam).
According to some, the expression is used only for the
period after the Tabernacle was erected, so here it also
contrasts with the registration, which took place before.
N 1:21-46 1 J(- I'O; D²
those who were listed or registered. Of course it means
‘the number of’ those listed, but ‘number’ or ‘count’ is
implied in the sentence, it is not part of the meaning
of the word. If in English, for instance, instead of ‘the
number of people on the list was fifty-one’, you say
‘there were fifty-one people on the list’, neither the
word ‘people’ nor the word ‘list’ implies number. [This
applies throughout the following chapters and chap.26.]
N 1:22 )- L'O; D²
Same.
N 1:25 1- H¹ H2F+K)
All the other results were exact hundreds, suggesting
that the numbers were rounded off, this one being an
exact fifty. There was no need for more accurate
figures.
N 1:44-46 - I'|; D² B1-V'O; D² K(
those who were listed or registered.
N 1:44 ' K;L²
organised

¼- I$¼- HµD4|
The word ¼Å¼Î HKGÕ which occurs often, and very often in
these few chapters, means a chief – how high a chief
depends on the context (e.g. in Num. 3:32 we have a
chief of chiefs) – sometimes what we would call a
manager or director or superintendant. It can at times
mean a king, but it never means a prince. (In Talmudic
times it meant a president, R. Judah was not a prince.)
N 1:47 |' D; L² D> L( $N0
had not been registered/listed. (Pluperfect, > Gen.4:1).
This grammatically strange form occurs only four times
in the Tanakh. At the beginning of this book is an
introduction to the Hebrew verb. The usual theory is
that the form ¼X¼È DÜ Lb Dß LÉ is just an irregular form of the
hitpael instead of ¼X ¼È Dd Kb Dß HÉ, the dagesh in the middle root
letter being dropped out on account of the sheva, as
often. However it may be a relic of the old lost
causative middle, since in the active form the causative
(hifil) is normally used, not the repetitive (piel). (The
piel occurs just once, and the pual just twice, in the
entire Tanakh, the hitpael only in the Book of Judges,
> app.) In any case, the meaning is a simple passive.
N 1:49 $ L¶ H> $N0 1 Ļ $N< > J$D) 'N; D8 H> $N0
you are neither to list (or register) them (> app.) nor to
call them up with the rest of (lit. among). They were
later registered separately on a different basis. This
instruction must have been given earlier, otherwise
verse 47 does not make sense. It is put here to explain
verse 47, and to put all reference to the Levites
together. Earlier, the Levites were not mentioned in
respect of the census, to avoid confusion – they were
simply left out. > cens.
N 1:50 ' I; D8 K(
appoint. The only time hifil is used in this Book. > app.
N 1:54 |µ L6 3 I¤ SSS |µF6K£K)
‘The Israelites did so. They did correctly entirely as
God had ordered Moses.’ (Note the punctuation.)
N 2:1 3N<F( K$ 0J$D)
The comment on L11:1, giving criteria for when Aaron
was directly given instructions, refers to laws and
instructions for future general practice. The only
exceptions are Lev.10:8 and Num.18:1, 18:8 and 19:1
(see notes there), though Num.4:17 is problematic.
I have not found criteria for cases of instructions for
immediate once-only action (e.g. compare 4:1 and 4:21).
N 2:4-32 1 J(- I'O; D² B)- L'O; D² B- I' O; D² B1-V'O; D²
those who were listed. The numbers here refer to those
actually camping in that way at the start of the march,
whereas the numbers in the previous chapter are the
results of the census. The two sets of figures agreed.
N 2:33 |' D; L² D> L( $N0
> 1:47.
N 2:34 |µ L6 3 I¤ SSS |µF6K£K)
‘The Israelites did so. They did correctly entirely as
God had ordered Moses.’
N 3:1 <JxVz 1}- Dx
A flashback to the time Moses was up the Mountain.
Verse 2 gives the names of the original priests
designated and appointed. Verses 3 and 4 explain what
happened to them subsequently – they were anointed,
two died, and Aaron and two sons remained. But that
was later – meanwhile, verses 5 onwards. Verse 10
shows that we are still in flashback.
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N 3:1,2 ¼(J¬ I$D)
What follows.
N 3:3 (J¬ I$
What precedes.
N 3:10 'N; D8 Hº
you are to appoint. Aaron had four sons at the time –
did Moses need to ‘count’ them?
They were appointed long before they were consecrated,
in fact almost immediately Moses came down from the
Mountain. We are still in flashback, which continues.
N 3:13 1L' L$ I2
This follows the first four words of the verse. The part
in between is in brackets. Compare 8:17.
N 3:15,16 'N; D8H£K) B1 I' D; D8 Hº B'N; D²
register (or list). It does not use the phrase ¼I ¼ÅÃÝ ¼ß JÅ ¼ÅWKLÕ
as they were not ‘called up’. Nor were they ‘appointed’
(at the age of one month) but registered to obtain a total
for later, to exchange with the firstborns.
¼̧ J'N+ ¼3 Jx H2
Ages were counted from one, not from nought as we do,
> Ex. 7:7. So ¼IJÈÃÌ ¼Ô JT means within the first month, less
than one month old. But unlike in English, ¼Ô HÓ is
normally exclusive and ¼IJÈÃÌ ¼Ô JT HÓ does not include that,
it starts after it, from one month old onwards.
N 3:21 ¼3¼} ¼̧ U<I& D0
Although the Levites were meanwhile in charge of the
components and accessories of the Tabernacle, these
were not yet concecrated, and there was no order of
importance, so the Levites are given in order of
seniority, Gershon being the oldest.
N 3:22,34,39,43 1J(- I' O; D² B)- L'O; D² B- I' O; D² B1-V' O; D²
those listed.
N 3:25 >J< J2 Ḑ H2|
The purpose of this census was not only in exchanging
the firstborns but also to allocate responsibility, > cens.
The Gershonites were in charge of the soft materials.
N 3:31 ¼1 LºU< K2 Ḑ H2¼|
The Kehathites were in charge of the furniture.
N 3:32,36 >KzO; D²
the charge (or responsibility) of. > app. The Merarites
were in charge of the rigid components.
N 3:39 7J0 L$ 1-V< Dµ J6D) 1H-K4 Ḑ
Three hundred short! > vs. 41.
N 3:40 'N; D²
list (or register). It does not mean count, because the
instruction to count the names follows immediately.
1 L>N2 Ḑ < K² D5 H2 > I$ $ LµD)
and take the number of their names. The names are
counted. ¼Ý Kb DÖ HÓ (and not ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ OÜ Db) means ‘number’.
N 3:41 <N/ Dx 0L¤ > K+ Kº
(a) Some of the Levites were themselves firstborns, and
therefore already required for service; they were not in
a position to redeem other firstborns. If the total number
of 22,300 Levites included 300 Levite firstborns, verse
39 gives the 22,000 available for the purpose of
redeeming other firstborns (Talmud).
Where the total (excluding Levites) was 600,000 aged
between 20 and 60, there were 22,000 firstborns, a ratio
of about 1 to 27. On this basis one would expect among
22,000 Levites about 800 Levite firstborns, not just 300!
(b) This redemption had to take place very early on, so
that the Levites were already in a position to accept
responsibility for looking after the parts and accessories
of the Tabernacle as soon as they were completed, until
Moses was ready to collect them all and erect it

(Ex.38:21; Deut.10:5,8).
(c) The concepts of the firstborn redemption are hard to
disentangle. The firstborn sons were redeemed here by
the Levites, except for the surplus who had to pay, but
subsequent firstborns always had to pay (18:16) – why
are they not redeemed by subsequent Levites? Also, the
firstborn of the animals are not redeemed by animals
owned by Levites, or even by money (18:17). The first
of produce belongs to God and it is reasonable to
understand a similar concept applying to children and
livestock, yet we are told it is all connected with the
Exodus from Egypt – or are there two things?
N 3:42 'N; D8H£K)
registered or listed.
N 3:43 1 J(- I' O; D8H0
those listed.
N 3:46
Here is a further problem. The total number of Levites
given in verse 39 apparently rounded off, is subtracted
from the total in verse 43, an exact number, giving the
two hundred and seventy three, also an exact number.
N 3:47
Five shekels from each of the surplus. How did they
decide who was the surplus? It seems that they started
the redemption with the oldest and worked down, so
that only the youngest, the babies, remained as the
surplus. These were redeemed at the erkekha value of
five shekels for each between one month and five years
(see Lev. 27:6).
N 3:50 ¼̧ J'Ń K( SSS ¼( L¹ H2F+
1,365 shekels for Aaron and his sons, quite a lot!
N 3:51 )-L4 L% D0| 3N<F( K$ D0
Instead of each firstborn, the priests had either a Levite
to help, or the money. Subsequently (18:15,16) they got
both! To disentangle the concepts (> 3:41 above) is not
easy.
N 4:2 ¸$N< > J$ $WµL4
call up. The Kehathites were called up out of the
population (of Levites) and assigned duties.
This would take us back to the current time of the main
story, the second month. There was no point in calling
up the Levites before this. Apart from training and
practice their duties as defined below would not begin
until the move was about to start.
¼> L( D; ¼-I4 Dx
The duties of transporting would start only after the
consecration of the Tabernacle, from which time the
furniture was more holy than the rest. Since the
Kehathites dealt with this, they are named first, before
the more ‘senior’ (in lineage) Gershonites.
N 4:3 ¼(L4 Ļ ¼1¼- Ḩ W0 Ḑ ¼3 Jx D2
The minimum age for transporting the Tabernacle, but
for service the minimum age was twenty-five (8:23).
Note that while ¼ÉLÕ LI ¼Ò¼Î HIWÑ DI ¼Ô JT means twenty-nine years
old ( > Ex. 7:7), the prefix ?HÓ is normally exclusive and
does not include the twenty-nine but starts at thirty.
(L/$L0 D2 ¼>¼} ¼µF6K0
To prepare (or deal with) the articles (the portable
structure). The priests had primary responsibility for the
Sanctuary, which could be regarded as having an
anatomy and a physiology. The latter was their
exclusive domain, but with the former the Levites were
there to help. It is the ‘anatomy’ that is called ¼ÉLÐ ¼ÅLÑ DÓ.
Here ¼ß¼D ¼KF× means not to make or produce but to
arrange, handle or deal with the items, moving and
replacing them correctly as required.
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N 4:4 >L( D; ¼-I4 Dx > K'N%F6
They would be responsible for transporting the same
items that they previously took care of.
N 4:16 >Kz O; D²
the responsibility of. > app.

$=4

N 4:22 ¸$N< > J$ $WµL4
call up. The clan of Gershon were also called up. They
too would be responsible for transporting the same items
that they previously took care of.
N 4:23 'N; D8 Hº
you are to organise them. List them and assign them
duties.
N 4:27 1 JºU'K; D8|
and impose (allot, assign). > app.
N 4:29 -V<L< D2 -I4 Dx
Contrast verses 2 and 22. The clan of Merari were those
left after the other two had been called up, so there was
no need to call them up, just to organise them. They too
would be responsible for transporting the same items
that they previously took care of.
N 4:29-30 1I' D; D8 Hº B'N; D8 Hº
you are to organise them, as in verse 23.
N 4:32 |' D; D8 Hº
The meaning here is uncertain and open to
interpretation. Probably record by name.
N 4:34-49 1 J(- I'O; D² B)- L' O; D² B- I' O; D² B1-V'O; D² B'N; D8H£K) B' K; L²
he listed, organised; those listed.
N 4:49 ¸- H$ ¸- H$
each. It could mean each individual, but more likely
each clan (Kehath, Gershon, Merari) since ¼Ê¼Î LÈ OÜ DÙ¼X
follows. Cf. Num.26:54. ¼I¼Î HÅ (feminine ¼É LJ HÅ) often
means just ‘each’.
SUMMARY
In chapter 3 for guarding (before the Tabernacle was
erected) and chapter 4 for transporting (after) the
responsibilities of the Levite clans were: Kehath with
the holy items of furniture (and the parokhet), Gershon
the soft materials, and Merari the hard materials.
N 5:2 |+ D¬ Ķ -H)
that they are to send away. ¼X ¼Ì DÑ DIHÎ DÊ would mean to send
(to a specific destination, expecting a reply). We are not
told when this instruction was given, whether before
construction started or merely just before or just after
erection of the Tabernacle.
N 5:5-6:21 (or 27).
This section is really an appendix to Leviticus.
N 5:6 0K6 K2 0N6 D2H0
> Lev.5:15. This is an extension of the case referred to
in Lev.5:20-26, but the terms are used differently.
( L2 Ḑ L$ D)
and feels guilty.
N 5:7 }2 Ļ F$
A third meaning. Not the guilt-offering, nor the asham,
but that which he had misappropriated, i.e. the object of
his guilt.
}> Ḩ - H2F+K)
Either 20% or 25%. > Lev.5:16.
1 Ķ L$
has been guilty. > Lev.5:19.

N 5:8 1 Ļ L$ L(
Again, as in the previous verse, the object of guilt.
1-V<O² H¤ K( 0- I$
This is what is referred to technically in Lev.5 as the
asham, the sacrifice, > Lev.5:15.
N 5:10 ¼(J- D(H- ¼} ¼0 ¼)¼- Ļ L'G;
A zevach offering – the bringer eats the meat.
N 5:12 0 K6 L2
treason, treachery, betrayal, infidelity.
N 5:13 ( L$ D2 D,H4
prohibited (to her husband, permanently). This is the
meaning of the word ¼Å IÓ LÍ in all its forms throughout this
chapter. It is not what we called the technical, or the
semi-technical, or the moral, but the fourth use of the
word – see introductory notes to section 2 of Leviticus,
sub-heading ‘Other meanings of the words’, final
paragraph.
N 5:17 1- Ḩ N' D; 1H- K2
Holy water – in the non-technical sense.
N 5:19 $W0 1 H$ SSS ¼< K2 L$D)
Although at the beginning of the verse it says K×¼Î HT DI HÉ DÊ,
what he says to her is not the actual words of the oath,
but an explanation of the limit of the curse in verse 21.
Otherwise ¼ÅWÑ ¼Ò HÅ would have the opposite meaning.
N 5:21 (L0L$
conditional curse. See Lev.5:1.
3 IºH-
optative ‘may he put’ not ‘he will put’.
N 5:22 0- H² D4 K0 D) SSS ¼>¼}¼x D:K0
For ¼Ñ¼Î Hb DÕ KÉ DÑ¼X SSS ¼ß¼D ¼T DÛ KÉ DÑ (or ¼Ñ¼Î Hb KÉ DÑ¼X).
N 5:23 <J8 I±Kx
in the document. Literally a written record or account,
from the verb to count. Bound books as we know them
were unknown, and a ‘book’ in the sense of a written
composition was simply a long document.
On the use of the definite article > Gen.15:1.
N 5:28 $) H( (L<N( D,|
and she is permitted.
N 5:29 >K<}º >$M*
Another ‘footline’ (headline in reverse at the end)
closing the suubject.
N 5:31 ¼{L4M)F6 ¼> J$ ¼$ L¶ Hº
will receive her punishment.
N 6:3 ¼< L/ I̧ D)
It appears from here and by comparing Ex.29:40 with
Num.28:7 that this was not non-wine alcoholic drink but
a type of wine made from grapes.
N 6:6 $N%L- $N0
The law applying to the High Priest (Lev.21:10-11) is
extended here to the nazirite.
N 6:12 µJ%J¤
a lamb.
1 Ļ L$ D0
for an asham (technical sense). Note the usual order
from here on, including verses 16 and 17: asham, hatat,
olah, shelamim.
$ I2 L,
contaminated (technical sense).
N 6:13 >K<}º >$M* D)
Here we have the procedure at the end, cf. Lev.14:2.
N 6:18 +K%J* > K+ Kº
The text does not make it clear whether this is the fire
on the altar, on which the fats are smouldering, or the
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fire on which the meat is being cooked. The latter is
more likely, otherwise we would expect the altar to be
referred to. (See Rashi.)
N 6:20 <K+ K$D)
adverb afterwards, as usual (but not always).
( Jº Ḑ H-
Ambiguous. An instruction? Or permission?
N 6:21 }'L- &- H¶ Kº < J̧ F$
that which he can afford. ¼Ç¼Î HL Kf is NOT ¼Ç¼Î Ha Kf.
N 6:23 ¼<¼} ¼2 L$
‘saying to them’, an infinitive used, as elsewhere, as a
participle, not as a command (imperative).
N 7:1 >}¬K¤ 1}- Dx
The first of the first month (Ex.40:17). This however is
a flashback to when the gifts and dedication offerings
were brought, not offered, > 7:10.
N 7:2 ¼- I$¼- HµD4
Chiefs. There were no kings and no princes. > N1:44.
1-V' O; D² K(
Ambiguous – either the officials who had dealt with the
census, or those who had been registered and appointed.
N 7:10 + Ķ L® H( 1}- Dx
The first day of the first month, see vs.1.
This has led to much unnecessary discussion on dates.
Bringing the dedication took twelve days, consecrating
the priests must have taken place first and took eight
days, the pesach was brought on the fourteenth of the
first month, how was it all fitted in?
However, we make false assumptions. The dedication of
the altar was not the consecration and did not need to
take place before it was used, or be finished before the
pesach. Each had to bring his offering on a separate
day, and we are given the order in which this was done,
but the days need not have directly followed one another
without gaps (for instance there was probably a break
on the sabbath), so the ‘twelve days’ could have been
spread over a rather longer period.
If they had to come just one a day, so as not to coincide
with one another, it is hardly credible that one of them
could have clashed with Aaron’s great day, the ‘eighth
day’ of Lev.9:1 (as the midrash in the Talmud). The
plain text presents no real problems. The fact that this
is mentioned after the call-up and job-allocation, which
was only ordered on the first of the second month (1:1),
suggests that although the chiefs brought their offerings
immediately the Tabernacle was completed, they were
not able to actually offer them until the second month,
during or after the call-up. (See Abarbanel).
N 7:15-16
When offerings are brought together, we often find the
olah mentioned before the hatat, but the hatat is offered
up first. (Compare 8:8 with 8:12.). Sometimes (but not
always) it seems that the olah is the essential, the hatat
just clears the way for it.
N 7:16-17 etc. 1-V'|ºK6 ... 1-H~ H6 <- H6 Dµ
The references to ¼Ò¼ÎHY H× ¼Ý¼Î H× DK for a hatat and ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ Of K× for
shelamim implies that they are definitely not the same.
The word ¼È¼X ¼f K× occurs a few times in parallel with ¼ÑHÎ KÅ
(Deut.32:14, Jer.51:40, Ps.66:15, etc.), implying that it
means an adult male goat, synonymous with ¼IHÎ Kf.
Whenever a general word for goat is needed, ¼Ë I× is
always used (although it strictly means a female), so
¼Ý¼Î H× LK can only mean a young goat - a kid.
N 7:89 <Ix Kz H2
Hitpael, for ¼Ý ITKV Dß HÓ (a form not used).

.>06(%

N 8:2 (L<}4 D®K( -I4 D² 0|2 0 J$
Casssuto gives a reasonable explanation according to the
way these things used to be made.
N 8:4 {L/I<D-
its shaft. The base must have resembled a person’s
thigh, like the trunk of a tree, not a flat base as we
visualise.
{L+U< H²
its offshoots. The word is collective, and means all that
shoots or sprouts out of the trunk, viz. the branches.
> Ex.25:31 (where the same word is used in a narrower
sense of a bud).
3 I¤
correctly.
N 8:7 >$ L¢ K+ ¼- I2
What was this? There is no mention of it until chap.19,
which refers to something that was instructed much
later. This was possibly something different which was
later replaced by the preparation described in chap.19.
N 8:20
‘Moses and Aaron etc. did [so] to the Levites. The
Israelites did to the Levites correctly entirely as God
had ordered Moses concerning the Levites.’ Note that
there are two sentences, and note where they separate.
N 8:23 ¼(L4 Ļ ¼1¼-V< Dµ J6 ¼̧ I2 L+ ¼3Jx H2
From twenty-five for service in the Tabernacle, but only
from thirty for transporting it (4:3, 23). (Rashbam)
N 9:1 3}¸$V<L( ¸J'N+Kx
This too is a flashback, the whole of this section (verses
1-15) is an introduction to the main story relevant at
this point, which is (surprisingly) not told, but clearly
implied – celebrating the ‘second Pesach’ on the 14th of
the 2nd month (of the 2nd year) by those unable to
celebrate it with the rest in the 1st month. (Abarbanel).
N 9:2 ¼| ¼µF6K- D)
‘Make’ the Pesach – cf. English ‘make the bed’.
+ K5 L²K(
The form ¼Ì KÖ Jb KÉ would have implied ‘celebrate the
Pesach at the correct time’. This is not what is meant –
it is simply a reminder to celebrate it, hence the pausal
form. As a sort of afterthought, to make it clear that the
instruction was not to be carried out immediately, the
word ¼D ¼ÈF×¼D ¼Ó DT (at the appropriate time) is added.
N 9:3 }'F6N2x
Here (unlike in the previous verse) the word is stressed,
at the correct time.
N 9:6 ¼- H(D-K)
Impersonal, so singular. It did not need to say ¼X¼Î DÉHÎKÊ.
1- H$ I2 D,
In the strictly technical sense. The laws regarding this
first appear to have been given many years later (19:1),
but see the note there.
N 9:13 0K' L+D)
and fails. Normally the verb means to cease, but
occasionally, as here, to fail (Ex.23:5 and possibly
Deut.23:23.)
N 9:14 +K<K* J$ D0| <IyK0D)
both (not ‘and’) for the [foreign] resident and for .....
> app. (Laws for each are given in Exodus Chapter 12.)
N 9:15-23
The first action ¼É La H] took place at one time, hence
perfective. All the rest took place repeatedly, hence imperfective.
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N 9:15 ¼'¼- H2 Lº
regularly, i.e. each time. Not continuously, since the
cloud and the fire alternated. (This word is often
mistranslated and misunderstood.)
N 9:19 1-HxK< 1- H2L-
a long time. An idiom. Can mean several years.
N 9:20 <L² D5 H2 1- H2L-
a few days. An idiom. Surprisingly not ¼ÝLb DÖ HÓ ¼Î IÓ DÎ.
N 9:22 1- H2L-
a year – see Gen.4:3. > 11:20 for a further odd idiom,
and 13:20 for a fifth use.
N 10:2 > J$ 6 K± K2 D0| SSS $L< D; H2 D0
The first is construct (for the assemnbly of), but the
second, by adding ¼ß JÅ, is treated as if K×¼Î Ha KÉ DÑ, a verb!
N 10:9 ¼( L2L+ D0 H2 ¼| ¼$N% L> ¼- H/D)
The word ¼É LÓ LÌ DÑ HÓ as a collective > Ex. 1:11 (Hizekuni).
The use of the masculine for the feminine in the third
person plural is not so unusual, > Gen. 30:38,39.
N 10:10 1J/- I̧ U' L+ - I̧ $L< D%|
The expression ¼IJÈÃÌ ¼I ¼ÅÃÝ for the First of the Month is
used only twice in the whole Tanakh – here and in
Num.28:11. In all other cases it is called just ¼I JÈÃÌ.
N 10:14 6 K±H£K)
Strangely this is in the simple past tense, implying one
occasion, whereas the rest of the verbs in the paragraph
are in the habitual past tense, implying regular repeated
action. (For clarification if necessary, see introduction
‘The Hebrew Verb’.)
N 10:29 ¼( J̧ N2 ¼3 I>N+
Who was Moses’s father-in-law, Hobab or Raguel?
There is evidence from elsewhere in support of each,
but probably it was Hobab.
N 10:30 ¼- HºU'K0¼} ¼2
My family, or people. [Not a place.]
N 10:32
We are not told Hobab’s response to the second plea.
Apparently he accepted and went with them, but in
Ex.18:27 we are told that he went home. Probably he
went with as far as Kadesh Barnea, but when they were
condemned to wander forty years he went home.
N 10:33 |6 D5H£K)
They were now leaving Sinai, leaving Arabia and
returning to the northern part of the so-called Sinai
Peninsula, Kadesh Barnea in the Desert of Paran.
N 10:35-36
According to the Talmud, these two verses were
deliberately placed where they do not naturally belong.
However, the Talmud’s description of their location is
hard to reconcile with facts, and it has been suggested
that they may have been moved again since then. This
is also unlikely and they remain a puzzle.
N 11:1 1-H4 D4N$ D> H2 D¤
Why ‘as if’? A similar problem occurs in Gen.27:12
with the word K× If D× Kß DÓ H], and we ask ‘Yes, or no?’
N 11:4 7O5 D8 K5$L( D)
Probably what was left of the ¼ÆKÝ ¼Æ JÝ I× ‘mixed multitude’
(or better, large mixture) of Ex.12:38, many of whom,
without the faith of the Israelites, would have given up
and gone back to Egypt. But that is not the translation.
The word is from the root ØÖÅ and means a collection
(of oddments, i.e. those who do not really belong).
N 11:5 (L& Lz K(
the fish – not a female fish but collective (Ex.7:21).
1- H$ O¹ H́ K(
The translations of these five types of (presumably)

vegetable, and the consequent use of the names in
modern Hebrew, are based on guesswork.
N 11:8 ¼| r/ L' SSS ¼| ¼, rĻ
Since it happened regularly, we expect ¼X¼]UÈHÎ SSS ¼X ¼Í¼X ¼ILÎ.
N 11:10 ¼6L<
bad (for the people) or harmful, i.e. God’s anger.
‘Evil’ (which it never means) is here blasphemous.
N 11:15 Dº K$
This form, normally feminine, is sometimes masculine
(e.g. Deut.5:24), as in Aramaic.
N 11:17 K+|< L( 3 H2 - Hº D0 K: L$D)
Rashi and Ibn Ezra explain that some of his spirit would
be taken and given to the seventy without reducing that
which Moses had. This raises the question why God had
to draw on the spirit that he had given to Moses, instead
of just supplying some more. Was he out of stock?
More likely the complaint was not accepted in full.
Moses had been given enough spirit to cope, it was up
to him to draw on it more, and he was told that no more
was available for the purpose. (God was not ‘out of
stock’, but refused to allocate an excess.) Moses could
have helpers, but the same amount of ‘spirit’ would then
have to be shared. We often feel that we cannot cope,
we are nearing the end, when really there is quite a lot
left: we can have extra help but must pay for it.
N 11:20 1- H2L- ¸ J'N+
This does not mean ‘a month, a year’ but is a peculiar
Hebrew idiom meaning simply ‘a month’, the word ¼Ò¼Î HÓLÎ
really being superfluous. It is puzzling why this promise
(or threat) was apparently not kept.
N 11:22 1 J(L0 $ L: L2|
Did Moses really doubt if God had enough food in the
world to feed them? More likely he was referring to
their attitude, however much you give them they will
never be satisfied.
N 11:25 |$ DxK4 D>H£K)
They went through the performance of such people and
began to pass on messages they received. > Ex.7:1.
N 11:27 < K6K̄ K(
Unnecessary use of the definite article, as often.
N 11:28 )- L< O+ Dx H2
from his youth. This translation is generally agreed, but
implies several years. Yet it was only just over two
years since Moses had returned to Egypt! Since before
Moses ran away? An interesting speculation.
N 11:30 7 I5L$I£K)
went back in (lit. took himself back in). > Gen.25:8.
N 11:31 6 K5L4 K+|< D)
meanwhile a wind had moved. Pluperfect.
1L£ K( 3 H2
from the sea? – more likely, from the west. The quails
came from North Africa.
N 11:32 1-V< L2G+ (L< LµF6
ten homers. See Lev. 27:16 and Ex.8:10. A homer is
ten ephahs, an ephah is ten omers, so the minimum
collected was a thousand omers, the omer being the
ration of manna collected per day per head. The
translation ‘heap’ is incorrect even in Ex.8:10 (q.v.).
N 11:33 (L¤ K2
If quails have eaten certain plants (which species is
under debate) their meat is poisonous. This seems to
have happened here. It did not happen in the previous
year, just over twelve months earlier (> Ex. 16:13) when
the people were hungry, not just greedy.
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N 12:1 ¼>¼- Ḩ O¤ K(
Was this Zipporah? Or another? Uncertain.
N 12:10 & J0 L¹ K¤ > K6K<N: D2
> ¼ß K×KÝ LÛ, Lev.13:2.
N 12:12 > I®K¤ - H( D> $L4 0 K$
> ¼ß K×KÝ LÛ, Lev.13:2. From the same article I gather that
when a child dies in its mother’s womb but is delivered
only after several days (‘stillborn’), its skin has peeled
and the sight of the raw flesh gives the impression that
it is half eaten away. If saraat means a peeling of the
skin, this verse then makes easy sense.
N 12:14 ¼<I& L± Hº
lit. ‘closed’, i.e. isolated.
N 12:14-15 7 I5 L$ I( ... 7 I5 L$ Iº
> Gen.25:8. Whether it refers to taking herself back in
(middle) or being taken back in (passive) does not really
matter here. Probably the former.

+0=

N 13:2 +K0 Ḑ
send. > Gen.8:7. This was permission: the idea
originated from the people, Moses liked it, and it was
authorised (Deut.1:22-23). Note that Moses chose the
people he sent (contrast 1:5, 34:19).
|< O>L- D)
and let them explore.
$- HµL4 0N¤
each one a person of senior position [in his tribe]. Not
the chief of the tribe (Num.1:5-15). > 14:40.
N 13:3 3L<$ L²
Actually from Kadesh Barnea (verse 26 and 22:8), an
important oasis at the northern end of the desert of
Paran and on the southern border of the Promised Land
(technically just within it – 34:4).
N 13:16,17 <|>L0
to explore.
( J̧ N2 $L< D;H£K)
This implies that he did it then, not previously, or it
would have said ¼ÅLÝ LÜ ¼É JIÃÓ¼X. Yet Joshua was already
known by that name at Refidim, before they even
reached Sinai (Ex17:9,10,13,14)!
N 13:20 ¼1¼- H2L£ K(D)
the season, a fifth meaning (see 9:19,20,22, 11:20).
N 13:21 3 H:
This too was at the southern edge of the Promised Land
(34:3-4), it too was known as Kadesh (20:1, 27:14) and
was not very far from Kadesh Barnea. Its location is
controversial, probably near where Sde Boker is today.
%N+U<
Rehob (and?) Lebo Hamath is/are at the very north of
the Promised Land, in northern Syria. (Probably the
modern Hemet where Assad, dictator of Syria, sent
troops to quell a revolt there and massacre the entire
population, 25,000 of his own people, while the world
stood by in silence.)
N 13:22 3}< D% J+
Hebron seems to have impressed them most of all. It
would have held special interest for them as the main
dwelling of the Patriarchs. Num.32:9 and Deut.1:24
suggest that that is as far as they went. Probably they
split up there to explore different parts of the country in
small groups, Hebron was as far as they went together
and where they met on return.

3 K6N:
Also known as Tanis or Avaris in the eastern Nile Delta
(Goshen). The relevance is not clear.
N 13:24 >}'N$ 0K6 ... $L< L;
> Gen.21:31. Probably a fortuitous coincidence, the
name having been given on account of one of the local
lords (Gen.14:13).
N 13:26 ( Ļ I' L;
Barnea, not Zin.
N 13:27 >K%L*
an emitter of.
N 13:31 ¼|¼̄ J® H2
than us. > Gen.3:22.
N 13:32 >KxVz
the report of. > Gen.37:2.
N 14:1 |4 DºH£K) SSS $ L¶ HºK)
Both verbs govern ¼ÒLÑ¼D ¼Ü.
N 14:8 $-H% I( D)
then he will bring.
N 14:9 ¼1L¬ H:
Lit. their shade or shadow, shade was protection from
the sun, hence used to mean protection.
N 14:10 '}% D/)
God’s presence was felt. A headline, details to follow.
N 14:18 3M)F6 ' I;N²
> 20:5.
N 14:21 - Hº D+K0 L5
Contrast the Golden Calf which was not forgiven
(Ex.32:34). Even this was not forgiven without
punishment.
N 14:22 ¼1¼- H2 L6 D² ¼< Jµ J6
A round number, as we would say ‘a dozen times’. (Cf.
Gen.31:7).
N 14:24 - L<F+ K$ $I¬ K2D-K)
followed me fully (or completely). Hebrew lacks a verb
meaning to ‘follow’ so has to express it using another
verb and ¼Î IÝFÌ KÅ (after). Conversely, the Hebrew idiom
does not sound good in English. In translation it is
necessary to split the other verb, combining part of it
with ¼Î IÝFÌ KÅ to make ‘follow’; and putting the rest later,
or replacing it (as here) with an adverb. This is hard to
grasp, but in 15:39 it is very important.
N 14:29 1J/- I'O; D²
This does not mean ‘numbers’ (which is ¼Ò JÐ DÝKb DÖ HÓ) but
those registered for military service and for land
allocation which they would not now live to receive.
N 14:34 ¼(L4 Ļ ¼1¼- H6LxU< K$ SSSSS ¼(L4 L¹K0 ¼1¼}¼-
This would appear to mean starting then, forty years
extra. In fact it was mitigated so that there were only
forty years in all, including over a year that they had
already spent between Egypt and Canaan.
N 14:37 ( L6L< 9J< L$ L( >KxV'
an unfavourable (or bad) report of the country.
N 14:40 |0F6K£K)
This was not merely disobedience, it was also downright
stupidity. There had never been any intention of telling
the Israelites to charge headlong into Canaan like a gang
of lunatics and attack anyone they met on the way. They
had been told to fight and conquer the country, but not
without intelligence and common sense. Hence the
sending of the twelve spies, who, on return, would sit
down in a conference with Moses and formulate a
strategy, a plan of action, so as to achieve what they
wanted in the minimum of time and with the minimum
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of casualties. For this Moses would obtain authority,
and then God would help them. The inclusion of Joshua
(who in fact later did just that on each occasion) among
the twelve shows that Moses chose them for their ability
not merely to observe but also to assess and judge the
potential of the situation from a military point of view.
The ten reported, not in their capacity as mere spies
who had gathered information, but in their capacity as
military experts who had reconnoitred the land and
made detailed assessments, that in their expert opinion
the country was unconquerable. That is why the people
listened to them.
Experts have proved that the ratio between the weight
and the wing size of a bumble-bee is such that the insect
cannot possibly fly! There are times when the experts
are right, and times when they are all wrong. The
exploits of Barak, Gideon, Jephthah and Jonathan (to
take just a few examples) were based neither on pure
intelligence nor on pure faith, but on a combination of
the two.
N 14:41 ¼+K0 D: H> ¼$W0
Will not succeed. Note the kal form, which refers to
what is done (to be a success), while the hiphil refers to
the doer (to make a success), or to God who causes the
action to succeed. We tend to confuse the two, calling
both the doer and the action ‘successful’.
N 15:2 9J< J$ 0 J$ |$N% L> - H¤
Laws are given here to show that one day they will
arrive.
They could not do all this in the desert because they did
not have quantities of wheat to make the flour from.
Nor did they have grapes to make quantities of wine.
Somehow for the consecrations and daily offerings they
managed with what they brought out of Egypt and
perhaps sowed some wheat in Sinai.
N 15:4,5 ¼µJ% J¤K0 SSSSS ¼3¼}¼< L¶ H6
per lamb. (Verse 6 deals with a ram.) The only
exception was the Omer (Lev.23:12,13).
N 15:8 <L;Lx 3Jx
With cattle the age is irrelevant.
+K%L* }$ (L0N6
As the minhah described here was not brought with a
hatat or with an asham it seems that the two latter are
in fact not included in either group (> Lev.7:7).
N 15:11 1-H~ H6L% }$ 1- HµL% D¤K%
of the lambs or the goats. ¼Ë I× alone sometimes means
a (female) kid, but the plural ¼Ò¼ÎHY H× usually means just
goats. It seems to imply (though not certain) that all
goats, even adults, are treated as lambs are. Ewes are
not mentioned, perhaps they are included in ‘rams’.
N 15:13-16
The point made strongly in Lev.24:14-22 (> Lev.24:10)
is extended and emphasised.
N 15:19 ( L2|< D>
a levy.
N 15:24 >$ L¢ K+ D0 ... (L0N6 D0
> 7:15.
N 15:28 ( L$ D, J+ Dx
with a sin. (No dot in the final hey).
N 15:31 <K%U'
instruction, command, like ¼ÉLÊ DÛ HÓ. > Gen.8:15.
¼(L4M)F6
No dot in the final hey.
N 15:32 <LxU' H®Kx
This is one of only two stories told of all the events in
38 years of wandering, with the law of ¼ß HÛ¼Î HÛ put in

between. Exactly when this happened is not really
relevant. It follows on from the previous paragraph.
¸ I̧ N; D2
collecting. As with the manna, where it is made clear
that they were not to go out and collect on the sabbath.
Or more likely chopping – > Ex.5:12.
They presumably warned him and he took no notice.
N 15:37 < J2$M£K)
A primary instruction normally begins with ¼Ý ITKÈ DÎKÊ,
which means not ‘spoke’ but ‘instructed’ – > Gen.8:15.
Here ¼Ý JÓ ¼ÅÂ[KÊ is unusual. (In vs.35 it is merely a reply.)
N 15:38 > H:- H:
a fringe. From ¼Ú¼Î HÛ a flower (17:23)?
N 15:39 ¼> H:¼- H: D0 ¼1J/L0 ¼(L- L( D)
Israeli edible cement (hummus) includes other things
added to basic hummus! So the final tsitsit consists of
the basic tsitsit with a blue thread added.
1 JºU<K/ D*| }>N$ 1 J>- H$U<|
(so that) when you see it [then] you will remember. An
instruction (‘you are to see it’) or statement (‘you will
see it’) would have different punctuation. > app.(vav)
|<|> L> $N0 D)
and you are not to explore. (See 13:16).
¼- I<F+ K$
> 14:24.
1J/ D%K% D0
your mind (or intellect). In biblical times the heart
represented the mind or intellect. Associating the
emotions with the heart and the mind/brain/intellect with
the head is recent. Scientific investigation (the ‘need’ to
gain knowledge) is no excuse for doing wrong.
1J/-I4- I6
This phrase, recited twice daily, is regularly
mistranslated and misunderstood. Emotions were
associated with the guts – but the desire came from the
eyes. Here the reference is to greed, or perhaps to art as
an excuse for doing wrong. Hence: ‘and you will not
follow your intellect or your eyes (emotions) to
explore’. > 14:24.

+<;

N 16:1 + Ḱ H£K)
This is the second story, the revolt, that took place
during the thirty-eight years of wandering.
When? It seems unlikely that it took place early on, or
soon after the departure from Kadesh Barnea. In the
fortieth year the daughters of Zelaphehad claimed that
their father had died on account of his own sin and not
that of Korah’s revolt (27:3) – the latter was apparently
fairly fresh in their memory, but it did not enter their
heads that he should have died as a result of the sin of
Kadesh. Presumably at the time of Kadesh (but not at
that of Korah) he was very young or not yet born.
Korah’s rebellion probably occurred not less than say
twenty years (perhaps far more) after Kadesh Barnea.
+K<N;
He seems to have united various discontented groups
with different grievances and even conflicting
ambitions. (Arik Sharon did this to form Kadimah.)
N 16:3 1J/L0 %K<
This phrase is thrown back at them by Moses (verse 7)
and later at Moses by God (Deut.3:26).
N 16:14 ( J' Lµ
land.

Num. 117



N 16:15 3 J8 Iº 0 K$
Moses prayed for forgiveness for the people when they
rebelled against God over the Golden Calf and at
Kadesh Barnea. Here, when himself attacked, he tells
God what to do, and not to allow repentance! He was
completely right in his argument here, and vindicated,
but later, when he himself was in the wrong over
something else, the phrase ¼Ò JÐLÑ ¼ÆKÝ was thrown back at
him (Deut.3:26).
- H>N6I<F( $N0 D)
nor have I harmed.
N 16:19 $L<I£K)
Again a headline. The way in which the Divine Presence
was felt is described a little later.
N 16:21 (J¬K/F$K)
optative.
N 16:24 1L<- H%F$K) 3 L> Lz +K<N; 3 K¤ Ḑ H2 D0
Apparently they were neighbours. The tribe of Kehath
(including Korah) camped in the inner area south of the
Tabernacle, and the tribe of Reuben (including Dathan
and Abiram) camped in the outer area also south of the
Tabernacle.
%-H% L± H2 |0 L6 I(
Onkelos translates ÆÎHÆ La HÓ as ‘from around’, so the
instruction was, in effect, ‘Get away from there, it is
going to be dangerous’. Saadya Gaon and Rashi support
this, because the word is ambiguous. ¼Æ¼Î HÆ La HÓ does not
necessarily mean that, it often means simply ‘round
about’ (e.g. Ezek.36:4, Deut.25:19), just as ¼ÒJÈ Jd HÓ does
not mean ‘from the east’ but ‘eastwards’. In that case
the instruction was to go there, stand around, and watch
what happens. But verses 26 and 27 are not ambiguous:
¼Ñ K× IÓ ¼ÅLÕ ¼X ¼Ý¼X ¼Ö can only mean ‘turn away from alongside’
and this supports Onkelos.
N 16:29 >Kz O; D8|
and the fate of. > app.
' I;L²H-
will be inflicted. > app.
N 16:32 1 J(- IºLx
their households (families – not houses, they had tents).
N 16:34 |5L4 ... 0I$L< DµH- 0 L/ D)
had fled. Pluperfect (> Gen.4:1). They fled as soon as
the earth opened and those who fell started to cry out,
before the earth closed again and covered them up.
N 16:35 ( L$ D:L- ¸ I$D)
(meanwhile) fire had gone out (i.e. emerged) (while
everyone was busy watching what happened to Dathan
and Abiram). Pluperfect, contrast Lev.10:2.
N 17:2 <L* L6 D0 J$
Not to Aaron, since he had been one of those who
brought the pans (Ibn Ezra). But to beat them out, why
not Bezalel? Perhaps because this was long after the
construction, he may not still have been alive.
( L$ D0 L( (I<D*
Because the fire was ‘unauthorised’ ¼ÉLÝLË (Lev.10:1,2),
as were the perpetrators (27:5 – a pun?) it was discarded
(17:2) and not put onto the altar: both fire and bringers
have to be ‘authorised’.
N 17:7 $L<I£K)
Again a headline. Details are in the next paragraph. It
does not say what form the punishment took except that
14,700 died.
N 17:10 ¼| ¼®N< I(
Imperative niphal, reflexive (not passive) ‘remove
yourselves’, from the root ÒÓÝ.

(J¬K/F$K)
optative, ‘so that ...’.
N 17:11 7J&L̄ K( 0 I+I(
By the time they came to Moses it had already begun,
and whatever it was worked extremely quickly to kill so
many people before Aaron could get round!
N 17:15 (L< L:E6J4
had stopped, contrast ¼Ý KÛ L× IfKÊ in verse 13 which tells it
in sequence, here we need a pluperfect.
N 17:20 +L< D8H-
will sprout. (Not ‘blossom’.)
N 17:23 +K< L²
had sprouted. This took place overnight, but the
subsequent things took place in front of their eyes,
otherwise the people might accuse Moses and Aaron of
some sort of trickery behind their backs. (Rashbam).
+K< J8 $I:M£K)
and it sprouted buds.
9- H: 9 J:L£K)
and it blossomed (with) blossom.
Rashbam explains that all this took place in the natural
order: the ¼ÌKÝ Jb followed by the ¼Ú¼Î HÛ followed by the
fruit (the almonds). ¼Ú¼Î HÛ means a flower (or here,
blossom) – compare ¼ß HÛ¼Î HÛ a fringe (15:38). It follows
that Rashbam correctly understood ¼ÌKÝ Jb to mean a bud
(collectively, buds), and the mistake of translating it as
‘flower’ arose in the later middle ages. > Ex.9:10 &
25:31. See also Gen.40:10.
Here we have the natural sequence of buds, blossom,
fruit. I have noticed that on an almond tree all these
stages do in fact sometimes happen quickly, even within
a few days, but not as quickly as happened here.
N 17:26 ( J̧ N2 µK6K£K)
Moses did [it]. He acted correctly as God had told him.
N 17:28 %I< Ĺ K( @ % I< Ĺ K(
Every approacher (noun) who approaches (participle).
No answer given – it would have been a waste of time.
N 18:1 < J2$M£K)
After the rebellion of Korah the duties, obligations,
responsibilities and privileges of the priests and Levites
are set out, and told to Aaron directly.
ª-H% L$ >- I%|
The word ¼ILV DÜ HÓ in the Torah normally refers to the
whole Sanctuary and its precincts. The Sanctuary alone
is normally called ¼I JÈÃÜ (verse 5) and not ¼ILV DÜ HÓ, so
¼F¼Î HÆ LÅ ¼ß¼Î IT is the tribe of Levi, whose precise duties are

subsequently explained. ¼F¼Î HÆ LÅ ¼ß¼Î IT means not ‘your
father’s house’ (the house of your father) but ‘your
“father’s-house”’. The expression ¼Æ LÅ- ¼ß¼Î IT means
‘family’, so that ‘your ¼Æ LÅ- ¼ß¼Î IT’ means ‘your family’, the
family of which you are a part, usually, as here, the
family which you are born into, but sometimes (e.g.
1Sam.2:31) the family of which you are the head and
founder (without including brothers).
[The words ¼É LÌLb DI HÓ and ¼ßJÈJÑ¼D ¼Ó, synonymous with each
other, sometimes overlap with ¼Æ LÅ ¼ß¼Î IT , but where one of
these is used in addition to ¼Æ LÅ ¼ß¼Î IT the latter usually
refers to the narrower or more immediate family. > 1:2,
Gen.11:28 and compare the use of ¼ßJÈJÑ¼D ¼Ó in Gen.48:6.]
3M)F6 > J$ |$ Dµ Hº
bear (or carry) the responsibility of. This phrase can
mean ‘bearing a sin’ (troubling of conscience, e.g.
Lev.5:1) or ‘accepting punishment’ (> Gen.4:13), the
meaning here being ‘take the consequence of (anything
that goes wrong)’.
The first part of the verse refers to the whole area,
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where the Levites also bear some responsibility, but the
rest to the priesthood where they do not. This is
clarified in verses 4 and 5.
N 18:3 ¼1 Jº K$ ¼1Ky ¼1 I( ¼1K&
They would be guilty of approaching and you would be
guilty of not preventing them.
N 18:5 ¼̧ J'Ń K(
The inner sanctuary or extra-holy part, explained in
verse 7. The Levites guard the Tabernacle, and you are
to guard the inner sanctuary and the altar.
The whole paragraph is simple and does not need the
complex interpretations offered.
N 18:8,11,19 1L0}6 ; L+ D0
a permanent allocation. (> Gen.47:22.)
N 18:9 ¼̧ I$ L( ¼3 H2
The part that does NOT go with the rest on the fire.
1 L2 Ļ F$ ... 1L>$ L¢ K+ SSS 1L>L+ D4 H2
Minhah, hatat and asham in the technical sense.
N 18:11,13 <}( L,
clear, in the strictly technical sense.
N 18:13 - I<|¤Hx
The private bikkurim (Deut.26). (The public bikkurim on
Shavuot might also belong to the Priests, but does not
fit in with the context here.)
N 18:14 1J< I+
condemned. > Ex.22:19 and Lev.27:28.
N 18:16 ª D¤U< J6 Dx
This is the erkekha of a male at that age (Lev.27:6). For
the meaning of erkekha > Lev.27:2. (Also > Num.3:47.)
N 18:17 % JµJ¤
a sheep.
+K0 J2 >-V< Dx
> Lev.2:13.
N 18:23 1L4M)F6 > J$ |$ DµH- 1 I( D)
and they will carry responsibility for them. The
Levites will be responsible for ensuring that the
Israelites do not approach too closely to the forbidden
areas.
(L0F+K4
legacy (or bequest – not necessarily an inheritance).
N 18:24 ( L2|< Dº
The tithe given to the Levites referred to as a levy.
N 18:26 L- D- ¼> K2|<º
God’s, which you (the Levite) levy for the Priest.
N 18:27 1J/ D> K2|< Dº
Yours, which you (the Levite) receive, as verse 24.
N 18:28,29 L- D- ¼> K2|<º
God’s, which you (the Levite) levy for the Priest.
N 18:31 }>N$ 1 Jº D0 K/F$K)
the rest, after taking off the Priest’s levy.

>;+

N 19:1-22
This is the fourth group of bars. (See introductory notes
to section 2 of Leviticus, sub-heading ‘classification’.)
The importance of Eleazar shows that the laws were not
given early on where they would be expected, with the
laws in Leviticus chapters 11 to 16, but years later. Yet

the bar contracted from a corpse was certainly
understood earlier – see Num.5:2-4 and 9:6-7. See also
Num.8:7. Probably laws were initially given in a section
that belonged together with Lev. chs. 11-16, but without
the use of the red cow. This was added later, and the
complete laws were given in this new section, so that
the earlier one was superseded and Moses deleted it.
The chapter seems to have no connection with what
precedes it and certainly not with what follows.
N 19:1 3N<F( K$ 0J$D)
The reason offered in the note on Lev.11:1 does not
seem to apply here (unless it required an expert to know
the colour of the cow). However, if the laws given here
superseded an earlier set, that might account for the new
set being given directly to Aaron as well as to Moses.
N 19:2 (L<}º K( > Ḱ O+
the institution of (or for) the procedure. (The
procedure referred to is given in verse 14.) This is done
anyway, the procedure when needed.
(L< L8
cow. (Do not confuse with Deut.21:3 ¼É LÑ DÇ J×, heifer – see
introduction to Leviticus.)
N 19:3 ,K+ Ļ D)
‘he’ is impersonal. Someone is to slaughter it. (If it
meant the Priest it would not say ¼Ê¼ÎLÕ LÙ DÑ). Better, and it
is to be slaughtered – > Gen.25:30.
N 19:5 7K< LµD)
again impersonal (as it says ¼Ê¼ÎLÕ¼Î I× DÑ), it is to be burnt.
0 K6
together with.
N 19:6 >K8I< Dµ
that which is burnt of (the ashes of) > Gen 11:3,
Ex.22:12.
N 19:7 $ I2 L,D)
Throughout this section the words ¼Å IÓ LÍ and ¼Ý¼D ¼É LÍ and
their derivatives are used only in the strictly technical
sense (see introductory notes to section 2 of Leviticus).
N 19:12 $ L¢ K+ D>H-
he is to cleanse himself.
<L( D,H-
Treat as if ¼Ý LÉ DÍHÎ DÊ or ¼Ý IÉ LÍ DÊ. The punctuation makes clear
the meaning of the verse, often misread: ‘[If] he
cleanses himself on the third day and on the seventh
day, [then] he will become clear; but if he does not
cleanse himself on the third day and on the seventh day,
[then] he will not become clear.’ See verse 19.
N 19:13 ( L>U< D/H4 D)
The punishment is only if in the meantime he enters a
holy place or eats holy food.
N 19:14 (L<}º K( >$M*
This is the procedure.
0 J(N$ Dx
‘tent’ makes little sense, nor does it tie in with the
traditional interpretation. Often ¼Ñ JÉÃÅ is interchangeable
with ¼ÔL] DI HÓ and means a home. So here. Cf. Deut.16:7.
N 19:17 <K8F6 I2
The words ¼Ý LÙ L× and ¼ÝJÙ IÅ are often used together, here
they are interchangeable – compare verse 9.
>K8I< Dµ
that which is burnt of. > Gen 11:3, Ex.22:12.
N 19:20 ( L>U< D/H4 D)
if he or she enters a holy place or eats holy food.

*
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N U M B E R S P A R T 2

Introduction on Geography

1. Many of the geographical names given in this part of the book are unidentifiable. Claims to have identified some
of them are often disputed. Different accounts of the Israelite journeys in different places (mainly chapters 20-21,
chapter 33, and Deut. chapter 2) are hard to reconcile, and efforts to sort them out are often far-fetched. As a result
it is not always easy to follow the route, but some things can be determined from the text, and these notes aim to sort
out only a tiny section of the problems.

2. Researchers have handicapped themselves by their insistence on translating ¼Ñ¼X ¼Æ DU wherever possible as ‘border’. The
word normally means ‘territory’, and only on very rare occasions does it possibly mean the limit of the territory, not
exactly ‘border’ but in a situation where the translation ‘border’ is not really misleading. Translating ¼Ñ¼X ¼Æ DU as border
should be a very, very last resort. Specifically, 21:13 presents great problems in geography, which disappear when
the verse is read correctly.

3. The valley (knows as ‘the rift’) containing the Jordan and Dead Sea and continuing to the Red Sea is called the
Aravah. The claim that Kadesh (Zin) is Petra (east of the Aravah) has very little evidence to support it and a
tremendous amount against it. (The theory arose because petra is Greek for ‘rock’ of which the Hebrew is sela, and
Moses struck the sela. ‘Hasela’ in 2Kings 14:7 is assumed to be Petra. Also Petra is known in Aramaic as Rekam,
which is used in the Targum for Kadesh, but also for Kadesh Barnea which was not conceivably Petra! It gets
involved, but the whole argument is weak.) There is much to be said for locating Zin near the modern Sde Boker.

One thing is absolutely certain – that Kadesh (Zin) is not Kadesh Barnea, and evidence proving this will be pointed
out. The Torah always makes it clear which it is referring to except in Genesis, where 16:14 and 20:1 almost certainly
refer to Barnea, but Ein Mishpat in Gen.14:7 could refer to either – probably Zin.

From Kadesh (Zin) to the Jordan

Numbers 33:37 – 33:48BOTHNumbers 20:22 – 22:1

(¼3 H:) ¼̧ I' L;

<L( L( <N(

('L<F6 ¼¦ J0 J2)

¼(L4N2 D0 K:

3M4|²

>N%N$

1-V<L%F6L( -I£ H6

'Ly 3N%-Vz'J<J* 0 K+K4

( L2D- L>L0 D%Vz 3N2 D0 K6(3}4U< K$ < J% I6 I2)

(}% D4 -I4 D8H0) 1-V<L%F6L( - I< L((< I$ Dx K()

(<LxU' H2)

(L4 Lº K2

0 I$-H0F+K4

>}2Lx

(Ly D5 H² K( =$N< – $D-Ky K(

% L$}2 >N%U< K6
(}+I<D- 3 IzU<K-)

*

Num. 120



N 20:1 |$N%L£K)
> Ex.19:1 and contrast the style. Historically, this here
follows a large gap, Ex.19:1 does not – but there is not
the clear break here that there is there.
3 H:
This is later called Kadesh, but is not Kadesh Barnea. It
is a coincidence that the place at which they broke off
their journey to the land, and the place at which they
resumed it nearly thirty-eight years later, were both
called Kadesh – see introduction above.
N 20:4 |4I<- H6 D%|
and our animals. ÝÎ×Æ (never found without a suffix, it
could be ¼Ý¼Î H× DT or ¼Ý¼Î H× LT) is a collective noun like its
synonym ¼É LÓ IÉ DT, used only in the singular, and certainly
not limited to cattle – in Gen.45:17 it refers to donkeys!
N 20:5 ÉJY KÉ × LÝ LÉ ÒDÜ L_ KÉ
this bad (or terrible) place. (King James is obsessed
with ‘evil’).
ÉLÕ IÅ DßX
usually (and certainly here) a figtree (here collective).
N 20:8 ×KÑ Ja KÉ
the rockface. Not a boulder. (‘Rock’ could be either.)
Note that the word ¼×KÑ JÖ occurs here five times, with no
synonyms. In the similar story that took place nearly
forty years earlier at Refidim (Ex.17:6) only the word
ÝXÛ occurs (twice). The difference seems to be in the
type of rock. It is generally assumed that the principle
is the same and that the difference does not affect either
story. However, it is just possible, though unlikely, that
striking one type of rock has a different effect to
striking the other and that this is significant in the story.
N 20:11 6K0 J±K( > J$ ¦K£K)
He struck the rockface, from which water then emerged.
Why did he lose his temper and strike it, and not speak
to it as told to do?
There are of course great similarities between this case
at Kadesh, later named Mey Merivah, and the earlier
case at Refidim (Ex.17:1-7) named Massah-u-Merivah.
People note the similarities (a lack of water, a quarrel
about it, and water eventually coming out of a rock that
has been struck), and the differences (Moses being told
to strike it, and Moses being told to speak to it). Less
obvious are the different underlying circumstances and
hence the reason for a different instruction.
First let us look at it from Moses’s point of view. After
forty years of wandering, he finds the people reverting
to the same action, the same mentality, the same attitude
that they had in the beginning. It is like playing snakes
and ladders, at square 99 you find a snake that sends
you back to square one! The people had learned
nothing, again said ‘Why did yo take us out of Egypt?’
and would perhaps have another forty years in the
desert. Moses was human, his patience was exhausted
and finally gave out. Just as he had exploded at Sinai
when he found the Golden Calf, so he exploded here at
the people’s lack of faith. In temper he struck the rock.
By disobeying, he showed his own lack of faith.
Now let us look at it calmly and objectively, which is
easy for us to do with hindsight and without two million
people assailing us. A crowd of slaves suddenly freed
are driven hard in the desert for six or seven weeks,
without any chance to even get properly organised –
they can be described only as a rowdy rabble. When one
shouts, they all shout, and the only way to get them to
listen is to out-shout them, or do something dramatic
that shocks them, stops them in their tracks so that they
are quiet for a moment and take notice. This was done
by Moses violently striking the rock.
Now, forty years later, you have an organised,

disciplined people, a new generation who know at least
where they are, who in general are prepared to listen.
Suddenly in an emergency there is a breach of
discipline, there is shouting, but this is not a return to
anarchy or the bad old ways, it is a lapse. They were
entitled to complain about the lack of water, but should
have put the complaint in direct form (as had been done
regarding the Pesach – Num.9:7, and as Zelaphehad’s
daughters later filed their complaint) without moaning,
attacking and blaming. Even so, a quiet word of rebuke
(which would not have been heard forty years earlier)
would be listened to, a gentle reminder of the situation
and a request for a little patience. No act of violence
was needed, Moses was to simply speak to the rock, and
the water would come.
Two lessons would have been learned from this. First,
the people would have accepted a rebuke and probably
apologised – that would have been the greatest
sanctification of God’s name. Second, Moses would
then have begun to understand the people. From the
speed with which their attitude changed he would have
realised that he was no longer dealing with the old
generation, but with the new one, willing to listen,
occasionally lapsing due to human failings (as he
himself in fact did) but willing to accept rebuke.
It was not for God to explain all this to him – better let
him learn it for himself by seeing it, but that could only
happen if he did as he was told.
N 20:12 3N<F( K$ 0J$D)
Aaron’s part is not explained. Presumably Moses had
passed on the message that both were to speak to the
rock, and when he lost his temper and struck it Aaron
condoned his action.
- Hx 1 Jº D4 K2E$J( $N0
You did not have enough faith in me. It all followed
from Moses’s angry remark concerning Dathan and
Abiram when they joined Korah’s rebellion. There he
told God what (not) to do (16:15), here he went a stage
further and did not listen, he did not have enough faith,
he knew better. There he asked that they should not be
forgiven, his request was granted, they were wrong;
here, when he was wrong, he too could not be forgiven
(> 16:15).
The punishment can also be viewed from another angle;
the two are complementary. Moses sinned by
disobedience, and in this resembles Lot’s wife. Had she
listened she would not have found herself smothered to
death by a heavy rain of salt from the sky. Here
likewise, the punishment was there before the sin (>
Gen.19:26), and obedience would have enabled him to
avoid it. It is not an angry unforgiving God deciding to
punish him out of vengeance; inherently by his
disobedience he made his punishment inevitable and
unescapable.
-H4 I̧ -Vz D; K( D0
Obeying instructions would have taught an important
lesson that would have ‘sanctified’ God, i.e. increased
respect for him.
|$-H% L> $W0
Moses had misjudged the people. By treating them as he
would have treated their fathers he showed that he was
no longer in touch with the population on the right
wavelength, and disobedience had lost him the
opportunity to learn a lesson and correct this. He was
therefore no longer the man to lead the people in the
conquest of the Promised Land. A younger man, more
in touch with the mood, had to replace him. And that
man had to take over before they entered, and lead the
people, and have their full respect, which would not be
possible as long as Moses was still there, even in
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retirement. For this reason Moses could not be granted
a reprieve: his sentence had to stand.
N 20:13 (L%-V< D2 - I2 ( L® I(
that is the Water of Merivah. Water in Hebrew is
plural, explaining also ¼ÒLT at the end of the verse, but
singular in English (> Gen.1:6).
¸I' Ĺ H£K)
There was sanctification, as the water did come, and this
gave a new reason for calling the place Kadesh; had
Moses obeyed, the sanctification would have been far
greater.
N 20:16 <- H6
The word implies any sort of settlement. It can be a
city, but usually a town, frequently a village. One must
visualise Kadesh as even less, a sort of filling station
(for animals) with an inn, a few inhabitants who looked
after travellers, and perhaps a monthly market for desert
nomads. There was enough water there for a few locals
and occasional travellers, but not for two million people
with animals who suddenly descended on the place.
ªJ0|% D& ( I: D;
at the edge (or border) of your territory. ¼É JÛ LÜ means
border, ¼Ñ¼X ¼Æ DU means territory.
Incidentally, Kadesh could not have ben Petra, as Petra
was one of the chief cities of Edom, and Moses would
never have described it that way to the King of Edom!
N 20:17 ( J' Lµ
land. It would not mean simply arable land but also
grazing land.
¦J0 J® K( ¦ J< Jz
the King’s Road. Not the ‘king’s highway’ as we
understand it. Usually ¼E JÝJV means Road (capital R)
followed by where it led to, or the name of the road as
here. Modern researchers claim to have identified this as
a road running east of, and roughly parallel to, the
Jordan and the line from the Jordan to the Red Sea, but
this is not absolutely certain. They wanted to move
eastwards to Transjordan and then north, so as to enter
Canaan from the east.
ªJ0|% Dy
your territory.
N 20:23 0|% Dy 0 K6 <L( L( <N(
next to (or by, alongside) the territory of. Not ‘on’
which would be ¼Ñ¼X ¼Æ DÇ HT or ¼Ñ¼X ¼Æ DU ¼E¼D ¼ß DT, and we have just
been told that they did not enter Edomite territory. It
was on the border – see 33:37. The reference to its
being alongside Edom (in the extreme south) is to avoid
confusion with another place of the same name in the
extreme north (34:8-9).
The place appears to have been near Kadesh, yet Aaron
died there on the first of the fifth month (33:38). Why
did it take them four months to get there?
N 20:29 |¤ D%H£K)
As High Priest Eleazar was not allowed to mourn.
N 21:1 1-V< L>F$L( ¦ J< Jz
(along) the Atarim Road. There are many conjectures
about the meaning of ¼Ò¼ÎVÝ LßFÅ. Probably they were
features of the road that gave it its name and that
enabled the locals to attack them. For instance the road
may have been a narrow pass between rocky hills from
which they were at the mercy of the locals. If the king
of Arad in the Negev attacked them after leaving
Kadesh (Zin) and Hor Hahar, they were presumably in
that area, but they were circumventing Edom and
therefore moving away from him, which makes his
action puzzling.

- Hº D2K<F+K(D)
The verb means condemn to destruction, to utterly
destroy, not taking any spoil. The spoil would either be
destroyed or dedicated to God (Lev.27:28, Num.18:14).
N 21:3 ( L2U<L+ ... 1J(-I< L6 > J$D)
Did they actually attack and destroy Arad? This was to
their north and in Canaanite territory, so why not carry
on towards Hebron? Unless, of course, southern Canaan
was heavily defended following their abortive effort
thirty-eight years earlier (14:45). Or, this was put in
here for what happened much later under Joshua.
N 21:4 7|5 1K- ¦ J< Jz
The Red Sea Road, the road leading to the Red Sea (i.e.
the Gulf of Akaba). This was the same route taken after
leaving Kadesh Barnea (14:25).
N 21:6 +K¬ Ķ D-K)
unleashed. > Gen.8:7. They were not specially sent, but
were there. However they were held back from attacking
Israel, a protection withdrawn when they asked why
they had left Egypt. It is worth noting that the
generation who left Egypt had all died. Those who
complained had never experienced slavery in Egypt!
1- H8L< D¶ K( 1- Ḩ L+ D̄ K(
the seraph snakes. (not ‘fiery’). This was a particular
species of snake. The word seraph came in Latin to
mean any snake (serpens, English ‘serpent’).
N 21:8 7L< Lµ ª D0 ( IµF6
> next verse.
N 21:9 > J̧ N+ D4 ¸ K+D4 ... µK6K£K)
The usual interpretation, that he made a snake of copper
(or brass), contravening Ex.20:4, is hard to swallow, as
is the idea of a divine instruction for him to do so.
Possibly ¼ß JIÃÌ DÕ here does not mean metal at all; derived
from ¼I LÌLÕ it is the name of a type of snake, the same
word having two distinct meanings. Alternatively there
is a type of snake that looks like a piece of copper or
brass wire and is known by that name. (I have seen such
a snake, dead on the ground, but it was tiny. This would
have to be large.) If either was the case, Moses was not
told to, and did not, ‘make’ one, but was told to
‘prepare’ one, which he did by killing and stuffing it.
He would be familiar with the Egyptian process of
embalming. His instruction was to prepare a seraph, so
the ¼ØLÝ LK and the ¼ß JIÃÌ DÕ ¼I KÌ DÕ were the same.
It was eventually worshipped anyway, its fate given in
2Kings.18:4, when it was not smashed but crushed.
N 21:12 0K+K4
The word corresponds to the Arabic ‘wadi’ and means
a mountain stream or river, or the valley of such a
stream – ‘valley’ in the sense of a sloping cleft between
the hills or mountains, like the South Wales valleys. (A
typical low-lying English valley would never be
described as ¼Ñ KÌKÕ.) These are mostly (but not all) dry
most of the year, but full in the rainy season. The exact
location of Nahal Zered is uncertain. The date is given,
after a fashion, in Deut.2:14.
N 21:13 3}4U< K$
As they were not allowed to enter Moabite territory, it
seems that they marched to the east of Moab, turned
westwards further north, crossed the lone tributary of
the Arnon that wends northwards (the Wadi Arnon,
Deut.2:24), and camped in the desert beyond (i.e. to the
north of) the main Arnon Valley (see below).
-V<N2E$L( 0O% Dy H2 $ I:M£ K(
The punctuation implies that the Arnon (not the desert)
emerges from Amorite territory (i.e. by the Dead Sea).
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%L$}2 0|% Dy 3}4 D< K$ - H¤
for Arnon is Moabite territory. These four words are
in parentheses. Emerging from the east of the Dead Sea
the Wadi Arnon breaks up into a number of small
tributaries, i.e. a number of small wadis join up and
enter the Sea. Whoever translated the verse probably did
not appreciate that fact. The name Arnon was apparently
given to the whole set of streams and the area between
them – the Arnon Valley. It is explained later that the
Amorites had earlier conquered part, but not all, of
Moab. It seems that the Arnon Valley (except for one
small town – see Deut.2:36 and note on 22:36) was still
part of Moab, so they were not allowed to enter it and
camped beyond it. The story is retold in Judges 11:18.
-V<N2E$L( 3- I%| % L$}2 3- Ix
This reverts to the beginning of the sentence and
describes not the location of Arnon but where they
camped, namely (in an uninhabited desert) between
Moab (to the south and east) and the Amorites (to the
north and west).
N 21:14 3}4 D< K$ 1-H0 L+ D̄ K(
All the region of Arnon, the various wadis that it
comprises.
N 21:15 1-H0 L+ D̄ K( ' J̧ J$ D)
the outpouring of the wadis, i.e. the junctions where
they join the main stream. The whole verse is obscure.
( L,L4
Usually translated ‘turns’ but could mean ‘stretches’ (if
this will help to make sense of the verse).
<L6
This was the capital of Moab, and in the part not under
Amorite occupation.
%L$}2 0|% D& H0 3 K6 Ḑ H4 D)
and leaning towards the territory of Moab. The notes on
this verse attempt to explain the words only, not the
verse. Since the quotation from the ‘Book of God’s
Wars’ does not contain full sentences but phrases taken
out of context, it is hard to determine what is meant.
N 21:18 ; I;N+ D2
The word means a lawgiver, but also the stick or rod
which symbolised his authority (Gen.49:10), which it
obviously means here, paralleling ¼ßJÕ J× DI HÓ.
N 21:20 $D-Ky K(
This word with various spellings and vocalisations
means a ravine or canyon, a very narrow valley
between high cliffs. (A ravine might or might not be a
wadi, a wadi might or might not be a ravine.)
%L$}2 ( I' DµHx
In the Land of Moab. For some reason ¼É IÈ DK is often
used in preference to ¼Ú JÝ JÅ for Moab and Edom (and for
some other places). In the Torah, this expression refers
to the whole territory that the Moabites had before
Sihon took some of it away, against ¼Æ LÅ¼D ¼Ó ¼Ñ¼X ¼Æ DU which
refers to the part they kept, which Israel was not
allowed to enter. They reached here only later, after
what follows, as this was in the area they took from
Sihon (Deut.4:26, 34:1,6).
(Ly D5 H² K(
the Pisgah. Often mistranslated as peak or summit (and
used that way in modern Hebrew) but that is conveyed
by the previous word ¼I ¼ÅÃÝ . It is the name of a place.
The ravine would be adjacent to the summit.
(L8 L; Ḑ H4 D)
overlooking. Nifal is not necessarily passive. The Greek
for ‘to look’ is from the same root (skop) and was used
for the English telescope, microscope and periscope.

3N2- Ḩ D- K(
A name given to the Judaean Desert, to the west of the
Dead Sea.
N 21:22 ( J' Lµ
Here refers to arable or grazing land, as opposed to
vineyards, as in 20:17.
ªJ0O% Dy
Your territory.
N 21:24 ;NxK-
The river or wadi that enters the Jordan from the east
roughly half way between the Dead Sea and Lake
Galilee (Kinneret), cf. Gen.32.23.
3N® K6 -I4 Dx 0|% Dy * K6
The territory of Ammon was strong, so Sihon had not
been able to conquer it. This was further inland (away
from the Jordan), and Israel was forbidden to attack it.
Despite that, it seems that not only Moab (verse 26) but
Ammon too had lost territory to Sihon (see Jos.13:25,
also Jud.11:13 where the king of Ammon was claiming
on his own behalf as well as on behalf of Moab).
N 21:26 1 K+ D0H4
(note the patach). he had fought (pluperfect).
3}¸$V<L(
an (not ‘the’) earlier king of Moab. It does not need to
mean the first, just as ¼Ô¼D¼ÝFÌ KÅ (and even ¼ÎHÕ II) often
means ‘later’. > Ex.2:13 and Ex.4:8.
N 21:27-30 ¼1¼- H0 Ḑ N® K(
Rhyming in ancient poetry is extremely rare. Two
exceptions are found in the Torah – here and Gen.4:23.
N 21:28 < L6
The capital of Moab, not conquered by Sihon.
3M4 D< K$ >}2Lx
Possibly the place referred to in verse 19, but Bamoth
was the sort of name that was used for many places.
N 21:29 ¸}2 D¤
The way Chemosh the god of Moab lost this territory
became proverbial and was mentioned sarcastically by
Jephthah (Jud.11:24).
N 21:32 0IyK< D0
This does not mean ‘to spy’, but to traverse on foot
(¼ÑJÇ JÝ) in order to discover, literally (and hence
metaphoricallly), the ‘lie of the land’, to reconnoitre.
Spies operate in secrecy and pretence, these need not.
N 22:1 % L$}2 >}%U< K6
The part facing Jericho. The Jordan Basin ( ¼Ô IVUÝK[ KÉ ¼ÝK] H])
was further north (sic), or may have overlapped.

;0%

N 22:2 ;L0Lx $U<K£K)
It does not tell us who he was till the end of verse 4.
Why does it not say SSS ¼Æ LÅ¼D ¼Ó E JÑ JÓ ¼Ý¼D ¼b HÛ ¼Ô JT ¼Ü LÑ LT ¼ÅUÝK[KÊ?
Rashi suggests that he was described as ‘king for Moab’
because he was not the legitimate king but a usurper,
without explaining the relevance. Balak noticed what
Israel had done to the Amorites, and in particular,
though it does not mention it, that Sihon was no longer.
N 22:3 % L$}2 <L&L£K)
One can understand the Moabites being afraid, but
Moses had just impressed on two million Israelites that
they were not to attack Moab, and as a king Balak
certainly had enough spies and intelligence agents to
report that to him, so why was he afraid?
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N 22:4 3L-U' H2 -I4 D;H* 0 J$
Why did they not turn to their old allies Ammon? Why
to Midian? The clue is given in Joshua (13:21), where
it tells us that the kings of Midian (later killed by the
Israelites) were puppets appointed by Sihon. If we
assume that Balak was too (probably a Moabite, not
necessarily a Midianite) it seems that Sihon conquered
half of Moab and put puppets to rule over the rest and
over neighbouring Midian, just as the Germans did in
France early in the Second World War. Now that Sihon
was no more, Balak would have been afraid of two
possibilities: the Israelites, without attacking Moab,
might depose him and put a puppet of theirs in his
place; or there might be a revolution, the people no
longer afraid of Sihon stepping in to help him. We learn
that Ammon was strong (21:24) and resisted Sihon, so
their king would have nothing to do with a puppet of
his, but to the leaders of Midian Balak could say ‘we
are in the same boat’. He would encourage fear of Israel
among his own people, to ensure that they supported
him in a national emergency as their patriotic leader!
N 22:5 <L(L̄ K(
the river, the Euphrates.
}® K6
Name of a people, the Ammu, no connection whatever
with Ammon, or with ‘his people’.
N 22:6 (L< L$
The normal imperative of ¼ÝÃÝ LÅ is ¼ÝÃÅ (like ¼ÆÃÖ from
¼ÆÃÆ LÖ), so the extended form here is pronounced orah (not
arah). Hearing a curse from Balaam would lower their
morale and so weaken them in battle.
N 22:8 - K0 I$ .. <Ix K'D- < J̧ F$ K¤
Balaam was a highly successful professional blesser and
curser (verse 6). Elisha was given special information
(2Kings.6:8-12) so as to protect Israel, but it is hard to
believe that God gave information to Balaam just to
help him with his business. Most likely he said this to
the messengers so that next day the conversation would
be like this: ‘Well, what did he say? Is it alright?’
‘Well, er, um, he didn’t exactly say...’ ‘Do you think if
we pay a bit more, give him a few presents and so on,
he might be more on our side?’ ‘Well you can try.’ In
other words he used God’s name to up the price. When
asked in his dream who the people are, he answered,
and then perhaps said ‘Who are you?’ The answer, ‘I
am God!’ would have given him a terrible shock.
N 22:11,17 (L% L;
From ¼ÆÃÆ LÜ and pronounced kovah (compare orah, vs. 6).
N 22:17 ¼ªU'JxK/F$ ¼'IxK/
This does not mean just honour, but also wealth (cf.
Esther 1:4, 5:11 where ‘honour’ alone is called ¼Ý LÜ DÎ).
N 22:19 <Ix Kz .. 7 I5M- ( K2
Balaam’s home was a long way from Moab. By time the
second delegation arrived some time had passed, their
offer was tempting and he began to have doubts about
the dream. He would see what happened that night. If
nothing happened, he could assume that the earlier
dream was just a bad dream and could be ignored. If
God spoke to him again, he would argue and try to
negotiate. When God spoke, he said in effect, ‘I am not
going to enter an argument with you, you want to go,
go! Only these are my terms.’
N 22:24 <I'Ly
King James for once is right. A wall, not a fence.
N 22:25 9K+ D0 HºK) SSS 9K+L¬ HºK)
‘she squeezed herself against the wall and squeezed
Balaam’s leg against the wall’. The first is an excellent
example of the original use of the nifal as a reflexive.

N 22:29 |0
Use for a supposition contrary to fact, unlike ¼Ò HÅ which
denotes a possibility.
N 22:33 - K0|$
if not.
N 22:36 % L$}2 <- H6
It was not Ar because (a) Ar was the capital, the king
would not ‘go out to’ that place (b) Ar was not located
on the border.
3M4U< K$ 0|% Dy 0 K6
by the territory of Arnon. See 20:23.
0|% Dy K( ( I: D;Hx
on the border. (Lit. the edge of the territory.)
It seems that the place was on the border, just outside
Moabite territory, and this fits with the southern border
of the land conquered by Israel, which is given as
‘Aroer by (the edge of) Wadi Arnon and the town (or
Ir) that is in the middle of the wadi’ – Deut.2:36;
Jos.13:9,16; 2Sam.24:5; and compare Deut.3:16 and
Jos.12:2. The Israelites had taken this from Sihon, but
were not yet living there.
N 23:2 K+Ix D* H®Kx
on [each] altar.
N 23:10 ¼< L² D5 H2¼|
This is the Aramaic form of the infinitive (Heb. ¼ÝÃÙ LÖ)
used instead of the participle. Balaam the Aramean
slipped into his own language by mistake.
¼6K%N<
ashes. Not ‘quarter’. Parallels ¼ÝLÙ L×. (J.H.Hertz, who
gives, in his commentary, the sources to justify this.)
N 23:19 $|(K(
Is there that which he has said and does not do?
N 23:25 |¯J%Ǵ H>
The hataf is merely to remind you that the kamets is
short, and read tikkovennu, contrast ¼FFÌ Ld JÅ ekkahakha in
verse 27.
N 24:1 1- Ḩ L+ D4
Here not from ¼I LÌLÕ (snake) but from ¼I KÌKÕ (as in 23:23).
N 24:5 |%N,
Not the adjective ¼Ò¼Î HÆ¼D ¼Í but a verb – have become good.
ª-J0 L(N$
Although the Israelites at this time were living in tents,
the word ¼Ñ JÉÃÅ does not necessarily mean a tent, but is
used to mean a home, in which case it is synonymous
with, and often interchanged with, ¼ÔL] DI HÓ.
N 24:7 ¼&K&F$ I2
The reference to Agag is obscure, but apparently does
not refer to Amalek, as he deals with them later in a
different speech (verse 20).
N 24:9 <|< L$ ª-J<U<N$D) ¦|<L% ª- J/U<L% D2
> Gen.27:29.
N 24:14 1- H2L£ K( >-V<F+K$ Dx
Lit. ‘in the latter part (not end) of days’, a common
idiom meaning ‘in the (unspecified) future’ (Gen.49:1).
N 25:1 1- H¢ H¹Kx
in The Shittim. ¼Ò¼Î HZ HJ KÉ ¼ÑIÆ LÅ (Avel of the Shittim –
33:49) known as ‘The Shittim’ for short.
N 25:5 6K;}( D)
and impale them. This was what was meant by
‘hanging’ so the word is often interchanged with ÉÑß.
N 25:7 5L+ D4¼- H²
Note that it is ¼Ö LÌ DÕ?¼Î Hb and not ¼Ö LÌ? DÕ¼Î Hb. Always.
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N 25:11 - H> L2F+ > J$ %- Ḩ I(
Phinehas took the law into his own hands and killed a
man without trial, an action normally to be considered
as murder even when the victim is caught in the act.
Here the circumstances were exceptional, his action was
in effect self-defence, not of himself personally but of
the whole community. This might not be obvious,
people might not connect his action with the end of the
plague, hence the need for God to intervene and justify
him. Compare the justification of Sarah (> Gen.21:12)
and of Moses (> Lev.9:24), both of which have
similarities with this case.
- H> L$D4 H; > J$ }$D4 K; Dx
By comparing the remark of Elijah ¼Î Hß ¼ÅÌ HÜ ¼ÅẦ KÜ
(1Kings.19:10,14) the midrash identifies Elijah with
Phinehas. This must not be taken too literally – it means
they were the same type, both were zealots, but my
father pointed out to me a major difference. Phinehas
acted entirely on his own responsibility, did what he felt
right and necessary without fearing the consequences, so
God justified him. Elijah (strongly criticised by the
Talmud) claimed credit for his actions and maintained
that he was indispensable to God, so he was told to
appoint his successor (ibid. verse 16).
N 25:12 1}0 Ļ
This is supposed by tradition to be written in a Sefer
Torah with a vav ketuah, but nobody is quite sure what
this is. Some say it has a split in the middle, others that
it is cut short, the Yemenites use a normal vav.
N 26:2 ¸$N< > J$ |$ Dµ
call up. For the allocation of land a new list was
required, as all those on the original list had died, but as
the people were better organised than they were at Sinai
it could be done much faster. Also after the plague a
total reorganisation of the army was needed. For a fuller
discussion on the reason and procedure > cens. §6.
N 26:7-64 |' D; L² B1J(- I'O; D² B- I' O; D² etc.
those who were listed, Moses listed, etc. As in chs.1-4.
N 26:7 1- Ḩ N0 Ḑ |
The inclusion of this thirty within a set of numbers all
apparently rounded off to the nearest hundred is strange.
N 26:52-53
The allocation of land was to be on the basis of those
entering in the army. The land would be divided up into
a number of shares equal to the grand total. Each tribe
was to be allocated legacy shares according to the
number of its members appointed in the army, but ‘who
gets which’ was to be decided by lot. (This is the plain
meaning of the text. The rabbinical interpretations are
more complicated.)
N 26:53 ¼>¼} ¼2 I̧ ¼< K² D5 H2 Dx
According to the number of names (in each tribe).
N 26:54 )- L'O; D8 - H8 H0 ¸- H$
The whole verse refers to tribes, not to individuals. The
tribe with a large number is to receive a larger portion
and that with a smaller number a smaller portion. ‘Each
[tribe, not individual] according to his listed members is
to be given his legacy’ according to the number of
names as explained in the previous verse.
N 26:57 -H)I¬ K( - I'|; D8
those listed of the Levites.
The most probable explanation of this is given in the
Introduction. The Levites did not fight and did not get
an allocation of land so were not counted in (verse 62).
Verses 57-62 probably refer to something that took

place later, possibly at the request of the Levites
themselves rather than on divine instruction, and were
inserted here so as to put them together with the main
census. (> Gen.11:32.) > verse 64.
An alternative that fits the text is that there was no fresh
census of Levites, they had maintained their lists and
kept them updated, and all that was done was to count
the total roughly. However there seems no point in their
keeping such lists, and no relevance in the total unless
it was counted later for the allocation of towns.
N 26:62 |' D; L² D> L( $N0
they were not listed. Here the listing and counting were
done together, so there is no need for a pluperfect (i.e.
the subject does not appear before the verb). Contrast
1:47 (q.v.) and 2:33 that explained why the census
results did not mention Levites – viz. because they had
not been included (pluperfect) in the earlier registration,
then because they were not to be called up for the army,
here because they were to receive no allocation of land.
N 26:64 ¸- H$ (L- L( $N0 (J¬ I$ D%|
This certainly does not refer to the Levites, showing that
verses 57-62 are an insert. There is no reason why a
Levite two months old at the time of the first census
should not still be alive to be included also in this one,
since they did not ‘refuse to fight’ at Kadesh Barnea,
they were not even allowed to!
N 27:1 (L4 D%K< D; HºK)
Following 26:53 they brought their complaint.
N 27:3 +K<N; > K'F6Kx
This was fresh in their minds. It did not occur to them
to say that he was not among those at Kadesh Barnea –
presumably at that time he was too young or not yet
born, showing that Korah’s rebellion took place closer
to the end of the years of wandering than to the
beginning.
> I2 }$ D, J+ D% - H¤
What his sin was is completely irrelevant, cf. Gen.38:7.
N 27:14 1 I(
> 20:13.
N 27:16 L-D- ¼'N; D8H-
Optative. May God appoint. (Not ‘count’.) > app.
N 28:5 (L0|0 Dx
mixed. Gen.11:7,9.
¼>¼- H>L¤ ¼3 J2 J̧ Dx ¼(L0¼|¼0 Dx
Virtually a repetition of > Ex. 29:40.
N 28:6 ¼-K4¼- H5 ¼< K( Dx
at (not on) Mount Sinai.
N 28:10 ¼} ¼ºKx Ķ Dx ¼>Kx Ķ ¼>K0N6
the weekly offering on its Sabbath. cf. Lev.23:15,
Isaiah 66:23, and verse 14 below.
N 28:14 ¼} ¼̧ U' L+ Dx ¼̧ J'N+ ¼>K0N6
the monthly offering on its New Moon, cf. Is.66:23.
N 28:15 >$ L¢ K+ D0
for a hatat. Likewise throughout this section, > Lev.4:3.
N 28:18 etc. (L'N%F6 >J/$J0 D2
items of service. > Lev.23:7.
N 28:26 ¼1J/¼- I>N6O% Ļ Dx
The casual mention of this name here suggests that the
name had some meaning beyond a mere counting of
weeks from the beginning of the barley harvest till the
end of the wheat harvest (given only in Deut.16:9,10).
> Ex.23:16; 34:22; Lev.23:15. The suffix (‘your’) seems
to suggest that someone else had it at a different time.
( ¼ÒJÐ¼Î IIUÈ LÌ ¼Î II ¼ÅLÝ was for a different reason – the New
Moons were the people’s festival, not ordained by God
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who merely asked them to bring extra offerings then,
but Shavuot was a festival clearly ordained by God.)
N 29:13
The olah offerings for the other festivals so far are:
On New Moon, Festival of Matsot and Shavuot, 2 bulls,
1 ram, 7 lambs.
On ‘Sounding’ Day, Pardon (‘Atonement’) Day (and the
Eighth Day here, 29:36), 2 bulls, 2 rams, 7 lambs.
Since ‘Sounding’ Day is always New Moon, the total
then is 4 bulls, 3 rams, 14 lambs.
Here on each of the seven days we have a different
number of bulls, but 2 rams and 14 lambs. This suggests
the superposition of two festivals – the seven day
festival of Succot superimposed on an eight-day festival.
However, with Solomon when the festival was known as
¼Ç LÌ JÉ ‘The Festival’, with Zerubbabel, and some seventy
years later in the time of Ezra and Nehemiah, there was
a seven day festival followed by an atseret on the
eighth. (2Chron.7:9, Ezra 3:4, Nehemiah 8:14,18). Only
in the Second Book of Maccabees (10:6-7) do we find
the celebration on the dedication (hanukkah) of the new
altar for ‘eight days, like the Festival of Succot’.

>),2(

N 30:2 (L| H: < J̧ F$ <L% LzK( (J* ... (<IxK'D-K))
> Gen.8:15.
N 30:3 <J'J4
a vow. The context shows that this is a positive
undertaking which carries with it the implication of an
oath, so there is no need to mention ‘oath’.
}¸ D8K4 0 K6 < L± H$ <N5 D$ J0
to impose on himself a restriction (a negative
undertaking, or ban – but not ‘to impose a ban on
himself’). Apparently ¼Ý La HÅ, unlike ¼ÝJÈJÕ, does not of
itself imply an oath, hence the need to specify swearing.
Although ‘oath’ is not mentioned every time, it is
implicit that it applies throughout, and the laws that
follow apply only if the restriction is imposed on oath.
N 30:9 <I8 I(D)
The normal form. > Deut.31:16,20.
N 30:10 ( Ļ |< D&|
or divorcee. (Note also or, not ‘and’.)
N 30:14 < L± H$ > K6O% Ḑ 0 L/ D) < J'I4 0 L¤
any solemn obligation or oath of restriction.
N 30:17 1- H́ O+ K( (J¬ I$
A ‘footline’ sealing off the subject.
N 31:2 <K+ K$
An adverb, as usual (afterwards).
N 31:8 3L-U' H2 - I/ D0 K2
These were satellites of Sihon the Amorite, see
Jos.13:21 where they are called ¼ÔLÎUÈ HÓ ¼Î IÅ¼Î HK DÕ. Comparing
this with 25:15 and 25:18, it seems that this ÝXÛ was the
same one named as the father of Cozbi.
1 L6 D0Hx
He had, despite his own wishes, blessed Israel, so why
did they kill him? The reason becomes clear in verse 16.
The commentators ask what he was doing there – he had
gone home – and reply that he had come to get his
reward. But it does not say that he was there, they may
well have sent a hit squad to get him in his home town.
N 31:14 - I'|; D²
the officers of (those who were appointed). > app.

N 31:16 (L̄ I( 3 I(
The first word is the same as ¼É Ì HÉ (usually translated
‘behold’ but really with no English equivalent – French
voilà). The second is the feminine pronoun ‘they’,
which is always ¼ÉL̀ IÉ (never ¼Ô IÉ) unless with a prefix.
1 L6 D0 Hx <K%U' Dx
This is the first indication we are given that the whole
nasty business of Peor was instigated at the suggestion
of Balaam. This explains why they killed him (vs. 8).
N 31:23,24
All references to ¼Ý¼D ¼É LÍ and ¼Å IÓ LÍ are strictly technical.
HN 31:26 ¸$N< > J$ $ Lµ
Something like ‘pull out’ (similar to calling up people)
in order to allocate it. Obviously once pulled out you
have to count it before you can allocate it, but that is
not the meaning of the phrase.
The spoil of captives and livestock alone amounted to
61,000 donkeys, 72,000 head of cattle, 675,000 sheep
and goats (together) and 32,000 young girl captives.
Those who went to battle took half of this, from which
one five-hundredth or 0 2% was deducted in tax, and
the rest of the population took the other half, from
which one fiftieth or 2% was deducted in tax. The tax
went to the Levites, who had not been allowed to fight.
When it was finally divided individually, the soldiers
who fought received the biggest share per head, as they
deserved. If the Levites received the tax in addition to
a share among the non-combatants, they did better than
the rest, but if it was instead, they did worse.
Of all other items the soldiers took and kept whatever
they wanted (vs. 53), but see below.
N 31:48 1-V'O; D² K(
the officers (i.e. those appointed). > app.
N 31:49 ¸$N< > J$ |$ DµL4
have called the roll of. This would not be a call-up
here (as in Ex.30:12, Num.1:2 and elsewhere) but a roll-
call. The use of ‘call’ in English in each expression –
‘call-up’ and ‘roll-call’ – shows a similarity of ideas.
(Compare the use of ¼ÈÃÜ Lb in Jud.21:9 and 1Sam.14:17;
the use of that word here would cause confusion due to
its other use with an opposite meaning later in the
sentence.) Each person’s name would be called out, and
he would answer. They did not take a count of numbers:
you only count an army after a battle when it has
suffered extremely heavy losses.
' K; D8H4 $N0 D)
and not one of us was missing. > app.
N 31:50 <I² K/ D0
> Ex.30:15.
N 31:52 %K( D*
A total of 16,750 gold shekels, from the officers alone.
N 31:53 $L% L³ K( - I̧ D4 K$
There were 12,000 soldiers. The officers who handed in
their gold were those in charge of thousands (12) and
hundreds (120). Assuming that the officers took no
more per head than the other soldiers did, the total
would have been over 1,600,000 shekels of gold alone,
apart from silver and all sorts of other things. To get an
idea, the construction of the Tabernacle (Ex.38:24) used
87,730 shekels of gold donated by the whole population.
N 32:1 (J4 D; H2
livestock.
N 32:9 %I0
the mind of
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N 33:1
Not all of the stations (stopping points) are in fact
mentioned in this chapter. In some cases extra ones are
inserted in records elsewhere in the Torah. Particularly
surprising is the omission of Kadesh Barnea. The
suggestion that it appears under a different name is hard
to believe as it is never referred to by a diferent name.
N 33:8 >}<- H+K( -I4 D² H2
from before [Pi] Hahiroth. (As Onkelos, not Ibn Ezra.)
They had encamped before (or in front of) it – ¼ÎIÕ DÙ HÑ
(Ex.14:2), being equivalent to ‘next to’ ¼Ñ K× (Ex.14:9 and
here verse 7). ¼Î Hb is omitted here just as ¼Ñ IÆ LÅ is often
omitted before ¼Ò¼Î HZ HJ KÉ (e.g. 25:1).
N 33:37 1}'E$ 9J< J$ ( I: D;Hx
Hor Hahar on the border of Edom. To distinguish it
from a different Hor Hahar (34:8-9). > 20:23.
N 33:44 %L$}2 0|% D&Hx
Approximate and not strictly accurate, as they were not
allowed to enter Moabite territory. It is explained in
Num.21:11 as facing Moab.
N 33:48 }+I< D- 3 IzU<K- 0 K6
by (that part of) the Jordan (in the region) of Jericho.
Jericho itself was on the other side. The same phrase is
used in 36:13, but the description in 21:35 deserves
comparison.
N 33:49 1- H¢ H¹K( 0I% L$
Usually shortened to ¼Ò¼Î HZ HJ KÉ – 25:1 and Jos.2:1.
N 34:2 3 K6K4 D¤ 9J< L$ L( 0 J$
to the land, [viz.] Canaan.
N 34:3 0|% Dy
The word here still means ‘territory’, not ‘border’, but
is used here and in the next few verses in the sense of
the extent or limit of the territory, so that to translate it
here as ‘border’, though incorrect, does not adversely
affect the sense. Elsewhere it does.
N 34:3-4
The southern edge (or border) is from Zin, which is by
Edom (13:21 and 20:1). The territory to the south goes
from the edge of the Dead Sea to the east, round to the
south of Maaleh Akrabim, through to Zin, emerging
south of Kadesh Barnea, thence to Hazar-Adar .... etc.
Two things are clear from this:
1. Zin and Kadesh Barnea are not too far apart, but are
certainly not the same place.
2. Unless the border, leaving the Dead Sea, goes first to
the east, then south, and then to the west, which would
not be natural and would almost certainly encroach on
Edom (whose precise location is open to doubt but
whose approximate location is known), then we must
assume that the allocated territory is all to the west of
the Aravah rift (which includes the Jordan). That means
that Zin, which is on the border, cannot be Petra, which
is east of the Aravah.
N 34:4 ()- L>N$ D:}>) (-()
Originally ¼ÉLÎ LÉ DÊ, not the masculine singular but the
original archaic form of the feminine plural (The
feminine singular would be ¼É Lß DÎ LÉ DÊ.) This has been
‘corrected’ here (and in Jos.18:12,14,19 but not in
Jos.17:18), by means of ketiv ukeri (to avoid changing
the written text) to the masculine form ¼X¼Î LÉ DÊ which is
normally used in Biblical Hebrew also for the feminine.
(> Deut.21:7 and compare.)
N 34:5-6
Most of the places mentioned are uncertain. However,

¼ÒHÎKÝ DÛ HÓ ¼Ñ KÌKÕ can only be one of two: either the Wadi El
Arish, or the easternmost branch of the Nile Delta, the
border touching it where it enters the Mediterranean.
N 34:8-9 <L( L( <N(
This is way up north, not to be confused with the one
where Aaron died which is always referred to as ‘by the
border of Edom’ to distinguish it (20:22-23; 33:37-40).
N 34:8 > L2F+ $N% D0
See 13:21.
N 35:2 >K0F+K4
legacy of
¸L< D& H2
green belt.
N 35:5 ( L®K$Lx
This word carries the rare ta’am called karneyfarah, the
only place where it occurs in the entire Torah. By a
strange process of development in writing and printing
it has come to look like a combination of two telishas,
but it has no connection with them, and is simply a
variant of the pazer, to be read like a pazer but longer.
N 35:7 1-H< L6 J(
These are not cities but towns, though the word does not
necessarily imply even that – > 20:16.
3 J( D> J$
Usually shortened to ¼Ô LßÃÅ. (Likewise ¼Ò LßÃÅ B ¼Ò JÉ Dß JÅ.)
N 35:22
The case referred to is not one of pure accident but of
unintentional killing due to negligence, one might say
criminal negligence. Any killer can escape to a Refuge
City and claim asylum until brought for trial in court. If
guilty of deliberate murder he is executed, if it was a
pure accident he is exonerated and set free, but if the
death of the victim was due to the killer’s negligence he
is punished by being exiled back to the Refuge City,
which he leaves at his peril, until the High Priest dies.
Note that he is referred to as a murderer (verses
25,26,28) even though the killing was unintentional.
The rabbis regard the exile as atonement. I am indebted
to Rabbi Raphael Shmuelevits, head of Mir Yeshivah,
for pointing out to me that the idea involved in the exile
is similar to that involved in the hatat (> Lev.4:3): it
atones for the negligence or carelessness that caused the
death rather than the actual killing. So that in a more
serious case of manslaughter (Ex.21:21-23) there is no
execution, but no exile and no atonement.
N 35:26 0|% Dy > J$
if he leaves the territory of.
N 35:29 ,L² Ḑ H2 > Ḱ O+
An institution of judgement. Simple judgements (Ex.
chapters 21-22 etc.) should be obvious once you see
them. They are ‘given’ because we seldom see the
obvious until it is pointed out to us. The ‘exile’ is not
universally obvious, but an institution which we are told
to implement.
N 35:31-32 <J8N/
This means not only an ‘accepted fee’ paid to the judge
(for a light sentence) or to the authorities (to release
him), which perverts justice in all cases, but a cover (>
Ex.21:30) in the form of an optional alternative penalty
such as (but not necessarily) a ransom paid to the
victim’s family or into the Temple treasury, or some
other type of expiation. This might otherwise be thought
permissible, since it is after all accepted in other cases
(Ex.21:30; 30:12 and probably 21:23) and is adopted in
many countries today where even a convicted murderer
only serves a limited prison sentence.
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N 36:13 (J¬ I$
Again a sort of ‘footline’ to seal off the last section. It
also reminds you that the Torah was not all given at

Sinai, but during the course of forty years.
The story is continued towards the end of the next book.

*
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I N T R O D U C T I O N T O D E U T E R O N O M Y

STRUCTURE OF THE BOOK

The book contains the final speeches of Moses before he died (with possibly earlier ones mixed in), and the
historical details of the last days of his life (including the song he taught the people).

The presentation of the former is in the form of four distinct speeches, and that division gives us the structure
of the book. Our version may be composite, extracts from a number of speeches being welded together, or it may be
a verbatim record. However many speeches there actually were, in analysing the book we find four.

They can be subdivided: to do so and analyse the structure of each speech (especially the second) is a useful
exercise, but out of place in these notes.

1. 1:1 - 1:2 An introduction to the whole book.
2. 1:3 - 4:40 The first speech (with introduction).
3. 4:41- 4:43 Historical note.
4. 4:44-26:19 The second speech (with introduction).

Interrupted by 10:6-7.
5. 27:1 -27:10 Instructions and oddments.
6. 27:11-28:69 The third speech – the new contract.
7. 29:1 -30:20 The fourth speech.
8. 31:1 -34:12 The last days of Moses, including:

32:1-32:43 The song.
33:1-33:29 The blessings.

1-<%'(

D 1:1
INTRODUCTION

1-V<L%UzK( (J¬ I$
The first half of this verse introduces what starts with
vs.3, ‘beyond the Jordan’. The rest of the verse, together
with vs.2, appears to be an irrelevant interruption,
describing a totally different location.
There are many forced interpretations of the two verses,
but the plain meaning is obscure.
1-V<L%UzK(
The word means that which is spoken, usually ‘words’
but here better translated the speeches. Or possibly
instructions that he gave.
¼<LxU' H®Kx
This could be anywhere.
(L% L<F6Lx
The ‘rift’ from the Red Sea to the Jordan Valley.
7|5 0}2
Opposite the Gulf of Akaba (the Red Sea).
3L<$ L²
Includes Kadesh Barnea, in the north of the ‘Peninsula’.
¼3 L%L0
Perhaps ¼ÉLÕ DÆHÑ (Num.33:19-20).
>N< I:F+
Between Horeb (Sinai) in Arabia and Kadesh Barnea.
The other places mentioned ( ¼Æ LÉLË ¼ÎVV B ¼Ñ JÙÃf) are unknown.
D 1:2 1}- < Lµ L6 ' K+F$
If it means ‘it is (or was) an eleven-days’ journey from
Horeb (in Arabia) to Kadesh Barnea’, what is the
relevance here? More likely it describes in great detail
(cf. Deut.11:30) a location eleven days from Horeb on
the Mount Seir Road that leads to Kadesh Barnea (see
next note). But what happened there? (Vs. 3 tells what
happened somewhere else entirely, described in vs.5.)

<- H6 Iµ <K( ¦J< Jz
[at a point] on the Mount Seir Road, i.e. the road
leading to Mount Seir, but certainly not ‘by way of
Mount Seir’ (a modern usage of ¼E JÝJV). They did not
travel through Mount Seir, but skirted it. The second
half of vs.1 and all of vs.2 seem to have no connection
whatever with what precedes or follows. Are they out of
place? Or is something missing here? Or perhaps both?
That it refers to a location is fairly certain, but what it
all means is very obscure.
D 1:4 T3N+¼- H5 ¼>\I$
Note: ¼ß\IÅ not ¼ß[IÅ. Yetiv, not mahpakh.
D 1:5 % L$}2 9J< J$ Dx
This expression in the Torah refers always to the part
conquered by Sihon and taken from him by Israel
(28:69, 32:49, 34:5,6), whereas the phrase ¼Æ LÅ¼D ¼Ó ¼Ñ¼X ¼Æ DU
(Num.21:13,15, 33:4, Deut.2:18) is used for what
remained theirs. (> Num.33:44). The phrase ¼Æ LÅ¼D ¼Ó ¼É IÈ DK
(used in Ruth and Chronicles) occurs twice in the
Torah: Gen.36:35 has no relevance in this story, while
Num.21:20 (q.v.) refers to the conquered area.
However, Jephthah’s usage (Jud.11:15,18) is different.

D 1:6
THE FIRST SPEECH

D 1:7 (L%L<F6Lx
This refers to the north-south rift that includes the
Jordan Valley and its continuation beyond the Dead Sea.
<L(L%
the hillcountry, i.e. the central mountain range, etc.
(L0I8 Ḑ KK%|
the foothills, the lower hills lying to the west of the
central range.
%J&J̄ K%|
the semi-desert south.
1L£ K( 7}+ D%|
Lit. the sea shore. Refers to the coastal plain.
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3}4 L% D¬ K( D)
and the Lebanon, the north. The area promised (without
Transjordan) includes parts of what are now Lebanon,
Syria and Turkey.
D 1:11 7 I5M-
optative: may he add. (‘will add’ is ¼Ø¼Î HÖ¼D¼Î).
D 1:13 1- H6 O'-H)
and known, i.e. with a reputation, not ‘knowledgeable’.
1 I2- HµF$K)
optative (consecutive).
D 1:19 -V<N2E$L( < K( ¦ J< Jz
along the MountAmorite Road, the road leading to
the Mountain of the Amorites (which lay beyond
Kadesh Barnea).
D 1:24 |0 Dy K<D-K)
The verb ¼ÑIUKÝ (piel) means to reconnoitre, and ¼Ò¼Î HÑ DUKÝ DÓ
are the reconnaissance (> Num.21:32).
D 1:32 1H4¼- H2F$ K2 1J/ D4¼- I$
‘do you not trust?’ (Saadya Gaon).
D 1:33 <|>L0
to explore. A wider connotation than ¼ÑIU KÝ DÑ. Num.13:2.
D 1:40
See Num.14:25.
D 1:41 |4 D2 K+ D0H4 D)
Note: a very positive statement, not optative.
D 1:44 ( L2U< L+
See Num.14:45. Possibly not the same as Num.21:3.
D 1:46 ¸I' L; D%
Either Kadesh Barnea, as mentioned earlier (verse 19),
and this follows the previous, or it is disconnected from
the previous verse and refers to Zin – see Num.20:22
and 21:4, and note on Num.20:23.
D 2:1 7|5 1K- ¦J< Jz
to? or by way of? the Red Sea Road, the road leading
to the Gulf of Akaba (‘Red Sea’). As 21:4.
D 2:4 1-V< D%N6
‘cross’ is not incorrect, but often pass is a more suitable
word to use in translating. ‘You are about to pass
through’, but they did not (Num.20:21) hence verse 8.
0|% DyHx
in (i.e.through) the territory of.
D 2:5 0J&L< 7K¤
foot. (Not ‘sole’ – ¼ÑJÇ JÝ alone means leg and foot
together, ¼ÑJÇ JÝ ¼ØK] means foot. > Gen.41:44.)
D ¼2: ¼6 ¼|¼< D/ Hº
Generally assumed to mean ‘buy’, based on Hos. 3:2
where a similar word it appears to mean ‘buy’, the only
occurrence with possibly that meaning. More likely the
usual meaning of ‘dig’, or, perhaps better, to ‘dig out’.
In that area they dug for water (cf. Abraham, Isaac and
the Philistines) – a suggested meaning in the NEB, but
here more likely a derived meaning of drawing
(‘digging out’) water from a deep well already dug, for
which purpose, in this case, ‘you must pay’.
D 2:8
The syntax of this verse is difficult. The overall
meaning seems to be that instead of crossing the Aravah
through Seir and then turning north, which the Edomites
did not let them do, they went south to Elat and Akaba
at the tip of the Gulf, crossed over to the other side of
the rift, skirted the rest of Seir, and turned north to the
desert east of Moab.
D 2:12 ( LµL6
will have done. Grammarians call this ‘future-perfect’.

D 2:13 1J/L0 SSS |2O;
Both auxiliaries, idiomatic, need not be translated.
D 2:14 1- H2L£ K(D)
Probably what happened at Kadesh Barnea was
remembered annually on a day of mourning. They
observed that the day they crossed the Zered (whose
precise location is in dispute) was the anniversary,
hence its mention.
6I4U<Kx ¸ I' Ĺ H2
They had left Kadesh (Zin) only a few months ago, so
it could not possibly be the same place.
D 2:18 <I%N6
here means ‘pass by’ not the usual ‘pass through’.
% L$}2 0|% Dy
the territory of Moab. Not actually the town of Ar but
the area surrounding it, which (still) belonged to Moab,
(Num.21:26) as distinct from ¼Æ LÅ¼D ¼Ó ¼ÚJÝ JÅ which refers to
the land they had lost to Sihon, > Deut.1:5.
D 2:24 |< D% H6 D)
With or without Sihon’s permission.
D 2:26 1}0 L= -I< D%Vz
This was not lack of faith or a contradiction of the
command given in verse 24 to fight him, but to show
that Sihon had been given a chance. Moses knew that he
would refuse the request, but that did not mean that it
was not the right thing to make the request first.
Alternatively, verses 26-30 took place before the
instruction in verse 24 (Nahmanides).
D 2:29 < J̧ F$ K¤
But they did not pass through Seir as the Edomites did
not allow them to, nor through Moab (Ar) because God
told them not to. If it means that the locals brought out
food and drink and sold it to them, 23:5 contradicts this,
at least as far as Moab was concerned. The purchase of
water was necessary, but not food, as they had manna,
but they were able to buy extras if they wanted.
D 2:36 3}4U< K$ 0K+K4 >K8 Dµ 0 K6
Aroer-on-Arnon, to be distinguished from Aroer-by-
Rabbah in Ammon (Jos.13:25).
0K+K̄Kx < J̧ F$ <- H6 L(D)
This is often mentioned: See 3:16; Jos.12:2; 13:9; 13:16;
2Sam.24:5. Also > Num.22:36.
D 2:37 Lº D% L< L; $W0
They passed not too far from Ammon (verse 19) but not
too near. So why should the Ammonites have brought
out food and water for them (23:5)?
D 3:1 3 Ļ Lx K( ¦ J< Jz
along The Bashan Road, the road leading to Bashan,
not by way of The Bashan, as they did not enter it till
after the battle.
D 3:5 -H* L< D² K( -I< L6
unfortified villages.
D 3:11 1- H$L8U< L( < J>J£ H2
Although the Amorites had conquered and exterminated
the Refaim, the one who remained became their king!
D 3:13 $I< Ĺ H-
was called.
D 3:19 1J/L0 %K< (J4 D; H2 - H¤ - Hº D6K'L-
It is blatantly obvious that these words are in brackets,
but it is worth noting the fact that such a construction –
putting a clause in parentheses – is used in Biblical
Hebrew, as it occurs in places where it is less obvious,
or not obvious at all, e.g. Gen.15:13 and Num.21:13.
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34+>$)

D 3:26 ¦L0 %K<
> Num.16:3,15; 20:12.
7 J5}º 0 K$
The verb does not normally mean to continue, but to
repeat, to do something again. The verb, followed by the
gerund of another verb, is translated in English by using
the other verb in the indicative, followed by ‘again’.
Hence here, ¼Ý ITKV ¼Ø JÖ¼D ¼f ¼Ñ KÅ is do not speak again. See
also 4:2 below.
D 3:27 ¼(Ly D5 H² K( ¼̧ ¼$N<
the summit ( ¼I ¼ÅNÝ) of the Pisgah (name of a mountain).
D 4:2 |8 H5N> $W0
you are not to add to it. (Cf. a different usage, but
similar meaning, when followed by a gerund as in 3:26.)
|6U< D& H> $W0 D)
and you will not (as a result) deduct from it. (Kli
Yakar.) Also 13:1.
D 4:3 }'- H2 Ḑ H(
But the stain remained, see Jos.22:17.
D 4:14 1- H,L² Ḑ H2| 1- H́ O+
A legal pair – > Gen.23:9. There was no single Hebrew
word for ‘law’, but the idea was covered by different
words whose meanings overlap. Individual laws cannot
generally be allocated to one group or another.
D 4:28 1 Ļ 1 JºU'K%F6K)
In this context it seems to mean under compulsion, not
voluntarily. Not that you will worship them, but will be
made to do service for them, as a punishment for
serving idols voluntarily in your own country.
D 4:30 1- H2L£ K( >-V<F+K$ Dx
in later days. Not ‘the end’. Often in the Tanakh.
D 4:34 ( L;L*F+ 'L- D%|
and with strong arm. Power.
(L-|,D4 K6}< D* H%|
outstretched forearm. Range of operation.
D 4:35 >K6K'L0 L> I$U< L(
you have been shown, in order to realise.
D 4:39 '}6 3- I$ S>K+ Lº H2 9J< L$ L( 0 K6D) 0 K6 K® H2 1H- K2 L¹Kx
Note the punctuation and where the stop is in the
middle, not as often mis-read. (Supported by the ‘pausal
form’ ¼ß KÌ Lf HÓ, which would otherwise be ¼ß KÌ Kf HÓ.)
D 4:41-43

HISTORICAL INTERLUDE between speeches.
D 4:41 0-Vz D%K- * L$
The imperfective is normally used after ¼Ë LÅ for some
unknown reason, even though the action took place only
once (and is not a repeated action). Cf. Ex.15:1 etc.
D 4:44-49 >$M* D)
INTRODUCTION TO THE SECOND SPEECH.
D 4:45 (J¬ I$
(Here). the following are.
1- H,L² Ḑ H® K( D) 1- H́ O+K( D) >N' I6 L(
An extension of the idea of a legal pair (4:14) to a
triplet. [Note that ¼ßÃÈ I× or ¼ß¼D ¼È I× is the plural of ¼É LÈ I× the
feminine of ¼È I× meaning a witness, or testimony or
evidence. In the Psalms we also find ¼ßÂÊUÈ I×, the plural of
¼ß¼X ¼È I× with a similar but not identical meaning.]
1H-L< D: H® H2 1 L>$ I: Dx
Here (see next verse) this means before entering the
land. Elsewhere it is used to mean at the time of the
Exodus, as against forty years later (25:17, Lev.23:43).

¼D 4:46 $D-KyKx
In the ravine (or canyon). A suitable place to assemble
all the people so that all can hear what he has to say.
The hills on either side would help with the acoustics.
Remember that Moses was addressing two million
people, without the aid of electronic loud speakers.
D 5:1

THE SECOND SPEECH
D 5:5 ¼' I2N6 ¼- H/M4 L$
I, standing ...
The whole of this verse except the last word is in
brackets. The last word ¼ÝÃÓ ¼Å IÑ follows on from verse 4.
D 5:6
(* The numbering of verses in the remainder of this
chapter varies in different editions, sometimes
differing by one.)
D 5:*8 1 I' D% L6 L> $W0 D)
Hofal as Ex.20:4. Do not let yourself be persuaded to
serve them. Pronunciation to’ovedem > Lev.16:10.
3M)F6 ' I;N²
> Ex.20:4 and > app.
D 5:*11 <}2 Ļ
For a people to whom the Sabbath is a new institution,
it is necessary to ‘remember’ it. After observing it for
forty years, it is necessary to ‘keep’ (or, better, to
maintain) it, and not to let it lapse. Moses changed the
wording as necessary, since the actual wording is less
important than the message it is intended to convey.
D 5:*12 ª Jº D/$K0 D2 ... 'N%F6 Kº
See notes on Ex.20:8 and Gen.2:2.
D 5:*14 LºU< K/L* D)
After forty years of keeping the Sabbath, this aspect
could be appreciated, but not in advance (Ex.20). Also
the importance of remembering slavery in Egypt is
rubbed in considerably by Moses throughout this book,
but was not rubbed in too hard just after the Exodus
when memories could be too bitter and the wounds too
sore. A pity this verse is nowhere read in the liturgy.
D 5:*16 + L:U< Hº $W0
you are not to murder. According to Num.35:25,26,28
(> Num.35:22) this includes unintentional killing due to
carelessness!
D 5:*21 K6N2 Ḑ H0 ... ¼1¼- H8 D5M-
if we hear ... again. (> 3:26.)
D 5:*23 Dº K$ D)
This form, normally feminine, is occasionally masculine
as in Aramaic (e.g. Num.11:15).
D 6:5 ª D%L% D0
your mind.
D 6:7 1 LºD4K̄ Ḩ D)
and you are to teach them. Either it means teach by
constant repetition or it means drive them home.
(Rashi). The use of the word ‘diligently’ is not only
wrong, but children who are taught the word do not
even know what it means!
D 6:8 ª D'L-
your arm. (> Ex.13:9.)
>N8 L,N, D0
People sometimes wore headbands attached to which
was a box containing parchment on which something
was written. The modern equivalent is a lucky charm
locket attached to a chain hung around the neck. It is
not certain whether ¼ßÃÙ LÍÃÍ refers to the headbands or the
boxes, but the meaning is clear – the words are to be
written (on parchment) enclosed in boxes attached to
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headbands. At the time of Moses this would be obvious.
ª-J4- I6 3- Ix
Only a lunatic would wear a headband to cover his eyes.
Again the meaning was obvious: the box attached to the
headband was to be worn at the place corresponding to
‘between the eyes’, that is to say placed centrally in
front above the forehead. (See also 14:1).
D 6:9 >}*O* D2 0 K6 1 Lº D% K> D/|
Again it was obvious that you do not write on the
doorposts (where the writing is bound to wear off very
rapidly) but on something which is attached to them.
We turn to and need ‘rabbinic tradition’ only because to
us today these things are not obvious as they were then.
However, the idea of fixing the writing to only one
doorpost and not both does require a tradition, and is
not obvious from the text.
D 6:16 ( L± K2Kx
Refidim (Ex.17:7) here called the Massah (but not so in
Deut.33:8, q.v.).
D 6:21-25
Note how the composer of the Haggadah, finding these
verses, especially verse 23, not quite apt at the time, did
not use this paragraph as the answer to the ‘clever’ son
whose question occurs in verse 20, but substituted
something totally different.
D 6:25 |4L¬ (J- D( Hº ( L;L' D:|
and we will have a reward. Just as ¼ÔÂÊF× means sin and
also punishment (the recompense for sin) so ¼É LÜ LÈ DÛ
means both goodness (‘righteousness’) and its reward.
(In Ps.24:5 an honest man receives it from God along
with a blessing.)
D 7:7 - H¤
for
D 7:8 - H¤
but

%;6

D 7:15 1H-K< D: H2 -I)U' K2
Egypt was notorious for disease.
D 7:17 ª D%L% D0Hx
in your mind.
D 7:20 ( L6U< H³ K(
wasp. > Ex.23:28.
+K¬ Ķ D-
will release.
D 7:23 1 L2L( D)
From verb ÒXÉ with suffix, as Rashi (not Rashbam).
D 8:7 ( L6 D;Hx
valley (low-lying), literally a cleft.
D 8:8 SSS 9J< J$ SSS 9J< J$
These plants, basic for food, drink and light, do not
need to be irrigated or watered in the summer, getting
enough water in a normal year from the winter rains.
See 11:11. (Summer watering may well enhance fruit
production, or be needed for new varieties as for
imported non-indigenous plants, but can be harmful.)
D 8:8 (L<N6 Dµ| ( L¢ H+
The plant, not the grain extracted from them, which
would be ¼Ò¼ÎVÝÃ× DK¼X ¼Ò¼Î HZ HÌ.
3}®V<D) (L4 I$ D>| 3 J8J& D)
Trees. Vine, fig-tree and pomegranate tree. (Collectives
throughout the verse.)

3 J2 J̧ >-I*
Again here, olive-tree producing oil. Not that there is a
different type of olive that does not produce oil, but the
addition of oil to remind them of the olive’s importance.
¸L%U'
syrup, normally from dates. Unlike the others, this is
not the plant ¼Ý LÓ Lf (palm-tree) but, exceptionally, the
produce. Probably because in the desert the others were
all scarce if not unknown, but there were plenty of
palms at the oases, not all of which produced dates.
Canaan had date-palms from which to make date-syrup.
D 8:10 Lº D/ K<I%¼| Lº D6L% LµD) Lº D0 K/ L$D)
The Israeli custom at weddings is Lf DÌKÝLÆ¼X Lf D× LÆ LK DÊ Lf DÑKÐ LÅ DÊ,
as explained in verses 12-14.
D 8:15 7L< Lµ ¸L+L4
seraphsnakes and scorpions. Two things, not three.
(Thirst is the third.) > Num.21:6.
D 9:1 1H- K2 L¹Kx
in the sky.
D 9:4 >K6 Ḑ V< D%| ... <K2$Nº 0K$
‘Do not say..“ ¼ß ¼ÅÂY KÉ ... ¼Î Hß LÜ DÈ HÛ DT” – whereas it is through
the wickedness...’
D 9:15 - L'L-
my arms.
D 9:17 1I< Dx Ķ F$L)
and I smashed them. (> Ex.32:19.)
D 9:20 3N<F( K$ D%|
A new piece of information, not told in the original
story.
D 9:25
This was the second time, Moses went up twice, not
three times. After a digression (verses 19-24) he is
returning to what he started to say in verse 18. Often
after starting something and then digressing and then
returning, it is necessary to repeat the first words,
because otherwise the reader or listener will have lost
the thread. We find this in the Torah a few times.
D 10:2 %Nº D/ J$D)
Grammatically an irregular form. One expects either
¼Î Hf DÆ KßLÐ DÊ (and I will write, as Ex.34:1) or ¼É LÆ Df DÐ JÅ DÊ (so that
I may write). Probably a shortened form of the latter.
1-V<L%Uz K(
The instructions, as often LÎ DÎ ¼ÝKÆUV and ¼Ý ITKÈ DÎKÊ, roughly
synonymous with ¼ßÂÊ DÛ HÓ. Hence (verse 4) the ‘Ten
Commandments’, not words, not statements.
D 10:6-7.
These two verses represent an interruption. What they
are doing here is anyone’s guess, there must be a
reason, but all those proposed so far are far-fetched.
D 10:6 |6 D5L4 0 I$L< DµH- -I4 D%|
Meanwhile the Children of Israel had moved on.
Pluperfect – > Gen.4:1.
The order Bene-Jaakan, Gudgodah (Gidgad), Jotbathah
coincides with that given in Num.33:32-33, before they
reached Kadesh, but Aaron died at Hor Hahar (here it
says Moserah) where they arrived much later, after and
as a punishment for Kadesh – Num.20:22ff., 33:37-38.
D 10:8 $) H( K( > I6Lx
Follows on from verse 5, after the Golden Calf incident.
(Aaron died – verse 6 – nearly forty years later!)
D 10:10 - Hº D' K2L6 -H/M4 L$ D)
I had stood (the second time), pluperfect. There were
two periods each of 40 days (not three), with the Golden
Calf incident in between.
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D 11:11 ¼( Jº Ḑ Hº
it (the land) will drink (not ‘you’). [3rd person fem.]
D 11:14 ¸}; D0 K2| (J<}-
the yoreh and the malkosh. These do not mean ‘early
rain’ and ‘late rain’ but are names given to types of
rain. The yoreh is hard-driving heavy rain that comes
usually in autumn and early winter to break up the hard
ground after the long dry rainless summer. The malkosh
is soft gentle showers that fall in early spring on crops
that are ripening. The blessing is that each falls ¼D ¼f H× DT in
its time, or at least in the right order. Malkosh early on
is useless. Yoreh on ripe crops can damage and kill
them. (Consider the effect of the hailstorm as given in
Ex.9:31-32.) It is possible for malkosh to fall early and
yoreh to fall late, but this is a curse, not a blessing.
D 11:18 1J/ D'J-
your arm.
1J/-I4- I6 3-Ix >N8 L,}, D0
> 6:8.
D 11:20 1 Lº D% K> D/|
> 6:9.
D 11:24 1J/ D0 D&K< 7 K¤
your foot. (Not ‘the sole of...’)
1J/ D0O% Dy
your territory.

($<

D 11:29-30
Mounts Gerizim and Ebal are situated either side of the
city of Shechem (Nablus). It takes the whole of verse 30
to explain precisely where they are, without mentioning
Shechem. Compare Gen.12:6.
D 11:30 (1) 3 IzU<K£ K( < J% I6 Dx
Across the Jordan from where Moses was speaking.
(2) ¸ J2 J¹K( $}% D2 ¦ J< Jz - I<F+K$
beyond the West (lit. sunset) Road, the road leading to
the west. (Rashi’s comments on the punctuation are hard
to understand, but apparently he wants to stress that it
does not mean ‘beyond the road, to the west’.) The
West Road is probably the one that rises from Adam
(Damya) on the Jordan (a crossing between the Dead
Sea and Lake Galilee) to Shechem.
(3) ¼(L%L<F6Lx ¼% I̧ M£ K( ¼-H4F6K4 D¤ K( ¼9J< J$ Dx
Mostly the Amorites inhabited the hill-country, while
the Canaanites lived in the coastal plain and the Jordan
Valley (Aravah) – Num.13:29 – but also around
Shechem and Bethel (Gen.12:6; 13:7; 34:30).
(4) ¼0Ly D0Hy K( ¼0¼| ¼2
There were a number of places with that name.
(5) ¼(J<N2 ¼-I4¼}¼0 I$ ¼0 J: I$
See G.12:6 (minutely different).
D 12:1 (J¬ I$
(Here.) the following are.
D 12:9 ¼(L+¼|¼4 D®K(
Here it means the place of rest.
D 12:12 (L0F+K4 D) ;J0 I+
See Gen.31:14.
D 12:15 <}( L¢ K( D) $ I2 L¢ K(
A ¼Å IÓ LÍ was not allowed to eat meat of a sacrifice, but
there was no objection to his eating other meat.
- H% D³K¤
like the antelope [is eaten]. (It might be the name of a

particular type of antelope, but is NOT a deer).
0L£ K$ L/ D)
and like the deer [is eaten]. (It might be the name of a
perticular type of deer, but is NOT a type of antelope.)
D 12:17 0K/|> $W0
This expression (or ¼ÑKÐ¼X¼Î ¼ÅWÑ) occurs eight times (all in
this book) in connection with laws. Since it is not to be
taken too literally (these things can be done) one would
assume that it means simply that doing it has no legal
effect, it is as if you didn’t do it and that is all, like
marrying a married woman, which, as long as nothing
happens, is meaningless. But in some of these cases at
least, this does not fit, and one is forced to accept the
rabbinical explanation that it is merely a polite idiom,
and means not that you (or he) ‘cannot’, but ‘may not’.
In some cases it could perhaps also mean that if you do
it has no legal effect.
D 12:18 Lº D+ K2 LµD)
There is no instruction anywhere in the Torah for
mourning or to be unhappy in any circumstances.
D 12:20 ª D0O% Dy > J$ ... %-H+U<K- - H¤
enlarges (or extends) your territory.
D 12:22 0L£ K$ L( SSS -H% D³K(
> verse 15.
D 12:27 ¦ I8 L¹H-
Not in the technical sense. See introduction to Leviticus.
D 13:1 7 I5N> $N0
Irregular. (Normally ¼Ø IÖ¼D ¼f ¼Ñ KÅ, but ¼Ø¼Î HÖ¼D ¼ß ¼ÅÃÑ .)
you are not to add to it, and you will not (as a result)
deduct from it. (Kli Yakar – see 4:2).
D 13:3 1 I' D% L6L4 D)
Hof’al, pronounced veno’ovedem (> L16:10), ‘let us be
persuaded to serve them’ (> Ex.20:5). Contrast 13:7.
D 13:7 ( L' D% K6K4 D)
vena’avedah, and let us serve. Contrast with 13:3.
D 13:16 1I<F+K(
condemn (to utter destruction).
D 13:17 1L0}6 0 Iº
A permanent tell. A tell (from the Arabic) is a mound
that was piled up on top of a destroyed town or city. It
was then usual to start again and build up a new town
on the tell. Archaeologists have often uncovered several
layers of towns that were frequently destroyed and
rebuilt. It was necessary to stress that in this case the
tell was to be permanent and not to be rebuilt on.
D 14:1 1J/-I4- I6 3-Ix
Nobody would put a bald patch ‘between their eyes’, it
means in the corresponding position above the forehead.
> 6:8 (Also 11:18, and Ex.13:9,16.)
D 14:5 - H% D:| 0L£ K$
Deer and antelope (in that order). > 12:15.
D 14:7 1- H$ I2 D,
Here and throughout this section the word is used in the
semi-technical sense of forbidden. (See introductory
notes to Lev. sec. 2, under sub-heading ‘Other meanings
of the words’.) It is as well to master Lev.11 thoroughly
before attempting to tackle this chapter and compare it,
to avoid confusion that may be impossible to sort out.
What is confusing is that the system here does not
coincide with that in Lev.11. There the concern was as
much the technical side of the bars as the prohibition of
eating the food, so the word ¼Å IÓ LÍ was only used if it
was to apply in the strictly technical sense to the
carcass. Otherwise the forbidden food was called ¼Ú JÜ JI.
Here the bars are not considered, only the prohibition of
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eating certain food. Any creature forbidden as food is
referred to as ¼Å IÓ LÍ.
D 14:11 (L<N( D, <}² H:
permitted (opposite of ¼Å IÓ LÍ) bird.
D 14:12 1 J( I2
of the birds, not ‘of the permitted birds’. The meaning
is obvious if not strictly logical.
D 14:14 ¼}¼4¼- H2 D0
of different species/varieties.
D 14:19 7}6 L( 9J< J̧
flying insects – see Lev.11:20.
|0I/ L$I- $N0
Except those in the next verse.
D 14:20 <}( L, 7}6
Permitted flying creatures. Permitted insects (Lev.11:21-
22), since birds have been mentioned here (verse 12).
D 14:21 {L0L/F$K) SSS <IyK0
The foreign resident is allowed to eat it!
-V< D/L4 D0
Note the difference between ¼ÝIU a foreign resident, and
¼ÎVÝ DÐLÕ a foreigner, i.e. exporting to another country.
¸}'L; 1 K6 - H¤
There is nothing inherently wrong in a person, even a
foreign resident, eating such a carcass; Israel is special
and has to obey extra-strict rules.
D 15:12 ¼-V< D% H6 L(
Term used in connection with slavery, as a reminder of
Egypt.
D 15:14 ªJ% D;H£ H2|
In this word, the dagesh in the Æ is always absent.
The produce would not normally be given directly from
the threshing floor or the winepress, but from that which
had been processed in such places and later stored.
D 15:17 1L0}6 'J% J6
a permanent slave. Not ‘for ever’. How permanent is
permanent? In this case, until the jubilee (Lev.25:40).
ª D> L2F$K0 7 K$D)
The text implies that there is no difference between a
man and a woman regarding slavery (apart from the
special case of a father selling a daughter who is a
minor, with intent of marriage, see Ex.21:7-11.) The law
is not interpreted this way.
D 15:22 0L£ K$ L/ D) - H% D³K¤
> Deut.12:15.
D 16:1 (L0D- L0
The Egyptians drove them out in the night. God chose
the 15th of the month, full moon.
D 16:2 <L;L%| 3$N:
The first is used for the Pesach, but not the second!
Onkelos explains this as ¼Ý LÜ LÆ¼X @ ¼Ô ¼ÅÃÛ SSS ¼Ì KÖ Jb @ Lf DÌKÆLË DÊ,
but the te’amim are completely against this!
D 16:5 0K/|> $W0
> Deut.12:17.
D 16:7 ª-J0 L(N$ D0
home (see 1Kings 12:16). ¼Ñ JÉÃÅ means a tent, but often
also means ‘home’. > Num.19:14.
D 16:8 >J< J:F6
This word is used in the Torah to describe only the
seventh day of the Festival of Matsot and the eighth day
of Succot. In later books the expression is written ¼É LÝ LÛF×.
D 16:9,10 ¼>¼} ¼6O% Ļ
The name of the festival is explained nowhere else! The
days were also counted (Lev.23:16), but not mentioned

here! cf. Ex.23:16; 34:22; Lev.23:15 ff; Num.28:26.
D 16:11 Lº D+ K2 LµD)
This instruction applies to Shavuot and Succot.
D 16:13 ¼ª D² D5 L$ Dx
> Gen. 6:21.
ªJ% D;H£ H2| ª D4U<Ly H2
Contrast Ex.23:16, and see note there. Also > 15:14.
D 16:14 ªJy K+ Dx Lº D+ K2 LµD)
This does not mean ‘be happy on your festival’ but ‘you
are to enjoy your festival. ? DT KÌÃÓ LK is an idiom meaning
to derive benefit from, enjoy – also in Mishnah Avot 4:1
¼D ¼Ü DÑ JÌ DT KÌ IÓ LL KÉ ?¼Ý¼Î HI L× ¼X ¼ÉJË¼Î IÅ ‘Who is rich (a blessing, not a
virtue)? One who enjoys what he has.’ (A millionaire in
a prison where bribes are not accepted is poor, since he
cannot enjoy his money.)
D 16:15 K+ I2 Lµ ¦K$
Within reason, i.e. it is not a licence to sin.
D 16:16 >}³ K® K( & K+ Dx
¼É LÌ DÓ HK is not mentioned in connection with this Festival.
But Ezra and Nehemiah attached the word to the
occasion that we call New Year (Neh.8:9-12).
>}¤ O± K( & K+ D%| >}6O% L¹K( &K+ D%| >}³ K® K( &K+ Dx
Two popular agricultural festivals were retained, namely
the harvest ¼Ý¼Î HÛ LÜ and ‘taking in’ ¼Ø¼Î HÖ LÅ > Ex.23:16. It
has been suggested that there were already known
festivals called ¼Ì KÖ Jb (skipping) in the spring when the
newborn lambs were skipping, ¼ß¼D ¼c KÓ when quickly
baked bread from the new harvest was eaten, ¼ß¼D ¼×OÆ LI of
(to us) unknown significance, and ¼ß¼D¼] OÖ (shelters) when
the watchmen’s shelters in the vineyards were set up or
taken down. All these festivals were given religious
significance and generally accompanied by various
pagan rites of which God strongly disapproved, so to
wean the people away from idolatry the names were
retained but new meanings were given to them.
‘Harvest’ and ‘Taking in’ were in themselves harmless
(and indeed appropriate for thanking God) and retained,
but ¼ÌFÖ Jb was to be celebrated in memory of God’s
skipping over the houses or families of the Israelites
when he punished the Egyptians; ¼ß¼D ¼c KÓ were to be eaten
in memory of those eaten by the Israelites at the time of
the Exodus because they had no time to leaven the
bread [and incidentally to be eaten, at least on the first
day, specifically from old produce and not from new,
Lev.23:14]; ¼ß¼D ¼× OÆ LI on account of the weeks counted
from the start of the barley harvest to the end of the
wheat harvest and attached to the latter’s celebration;
and ¼ß¼D ¼] OÖ as a reminder of the shelters in which the
Israelites lived at the time of the Exodus, attached to the
great festival of ‘Taking in’, THE Festival of the year.
I do not know if there is any archaeological or other
evidence to support this theory, but the wording of the
Torah in various cases, ‘reading between the lines’,
seems to support it. (> Num.28:26 etc.)

1-,8=

D 16:18 ª-J< L6 Ḑ
in all your gateways. (Actual gate is ¼ß JÑJV). The ¼Ý K× KI
was the large public square where business was
conducted, equivalent to the modern ‘town centre’ but
placed at the entrance to the town so that foreign traders
should not go further in. This was the place where
judges were to sit, so that trade disputes could be dealt
with immediately on the spot.
D 17:1 6L<
bad.
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D 17:2 6K< L(
wickedness.
D 17:3 - H>-H| H: $W0 < J̧ F$
This does NOT mean ‘which I have not commanded’
but ‘which I have commanded not [to do]’. Compare in
English how ‘I do not want (to have or to do) X’
doesn’t mean ‘I simply have no desire but don’t care’;
it means ‘I do want not (to have or to do) X’. This
applies also in Lev.10:1.
D 17:15 ¼1¼- Hµ Lº ¼1¼} ¼µ
Abarbanel argues very, very strongly that this is merely
permission and not a positive initial command.
0K/|> $W0
> Deut.12:17
D 17:16 < K2L$ --K)
God has said. This is a relative tense (> Gen.4:1). In
Gen.18:17 the clause is set in a narrative all of which is
in the past, so we have a pluperfect ‘had said’. Here it
is set in a speech given in the present, so we have an
ordinary perfect ‘has said’.
3|8 H5N> $N0
you will not (or are not to?) return again. > 3:26.
D 17:18 >$M~ K( (L<}º K( (I4 Ḑ H2 > J$
Since ¼ß ¼ÅÂË is feminine, it modifies ¼ÉLÝ¼D ¼f (also feminine)
and not ¼ÉIÕ DI HÓ (masculine) – ‘a copy of this Torah (or
teaching)’, compare the phrase in the next verse. The
punctuation here is ambiguous but cf. Josh.8:32.
The talmudic use of the phrase ¼ÉLÝ¼D ¼ß ¼ÉIÕ DI HÓ as the name
of the fifth book (the very word ‘deuteronomy’ is a
corruption of a Greek word meaning ‘second law’,
based on the Christian deliberate mistranslation of Torah
as ‘law’), leading to doubts as to whether the king had
to write a copy of all five books or only the last one,
has no biblical origin.
<J8 I5
a document. Here a scroll – > Num.5:23.
D 17:19 >$M~ K( (L<}º K( - I< D% Hz
the words of this Teaching (Torah). It has already
been pointed out (Rashi 29:20) that both the gender of
¼ß ¼ÅÂË and the punctuation distinguish this phrase (also in
28:58 and a similar one in 28:61) from a similar one in
29:20, 30:10, 31:26, and Josh.8:31 – see also note on
previous verse.
D 18:3 ,K² Ḑ H2
allocated portion, allotment > Gen.47:22, Deut.21:17.
+K%J~ K( - I+ D%M*
those who slaughter animals for meat. The technical
sense of an offering is not used here.
K6N< D~ K(
the shank, i.e. lower front leg. (Not shoulder). This
corresponds to the fore-arm (not upper arm) of human
beings, for which the word is often used.
D 18:8 )- L< L¤ D2 H2
It seems that this is for ¼Ê¼Î LÝL] DÓ H_ HÓ. Compare ¼Ô IÅ LÓ ¼Ò HÅ DÊ for
¼Ô IÅ LÓ DÓ ¼Ò HÅ DÊ (> Ex.7:27) and ¼Å¼X ¼É ¼É LÑ DÎ K̂ KT for ¼Å¼X ¼É KÉ ¼É LÑ DÎ K̂ KT
(Gen.19:33, 30:16, 32:23, 1Sam.19:10).
D 18:15 $-H%L4
a spokesman (for God). > Ex.7:1. Verses 20 and 22
help to make this meaning clear.
D 18:16 K6N2 Ḑ H0 7 I5N$ $N0
I will not listen again. (> 3:26.) ¼Ø IÖÃÅ is irregular for
¼Ø¼Î HÖÃÅ.
D 19:8 ¼ª D0O% Dy ... ¼%¼- H+U<K-
enlarges (or extends) your territory.

D 19:14 ªF6I< 0|% Dy &- H± K> $N0
you are not to cause your neighbour’s territory to
recede (push it back), i.e. encroach. For once King
James’s use of ‘neighbour’ is correct. ¼Ñ¼X ¼Æ DU means
territory that is bounded, i.e. has borders, but does not
mean the borders themselves. The inclusion in 27:17
using the same phrase shows that it cannot have
anything to do with landmarks.
Do not confuse ¼Ç¼Î Ha Kß with ¼D¼ÈLÎ ¼Ç¼Î HL Kf (Lev.5:11, 14:30,31,
25:26) which is spelt differently.
|0 D%Ly
Hard to translate: ‘allocated’ or ‘delineated’ (territory).
D 19:15 >$ L¢ K+
a sin.
D 19:16 5 L2L+
See Gen.6:11.
D 19:20 >}µF6K0 |8 H5M- $W0 D)
and they will not again do. > 3:26.
D 20:2 1J/ D%L< L; D¤
Both kametses are short, despite the ‘ga’ya’ or ‘meteg’
underneath the second letter, > Lev.16:10. (Pronounce
kekorovekhem and not kekaravekhem or anything in
between.) The regular form would be ¼ÒJÐ DTUÝ LÜ D].
D 20:5,6,7,8 %ŅL- D) ¦I0I-
optatives for a third person command: ‘let him go and
return’. ‘He will return’ would be ¼Æ¼X ¼ILÎ, ‘and he will
return’ would be ¼Æ LI DÊ. As ¼ÆWILÎ is optative, ¼E IÑIÎ is too.
D 20:5 >|2L- 3 J²
The problem here and in the following cases appears to
be, not that he may die – if he dies, he dies – but that
he will be afraid of dying because of what he has to
lose, having made an effort and not tasted the results; he
will be afraid to take risks and so be a bad soldier.
D 20:8 <Ix K' D0 ... |8 D5L- D)
will speak ... again. > 3:26.
D 20:9 |' D; L8|
and they will appoint (not count). > app.
Since it is obvious that there must be officers, the point
of mentioning it seems to be that this should be done
after possible potential cowards have been sent home,
and not before.
D 20:11 5 K2L0
Refers as usual to people, not money.
D 20:19 ( J' L¶K( 9 I6 1 L'L$ L( - H¤
These four words are in brackets. Their meaning is open
to interpretation.
D 21:1 0I8M4
fallen (not ‘falling’). The word usually means ‘having
fallen’ (perfect participle), rather than ‘falling’.
( J' L¶Kx
in the countryside. Here it means as opposed to town,
not as opposed to vineyards.
D 21:3 < L;Lx >K0 D& J6
a heifer (female calf). Contrast Num.19:2 ¼ÉLÝLÙ cow.
D 21:4 3 L>- I$ 0K+K4
Probably a permanent wadi (in which the water flows all
year). Most of them dry up except in the rainy season.
K6I<L~H- ¼$W0 D) ¼}¼x ¼' I% L6I- ¼$W0
Possible different meanings are in the present, past or
future: ‘is not worked or sown’; ‘has not been used for
working or sowing’; ‘is not to be worked or sown’; or
perhaps a combination. The Talmud discusses the
possibilities and cites different rabbinic opinions.
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D 21:6 |:F+U<H-
Wash their arms (including hands), presumably in the
running water of the wadi.
D 21:7 (/8=
The original word was ¼ÉLÐ DÙ LI, the archaic form (known
by comparison with Aramaic) of the third person
feminine plural (cf. ¼É LÈF× LÛ Gen. 49:22). The archaic form
of the third person singular would have been ¼ßKÐ DÙ LI.
The archaic form was probably used here because it was
an old much-used phrase being quoted, and recognised
as such at the time of Moses. Later readers (and
listeners) would not have known that, and would assume
it was the current form of the singular, with a different
meaning (‘we as a body’ taking ¼X¼Õ¼Î IÈLÎ as ¼X¼ÕIÈLÎ singular,
and not that none of us are guilty). So it was ‘changed’
in reading to ¼X¼Ð DÙ LI, the maculine form which (even in
the time of Moses) was normally used also for the
feminine. The ‘correction’ was made as ketiv ukeri, i.e.
to be read but not written, to avoid changing the written
text. In Gen.49:22 there was no need to change it, as
most people would not know what it meant anyway.
D 21:8 <I² K¤
pardon.
<I² K¤H4 D)
An irregular form.

$:> -/

D 21:10-13
We have the same problem of a series of DÊ as in
Gen.28:20-22 (see note there), only that here there is
only one way to make sense: verses 10 and 11 are the
conditions, and verses 12 and 13 are the consequences.
D 21:13 ¼{ Lº D0 K6 D%¼|
A lecturer who had researched the verb ¼ÑÃ× LT explained
his theory that it does not, as usually understood, imply
consummation (which is ¼Ñ JÅ ¼ÅÃT) but merely means ‘to
become a husband to’, to marry. His lecture and theory
impressed me, and I offer it.
D 21:15 ( L$-H4 D¶K0 B( L$|4 D¶ K(
The form ¼É LÅ¼X¼Õ DL KÉ is the participle, an adjective, used as
a noun, ‘the hated [one]’, like ¼É LÑ¼D¼È DU KÉ ‘the older [one]’,
while ¼É LÅ¼ÎHÕ DL KÉ is a pure noun ‘the hated-person’. If this
explanation is too difficult, ignore it. It is for those who
want to know why both forms exist and what difference
there is. In practice there is no difference. Where they
occur with the definite article either could be used.
D 21:16 0K/|- $W0
> Deut.12:17.
D 21:17 1H-K4 Ḑ - H²
twothirds. (Definitely not ‘double’.) We are dealing
here with a case where a man leaves two sons – other
cases are deduced but not mentioned – and this refers to
the proportion given to the firstborn out of all that the
father leaves ( ¼D¼Ñ ¼Å IÛ L_HÎ ¼Ý JIFÅ ¼ÑÃÐ DT), not relative to the
other one. The expression occurs only twice more in the
Tanakh; it is worth looking them up to see how only
‘two-thirds’ can make sense: 2Kings.2:9 and Zec.13:8.
,K² Ḑ H2
allocated portion of. (cf. 18:3) > 18:3 & Gen.47:22.
(L<N/ Dx K(
the firstborn’s share (not ‘right’). Explained by
1Chron.5:1-3. > Gen.25:31.
D 21:19 ¼} ¼® H$D) ¼)¼- H% L$
his father and mother, both. (Unlike Ex.21:15,17.)

D 21:22 L>- H0 L>D)
Hanging was not used as a means of execution as it is
today, nor was a corpse hung on a tree by suspending it
with a rope around its neck. It was customary in those
days to hang the corpse of an executed criminal, rebel
or leading enemy slain in battle, high up ‘facing the
sun’, as an example to everyone, but the hanging or
suspension was by impalement, just as a notice is hung
on a board by sticking a nail or drawing pin through it.
Hence the verbs ¼ÉÃÑ Lf and K× IÜ¼D ¼É are interchangeable.
Cf.Num.25:4. It is not clear from the text whether
impalement is permitted or demanded, the next verse
suggests the former.
9 I6
wood, whether a wooden post (as in Esther 5:14 etc.) or
a tree, not a gallows.
3- H0 L> $W0
As in Lev.13:19, this is not second person masculine but
third person feminine, the subject here is ¼D ¼ßLÑ DÆHÕ. A few
hours are enough to make the point.
D 22:2 $W0 D)
or you do not know him.
}º D8 K5F$K)
then you are to take it inside. > Gen.6:21.
D 22:3 0K/|> $W0
> Deut.12:17.
D 22:4 1-H0 D8M4
(having) fallen, not actually falling – > 21:1.
D 22:5 - H0 D/
an article of. Here presumably an article of clothing,
though it could theoretically mean a weapon. The
reference to an abomination shows that it is not a law
not to be understood, but an objection to transvestism.
D 22:6 1 I$L(
the mother.
0 K6
The word occurs four times. The first three times it
means ‘on’, the fourth time it means ‘together with’ or
‘in addition to’.
D 22:7 +K¬ Ķ Dº
send away. > Gen.8:7.
D 22:8 0N²H- - H¤
Possibly ‘if he falls’, or possibly ‘because he will fall’.
D 22:15 L<F6K4
This is the usual spelling here, elsewhere in the Torah,
and in Ruth. It is presumed that originally the form ¼Ý K×KÕ
was used for both a boy and a girl, only later was the
latter changed to ¼ÉLÝF×KÕ but the spelling was not changed.
D 22:19 0K/|- $W0
> Deut.12:17.
{L+ D¬ Ķ D0
to divorce her. The piel form of this word is often (as
here) interchangeable with ¼IIÝLU.
D 22:26 }+ L:U<|
Rape of a married woman is compared to murder.
D 22:28-29
Despite outward similarities, rape of an unattached
virgin is a totally different matter to seduction. This law
obviously belongs here, just as the other (> Ex.22:15)
obviously belongs there.
{L+ D¬ Ķ 0 K/|- $W0
As verse 19 above. > Deut.12:17.
D 23:2 $L¤ Kz
The Yemenite spelling, almost certainly correct. So too
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most Sephardim. Ashkenazim have ¼É L]KV.
D 23:3 <I* D2 K2
The meaning of the word is unknown. The Talmud
gives a technical definition, which does not help with
the only other occurrence of the word, in Zech.9:6.
D 23:7 1 L2W0 Ḑ ¸N< U' H> $W0
King David disobeyed and paid heavily (2Sam.10).
D 23:8-9.
The Egyptian, who is not related by race, is permitted,
while the Ammonite or Moabite, who is related by race,
is not. Comparing the reasons in verses 5 and 8 shows
that at times ‘water is thicker than blood’.
D 23:11 ¼<¼} ¼( L, ¼(J- D(H- ¼$W0
Except for this and a brief reference to saraat (24:8),
Moses does not refer to ¼É LÅ DÓ OÍ in the technical meaning
in this book; even here he does not use the word. This
is the fourth law associated with the technical ¼É LÅ DÓ OÍ,
along with the behavour of the metsorah, the ban on
relations with a menstruant woman, and the ban on a
priest or nazirite coming in proximity with a corpse.
D 23:16 <-Hy D5 K> $N0
The verb means cause to close, i.e. not to hand him over
to someone who will shut him in, keep him prisoner (as
his master will try to ensure that he does not try to
escape again). Compare Lev.13:4. The verb does not
mean ‘hand over’, but amounts to that in this case only.
D 23:17 |¯J4}º $N0
you are not to exploit him, i.e. take unfair advantage of
his dependent position.
D 23:19 %J0 J¤
In Canaanite writings unearthed, the word for ‘dog’ is
used as an abusive term for a male prostitute, which is
almost certainly the meaning here. (Hertz et al.)
D 23:21 -V< D/L̄ K0
foreigner, not foreign resident. See 14:21.
D 23:22 <J'J4
Normally a vow is a promise to pay later on condition
that a request is granted now – credit – hence the verb
¼D ¼Ó D̂ KI DÑ which means completing the transaction, paying
in return for something (e.g. compensation for damage).
Once the condition has been fulfilled the vower is
tempted to look for excuses to delay payment.
D 23:25 0 J$D) ... Lº D0 K/ L$D)
then you may eat... but. Likewise in the next verse.
D 24:1 ¼{L0 L6 D%¼|
> Deut.21:13.
D 24:4 0K/|- $W0
> Deut.12:17.
( L$ L® K¢O(
she has become prohibited (to her first husband,
permanently). > Num.5:13, where the meaning is
identical, and introductory note to section 2 of Leviticus
where it is the fourth use of the word ¼Å IÓ LÍ.
The odd verb-form is also found in Lev.13:55,56.
D 24:6 0N%F+K- $N0
he is not to take as pledge. This follows on from the
previous verse. A newly-wed woman is unable to cope
on her own.
D 24:9 <}/L*
For ¼ÝÃ] DË Hf ¼Ý¼D¼ÐLË.
1H-L< D: H® H2 1J/ D>$ I: Dx
After leaving Egypt. > 4:45.
D 24:13 ( L; L' D:
a reward (cf. Ps.24:5).

D 24:14 ;ŅF6 K> $N0
you are not to withhold the wages of – by not paying
or by delaying payment.
D 25:1-3
The first verse refers to a civil case, the second is the
only reference in the Torah to corporal punishment. The
plain meaning is that it applies to one who refuses to
accept the court’s decision or refuses to implement it.
(It is not interpreted that way.)
Verse 2 says that the punishment varies, verse 3 that it
is fixed at forty strokes!
D 25:1 ;-Vz K³ K( > J$ |;-Vz D: H(D)
and they justify the one who is in the right. (The verse
could also be understood as an instruction to the court:
not ‘and’ but ‘then they are to justify ...’, in other
words they have a duty to reach a decision. It is not the
purpose of this note to decide which interpretation is
correct, but to translate ¼Ü¼ÎVV KÛ.)
6 Ļ L< L( > J$ |6- Ḩ U< H(D)
and condemn the one who is in the wrong. ¼× LILÝ here
does not mean ‘wicked’ – far too strong a word – or
even ‘bad’, merely the one who is in the wrong. The
next verse then specifies a case where the one who is in
the wrong is wicked.
D 25:4
In some way, this verse follows on from the previous.
D 25:5 <L*
an outsider.
D 25:17 <}/L*
For ¼ÝÃ] DË Hf ¼Ý¼D¼ÐLË.
;I0 L2F6 SSS ¼<¼} ¼/L*
In what way was Amalek worse than our other enemies?
They attacked us without cause? So did many others.
They had a motive, common in those days – to take the
spoil, we left Egypt with riches. They attacked us at our
weakest point? The obvious point to start. They did not
fear God? Did the others? Yet only Amalek had to be
obliterated with all it owned. There must be a lot more
to the story of Amalek’s attack, remembered at the time
but told neither here nor in Ex.17 and since forgotten.
Today, apart from being unable to identify Amalek, we
can no longer remember what they did different to our
other enemies, we have already forgotten!
D 25:18 $I<L- $W0 D)
and did not fear (or respect). Who was not afraid? You,
being tired and weary? (Then ¼ÅIÝLÎ is a participle.) Or
Amalek? (He did not fear, ¼Å IÝLÎ is a ‘perfective’ verb, in
effect a past tense.) Perhaps the Hebrew is deliberately
ambiguous.

$)%> -/

D 26:1-11
This describes the private bikkurim, which is not to be
confused with something totally different, the public
bikkurim brought on Shavuot. Yet on three occasions I
have been asked to translate educational articles that
have confused them by people who should know better!
D 26:7 |4 I:F+K0
our harassment. (Pressure of time.)
D 26:11 %}¢ K( 0L/ Dx Lº D+ K2 LµD)
and enjoy all the good (> 16:14).
D 27:1-10

VARIOUS INSTRUCTIONS.
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D 27:11
THE THIRD SPEECH.

Blessings and curses, and a new contract – see 28:69.
D 27:15-26 <|< L$
These are all general curses for specific offences.
D 27:15 < J> L±Kx
in secret. This word, repeated in verse 24, gives the
clue to the list of twelve curses. The first eleven are all
things which one can normally do without anybody else
being able to find out – so it is reasonable to assume
that the twelfth one also refers to similar cases.
D 27:16 (J0 D; K2
The word ¼É JÑ DÜHÕ occurs a few times, meaning ‘despised’.
¼É JÑ DÜ KÓ occurs only here, and seems to mean not ‘treats
with contempt’ but ‘causes to be treated with contempt’.
D 27:17 |( I6I< 0|% Dy &- H± K2
See 19:14. This too must be something one can do
without being found out, and that is impossible with
landmarks. Moving or removing landmarks can be seen.
There are in fact no landmarks, it refers to
encroachment, especially on private land temporarily
unused.
D 27:20-23
These sex offences are the ones most likely to be done
at home without anyone else knowing.
D 28:7 ¼1¼- H/ L<U' ( L6 D% Ḩ SSS ¼' L+ J$ ¼¦ J< J' Dx
Unusual. Normally ¼E JÝJV is feminine. (Bavli Kiddushin.)
D 28:16-68 <|< L$
These are all specific curses for general offences. They
go, togeher with the blessings preceding, as terms of the
new contract. Unlike the terms given by God in the
Land Contract (Lev.26) consisting of promises and
threats, these stipulated by Moses consist of blessings
and curses. (Notice all the optatives.) Why should
Moses curse the people in the event of their not
observing the Torah? Why not simply warn them of
what God will do? The answer is probably that he is
afraid that God may destroy them – he gives them all
these terrible curses because he feels that if they are
implemented, if they get these punishments quickly, it
will be less hard for the people as a whole in the long
run, they will have a chance to return and survive.
(There may be another answer.)
D 28:29 1H-K<G( L³Kx
From ¼ÝFÉÃÛ, both kametses short (batsohorayim) – > 32:4
and Lev.16:10.
D 28:68 >}£H4G$Lx
The rule given in the note to Lev.16:10 is not applicable
here (as explained there). The pronunciation of this
word depends on its meaning, which must be determined
from the context.
A fleet is ¼ÎHÕGÅ oni with the hataf already defined as
hataf-kamets (because of ¼ÎHÎ DÕ LÅ and the pausal form ¼ÎHÕÃÅ,
compare ¼ÎHÕÃ× ¼ÎHÎ DÕ L× ¼ÎHÕ L×); the feminine, ¼ÉL[HÕGÅ oniyah, means
a ship. (The dot in the yod is not a strong dagesh but is
always put into a consonant yod that follows a hirik.)
Prefixes DÑ D] DT (likewise DÊ) applied directly to ¼ÎHÕGÅ carry
a sounded sheva; this cannot be followed by a hataf, so
it is changed into a vowel taken from the hataf (cf.
¼F DÆ¼Î HIEÉJÊ at the beginning of the verse.) ‘And a fleet’
would be ¼ÎHÕGÅLÊ vo’oni (just as ‘and I’ is ¼ÎHÕFÅKÊ va’ani); ‘and
a ship’ ¼ÉL[HÕGÅLÊ vo’oniyah; ‘in a ship’ would be ¼ÉL[HÕGÅLT
bo’oniyah, ‘in ships’ ¼ß¼D¼[HÕGÅLT bo’oniyot.
A prefix KÉ (‘the’) is unaffected, but changes to LÉ (with
a long kamets) before an aleph, so ‘the fleet’ is ¼ÎHÕGÅ LÉ,
ha’oni, ‘the ship’ is ¼ÉL[HÕGÅ LÉ, ha’oniyah (Jon.1:4).
Additional prefixes Ñ Ð Æ take their vowel from the É, so

‘in the ship’ ¼ÉL[HÕGÅ LÉ DT becomes ¼ÉL[HÕGÅ LT ba’oniyah (Jon.1:5).
Hence ¼ß¼D¼[HÕGÅLT could mean either ‘in the ships’
ba’oniyot, or as in this case, ‘in ships’, bo’oniyyot.
1 JºU<K¤ K2 D> H( D)
and you will sell yourselves.
D 28:69 (J¬I$
(Here.) the above are. The final contract ratifies all the
previous ones, with additions.
D 29:1

THE FOURTH SPEECH.

1-%:4

D 29:13 (L0L$ L(
conditional curse.
D 29:21 ¼-V< D/L̄ K(D)
The American author Samuel Clemens (known as Mark
Twain) paid a visit to the Holy Land and came back
with a sad report – ‘Desolation!’ All he found was
desolation everywhere!
D 29:22 >-V< D8Ly
brimstone, i.e. sulphur.
¼( L8I< Dµ
that which is burnt, burnt-land.
1N' D5 >K/ I² D( K2 D¤
They were very near the site and could see it.
> Gen.13:10,12)
D 30:3 ¼ª D>¼|¼% Ḑ ¼> J$ ... ¼% Ļ D)
will rehabilitate you. This is a frequently used idiom
that has nothing to do with ‘captivity’ – see Job 42:10.
D 30:4,12 1H- K2 L¹K(
the sky.
D 30:15 6L< L(
the bad.

.0-)

D 31:16,20 <I8 I(
An unfortunately widely distributed version of the
Chumash, notorious for its mistakes, confuses this with
the pausal form of the word found in Num.15:31.
D 31:19 (L<- H¹ K(
Song, poem. (Chapter 32.) It is in the form of a
prophetic ballad.
D 31:24 1 L® Oº ' K6
This is the end of a verse, but the middle of a sentence,
and having a ‘break’ here is clearly a mistake. The
‘break’ (aliyah) must be made one or two verses earlier.

)4-*$(

D 32:1-43
A poem in the form of a prophetic ballad.
D 32:4 }0G6L²
Pronounced po‘olo, both kametses short, because the
form ¼D ¼Ñ D×Lb (short kamets like ¼D ¼I DÈ LÜ) from ¼Ñ K×Ãb regularly
(as here) becomes ¼D ¼ÑG× Lb, while ¼Ñ I×Ãb would produce
¼D ¼ÑF×Ãb. Contrast the plural of the verb ¼Ñ K×Lb (long kamets)
which is ¼X¼ÑF× Lb. (> Lev.16:10.)
D 32:6 K(
(At the beginning of the verse.) In some editions of the
Torah this letter is a word on its own, in others DÑ KÉ is a
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word on its own, and in others the whole ( ÎÎÑÉ) is one
complete word, but the vowel under the Ñ is a silent
sheva, and the Å is not silent but has under it a hataf
patach as if at the beginning of a word. Do not assume
a mistake. (A full discussion on all possibilities is given
in Subeiri’s Yemenite commentary ÉÞÝÊÙÓ ÉÞÝÙ.)
ªJ4 L;
From ¼ÉJÕ LÜ (and not from ¼ÉJÕÃÜ!), a stalk (which often
implies a weak and unreliable support, e.g. Ezek.29:6,
but certainly not here). Here probably that which raises
you up (as the stalk raises up the flower). Hence the two
parallels: ¼F¼Î HÆ LÅ with ¼F DK L× and ¼FJÕ LÜ with ¼FJÕ DÕÃÐ DÎKÊ.
D 32:13 - I>)G2Lx
This is not a case of ¼ÎVÝ DÜ¼X ¼Æ¼Î Hß D] but represents the usual
way the word is spelt. A silent ‘vav’ frequently occurs
after a short kamets, (just as it very often occurs after a
holem, with the holem placed over the ‘vav’) and was
possibly inserted to show that the kamets is short. The
‘hataf’ is even more certainly for the same reason.
¼- L' Lµ
Archaic variant of ¼ÉJÈ LK, parallels ¼ÚJÝ LÅ.
D 32:14 %I0F+K)
Construct of ¼Æ LÑ LÌ milk, contrast ¼Æ JÑ IÌ fat, which follows.
D 32:21 1 L6?$W0x
A non-people, such as the so-called Palestinians, in
contrast to the Babylonians, Romans and Germans who
at least were nations.
D 32:22 ' K;¼- HºK)
burned (a fire burns, intransitive). > Lev.6:2.
D 32:24 1Lx +K¬ Ķ F$ >N2 I( Dx 3 J̧ D)
and I will unleash among them the tooth of the
hippopotamus. To translate ¼ßÃÓ IÉ DT as the plural of ¼É LÓ IÉ DT
(which is a collective and thus in effect a plural
anyway) makes the verse unintelligible.
Job 40:15-24 describes the hippopotamus, called ¼ßÃÓ IÉ DT
(verse 15), a singular masculine noun. According to my
encyclopaedia, the hippo has teeth two feet (over half a
metre) long, which cut grass as with a sword or sickle;
others say it is a hard sharp lower lip that appears like
teeth and acts in this way. By day it is lazy, but by
night very active, playing havoc among the rice fields
and cultivated lands, and leaving a trail of destruction in
its wake. The suggestion here is not literal, that the
Land will be invaded by herds of hippos, but that the
destruction wrought will resemble that done by the
hippo, which used to be found along the Nile and was
therefore familiar to the Israelites.
D 32:30 1L<-Hy D5 H(
> 23:16.
D 32:36 %|* L6 D) <|: L6 5J8 J$D)
The cry of the defeated, an idiom meaning,
approximately, All is lost! See 2Kings14:26.
D 32:50 7 I5 L$ I(D)
Imperative, so not passive. > Gen.25:8.
D 32:51 ¸I' L;
See Num.20:12.

(/<%(

D 33:2 ¼<¼- H6 I¶ H2 ¼+K<L*D)
Without attempting to explain this difficult and
somewhat obscure verse, it is worth noting and
comparing three others: Jud.5:4, Is.63:1, Hab.3:3.
D 33:10 (L<}, D;
Variant of ¼ßJÝÃÍ DÜ.
ª J² K$ Dx
‘in your nostril’, or a so-called ‘defective’ spelling (as
in Ex.33:13) for the plural ‘nostrils’ or ‘nose’. The
meaning is the same either way, the purpose of incense
being to be able to smell it. English has a peculiar
prejudice against expressing things that way.
D 33:18 ª-J0 L(N$ Dx
Usually ¼Ñ JÉÃÅ neans a tent, but sometimes just ‘home’
(e.g. Deut. 16:7; 1Kin.12:16). Here it could mean
nomadic shepherds living in tents, but the contrast with
Zebulun suggests that Zebulun would go out (hunting?)
while Issachar would stay at home (farming?).
D 33:21 $>-)
(Different versions have the second and third vowels as
segols or tsereys or a combination, with the accent on
the middle or the last syllable. Don’t assume a mistake.)
D 33:29 ¦N< D' H> }2- I>}2Lx 0K6
The idiom ¼ß¼D ¼Ó LT ¼Ñ K× ¼EÃÝ LV which occurs frequently in the
Bible is usually translated ‘to tread on high places’.
Without having an alternative to offer, I still object to
that, as it makes no sense. Even if that is the literal
meaning (which it may not be), it is an idiom, which
must be made to sound meaningful in translation.
D 34:2 - H0 Lº D8K4
This was only later allocated by lot by Joshua! These
last twelve (not just eight) verses were evidently added
later by Joshua, who had the right to complete the work.
¼3¼}¼<F+K$ L( ¼1L£ K(
The Mediterranean.
D 34:3 <L¤ H¤ K( > J$D)
and the (Jordan) Basin. Zoar was at the north of the
Basin, which was (or included or was part of) the
Jericho valley. He viewed all, anti-clockwise.
D 34:5 1 Ļ > L2L£K)
Moses died there, up the mountain (see 32:50), and God
buried him in the ravine or canyon where all the people
had previously assembled to hear his speech – the
canyon facing Peor (verse 6) – such that none would
know his burial place. The natural explanation would be
that he died and then fell into the canyon due to a
landslide that buried him (which does not mean that
God had no hand in it).
Moses received a very harsh punishment for one small
lapse, but his work and suffering were not wasted, and
throughout history he has never failed to be appreciated,
a well-deserved reward.

*
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A P P E N D I X A

Meanings of the Verb ¼'N; L²

[It does NOT mean ‘count’]

The verb ¼ÈÃÜ Lb is perhaps the most overworked verb in the Hebrew language. After researching into all possible
meanings, one is sorely tempted to conclude that in classical Hebrew, if you wanted to say something but could not
think of the right verb, you could always use ¼ÈÃÜ Lb and hope for the best. Whoever reads it might not understand
exactly what you mean, but if you don’t either then you have chosen the ideal word.

¼ÈÃÜ Lb has a wide variety of meanings, all of which may have been originally derived from one simple meaning, or
from more than one. We are not concerned with the etymology but with the existing meanings in the Bible, and the
connection between them when this is simple, or where there is a similar connection in English. The important thing
when translating is to use the right meaning in the right place (which alas is often not done) and not to add and use
in translation incorrect additional meanings. Getting it right makes a lot of difference when trying to understand the
census conducted by Moses at Sinai, its purpose, and what went on.

Getting it right is not an easy task. Mandelkern’s concordance to the Tanakh lists three hundred and eighty
references to the root, with only five printer’s errors (in Mandelkern, not the Tanakh). One hundred and eight of these
references occur in the book of Numbers. (Is that why the Talmud calls the book ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ¼X ¼Ü Db KÉ ¼ÝKb DÖ HÓ?). After checking each
of the 380 references several times and attempting to find in each case the meaning that best fits the relevant context,
my first and main conclusion is that, contrary to Onkelos and traditional teaching, ¼ÈÃÜ Lb never itself means to ‘count’,
though it sometimes refers to a process which includes counting people. ¼ÝÃÙ LÖ and ¼ÉÂÕ LÓ mean ‘count’ (Gen.13:16;
16:10), and are not confined to counting people (Gen.15:5), but unfortunately the latter, in the ‘intensive’ form, means
‘to appoint’ or ‘assign’, one of the principal meanings of ¼ÈÃÜ LÙ, which has helped to confuse. [Compare Gen.13:16,
2Sam.24:1 and Aramaic Dan.5:26 with Dan.1:5, Jon.2:1 and Aramaic Dan.2:24. Even in English we find the
expressions ‘count me in’ and ‘count on me’.]

In 2Sam. 24:2,4 and 1Chr. 21:6 David told Joab to ¼ÈÃÜ Lb, while in the other version (1Chr.21:2) he told him to ¼ÝÃÙ LÖ
which means ‘count’. This has misled people into assuming that the words are therefore synonyms. If someone is
upset and I suggest ‘make yourself a cup of tea’, or I say ‘drink a cup of tea’ (which he has to make), both amount
to the same thing. ‘Make’ and ‘drink’ are here two elements in a complete process described by just one of them, but
‘make’ and ‘drink’ are not the same. To obtain a count ( ¼ÝÃÙ LÖ) Joab had to compile a register (one meaning of ¼ÈÃÜ Lb),
either by listing names and counting them, or by listing towns and the population of each and then counting the total,
so in practice it makes no difference here which word David used. In Num.1:3 and 1:19 it makes a big difference as
to whether there was one census or two.

In post-Biblical times ¼ÈÃÜ Lb was taken to mean literally ‘to count’, even in the Bible, and sadly it is often still
translated ‘count’ in cases where it has a totally different meaning, posing problems which led commentators to tie
themselves into knots trying to explain.

Likewise, the verb does not mean to muster or assemble an army – why give it an extra meaning, as if it doesn’t
already have enough? – but refers to the process that immediately follows the muster.

The meaning of ÈÜÙ is often obscure or vague, or ambiguous or controversial, but this occurs mainly in later books
of the Bible that are not our prime concern here. Our main problem arises in connection with the censuses, for which
this is intended to serve as a data reference. I have presented here all possible meanings that I can find, with examples
of where they occur. Wherever a meaning is given, at least one example is given from the Torah where one exists:
if an example is given only from the other books, the word does not occur in that form with that meaning in the Torah.

The concept of arranging and organising things or people seems to be present in most meanings, and it is possible
that ¼ÈÃÜ Lb was the nearest word available for ‘to organise’. Someone may be able to go further, modify my conclusions,
and reach new ones that are more satisfactory than mine, but I am convinced that I have moved in the right direction,
and away from the traditional incorrect understandings of the word in many cases.

Corrections to Mandelkern’s Concordance.

1. pg. 966 col. 2. replace Ps 17,8 by Ps 17,3

2. col. 3. replace Jes 26,1 by Jes 26,16

3. replace Jes 23,2 by Jer 23,2

4. pg. 967 col. 3. replace 1R 20,29 by 1R 20,39

5. replace 2S 29,4 by 1S 29,4.
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PRINCIPAL MEANINGS OF ';8. A reference list.

LISTING, CHECKING

1. To list, register.
SIMPLE FORM

Kal – to list, register (people), i.e. make a list of names.
(Normally the number of names would automatically be counted.)
Examples: Num.3:39,40; 2Sam.24:2,4; 1Chr.21:6.

Kal passive participle ( ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ OÜ Db) used as a noun: those listed.
Examples: Num.1:21,23,25 &c. 2:4,6,8 &c.

CAUSATIVE
Hotpael (passive) – to be listed or registered: Num.1:47; 2:33; 26:62 only.

NOUNS
¼È LÜ DÙ HÓ – census list, register: 2Sam.24:9; 1Chr.21:5.
[A suggestion that ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ OÜ Db is an abstract noun, similar to ¼Ò¼ÎHÕ OÜ DË (old age) etc., does not fit well.]

2. To check (those present).
SIMPLE FORM

Kal – to check those present: 1Sam.14:17 (twice).
INTENSIVE

Hitpael – to check themselves to see who is present: Jud.21:9.

3. To miss (i.e. to check and find missing).
SIMPLE FORM

Kal – to miss (someone who is absent). Example: 1Sam20:6; 25:15.
to be missing Is.34:16.

Niphal – to be missing or to be missed. Example: Num.31:49.
INTENSIVE

Pual – probable meaning as niphal. Is.38:10.

CHARGING

4. To take care of.
SIMPLE FORM

Kal – to take care of, to take charge of (compare ¼ÝÃÓ LI). Example: Ps.80:15; Jer.23:2.
to take charge of, to look after, to deal with: 2Kings.9:34.
to put something away: 2Kings.5:24.

CAUSATIVE
Hiphil – (a) to deposit something somewhere or with someone

(who is then in charge of it – it is his charge). Examples: Jer.36:20; Ps.31:6.
(b) to put someone in charge, to appoint. (See next section),

Hophal (passive): to be deposited: Lev.5:23.
NOUNS

¼Ô¼D ¼È Ld Hb (concrete): deposit, charge (i.e. that which is deposited). Gen.41:36, Lev.5:21,23.
¼ÉLV OÜ Db (abstract): responsibility (also charge, care, custody).

Note that in Numbers ¼É LV OÜ Db is used for the higher overall responsibility (3:32, 4:16), and
¼ßJÝ JÓ DI HÓ more for the direct charge (1:53; 4:28,31,32 etc.), both together in 3:36.

¼ÉLV OÜ Db (collective): possessions Ps.109:8.
a group of people appointed to operate as a unit. Example 2Chr.23:11.
rulers appointed (?) Is.60:17.
‘the guard’ (compare ¼Ò¼ÎVÝ DÓÃI). Examples: 2Kings.11:18; Ezek.9:1.

¼ßOÈ HÜ Db (collective): ‘the guard’ (compare ¼Ò¼ÎVÝ DÓÃI). Jer.37:13.
¼È LÜ DÙ HÓ (concrete): ‘guard headquarters’, security office. Ezek.43:21; 2Chr.31:13; Neh.3:31.

5. To appoint. (From the hiphil (b) of the previous.)

Also, specifically, to organise an army, by allotting tasks and appointing officers. Since the organisation
process includes first assembling the army and then counting them or calling the roll, these are often implied.
(The word is also used elsewhere for prior registration, which confuses us.)
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SIMPLE FORM
Kal – to charge, to appoint – as follows:

To appoint someone to a position or over ( ¼Ñ K×) others, or charge him with a job or
responsibility. Examples: Gen.40:4; Num.3:10; 27:16; Deut.20:9.
To organise an army (as explained above). Examples: Jos.8:10; 1Sam.11:8; 15:4;
1Kings.20:26 and elsewhere in Samuel, Kings, & Chronicles.
To impose (a task) on (¼Ñ K×) – i.e. assign a task to – someone. Example: Num.4:27. (Also
2Chron.36:23; Ezra.1:2; Job 34:13; 36:23.)

Niphal is the passive: appointed. Neh.7:1 and 12:44.
Kal passive ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ OÜ Db (participle used as a noun) are those appointed, officials, officers, those in

charge. Examples: Ex.38:21; Num.31:14,48.
CAUSATIVE

Hiphil also – to appoint, as kal. Examples: Gen.39:4,5; 41:34; Num.1:50.
Hophal (passive) – ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ LÜ DÙ OÓ (participle used as noun), those appointed, those in charge.

Used referring to certain officials of the Temple. 2Kings.12:12; 22:5,9; 2Chr.34:10,12,17.
Hotpael – to be organised (army): 1Kings 20:27.

INTENSIVE
Piel – to appoint or organise an army (as kal) Is.13:4 (only).
Pual (passive) – appointed. Used (impersonally) only in Ex.38:21.
Hitpael – to organise themselves (army): Jud.20:15,17.

NOUNS
¼È¼Î HÜ Lb – official, man appointed in charge. Examples: Gen.41:34, Jud.9:28. 2Chron.23:11.
[A suggestion that ¼Ò¼ÎVÈ OÜ Db is an abstract noun, similar to ¼Ò¼ÎHÕ OÜ DË (old age) etc., does not fit well.]

6. (To command – Verb used only in Aramaic, but noun occurs in Hebrew.) Extension of ‘charge’?
NOUNS

¼Ò¼ÎVÈ Od Hb (from the intensive piel) found often in the Psalms, referring to (God’s) laws.
It does not occur elsewhere, or in any other meaning, and seems to have been taken from Aramaic,
where Onkelos renders ¼ßÂÊ DÛ H_ KÉ as ¼ÅL[ KÈ¼X ¼d Hb and uses the verb ÈÜÙ (in the intensive only) for the
Hebrew ÉÊÛ, to instruct or command. Onkelos does not otherwise use the root except to translate
¼Ô¼D ¼È Ld Hb as ¼ÔLV DÜOb and ¼È KÜ DÙ LÉ as ¼È KÜ DÙ Kf HÅ. The root is not found in Biblical Aramaic.

REMEMBERING

7. To remember.
SIMPLE FORM

Kal – to remember. Examples: Gen.21:1; 50:24.
to take notice of Zech 11:16.

Often used in parallel with ¼ÝÃÐLË, showing it to be a near-synonym. Examples: Ps.8:5,etc.
Usually to remember and do something about it. ( ¼ÝÃÐLË sometimes too, Gen.30:22).
To remember to visit someone: Jud.15:1 and 1Sam.17:18 only. (It does not mean ‘to visit’,
and definitely not in Gen.21:1 or Ex.20:4).

PUNISHMENT

8. To inflict, punish. (An extension of the idea of remembering and doing something about it?)
SIMPLE FORM

Kal – to to inflict (punishment) – on ( ¼Ñ K×) someone.
Usually to inflict the consequences of sin. Example: Ex.20:4. (See note there.)
Particularly to inflict a punishment on someone. Example: Ex.32:34 ( ¼Î HfUÈ KÜ LÙ¼X).
Sometimes the word for punishment is omitted but implied, so that ¼ÈÃÜ Lb simply means to
inflict punishment – on ( ¼Ñ K×) someone. (In effect, to punish, but followed by ¼Ñ K×.)
Example: Ex.32:34 ( ¼ÎVÈ DÜ Lb); Jer.5:9.
The apparently proverbial phrase in Hos.8;13; 9:9 and Jer.14:10, using ¼ÈÃÜ Lb in parallel with
¼ÝÃÐLË, seems to be a pun on two meanings of ¼ÈÃÜ Lb – ‘remember’, and ‘punish’.

Niphal (passive.)
To be inflicted. Example: Num.16:29; Prov.19:23.
To be punished. Example: Ezek.38:8.

CAUSATIVE
Hiphil – much the same as the kal: Lev.26:16.
Hophal (passive) – to be punished: Jer 6:6.

NOUNS
¼ÉLV OÜ Db – fate (i.e. that which is inflicted): Num.16:29.

punishment. Example: Jer.8:12.

[9. ¼È¼D ¼Ü Db, name of a town in Mesopotamia (Jer.50:21, Ezek. 23:23) need not concern us here.]
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A P P E N D I X B

Meanings of the Word ¼1J+J0

The English word ‘meat’ originally meant food of any kind, but later narrowed down to mean edible animal
flesh. Somewhat similarly, ¼Ò JÌ JÑ in the Torah means essential food (whereas ¼ÑJÐÃÅ means anything edible), including
both bread (in all its forms) and meat, except where the meaning has narrowed down to bread or to meat, and the
context indicates this. Where bread of some sort, as opposed to meat, is clearly intended, ‘bread’ is a justified
translation, as when loaves were brought in conjunction with animal offerings, but there are cases where the word
clearly refers specifically to meat, and cases where the word equally clearly refers to food of any description, where
¼Ò JÌ JÑ should be translated as ‘food’.

¼Ò JÌ JÑ normally means essential food, but can have different connotations. In the notes attention is drawn in
a few cases. Here for reference is a complete list of all occurrences. The classification is approximate and may be
disputed in one or two odd cases.

Food generally.
Gen.28:20 Jacob’s oath – food and clothing. ¼IÃT DÑHÑ ¼ÈJÇ JÆ¼X ¼ÑÃÐ EÅ JÑ ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼Î HÑ ¼Ô KßLÕ DÊ
Gen.37:25 Joseph’s brothers sat down to eat. ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼ÑLÐEÅ JÑ ¼X ¼Æ DII[KÊ
Gen.39:6 Joseph not in charge of Potiphar’s food. ¼ÑIÐ¼D ¼Å ¼Å¼X ¼É ¼Ý JIFÅ ¼Ò JÌ Ĵ KÉ ¼Ò HÅ ¼Î H]
Gen.43:25 The brothers were told they would eat with Joseph. ¼Ò JÌLÑ ¼X ¼Ñ DÐ ¼ÅÂÎ ¼Ò LI ¼Î H]
Ex.2:20 Jethro sends for Moses to eat. ¼Ò JÌLÑ ¼ÑKÐ ¼ÅÂÎ DÊ ¼D¼Ñ ¼Ô JÅUÝ HÜ
Ex.34:28; Deut.9:9; 9:18. Moses ate nothing for 40 days etc. ¼ÑKÐ LÅ ¼ÅWÑ ¼Ò JÌ JÑ &c.
Lev.22:7,11,13 Eating holy food (includes both bread and meat). ¼Å¼X ¼É ¼D ¼Ó DÌKÑ ¼Î H] &c.
Deut.8:9 Plenty to eat in Canaan. ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼W LT ¼ÑKÐ ¼ÅÃf ¼ßOÕI] DÖ HÓ DÆ ¼ÅWÑ
Deut.10:18 God gives food (bread?) to the foreign resident. ¼É LÑ DÓ HK DÊ ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼D¼Ñ ¼ß JßLÑ

Food, probably bread.
Gen.14:18 Melchizedek brought out food (bread?) and wine. ¼ÔHÎLÎLÊ ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼Å¼Î HÛ¼D ¼É
Gen.21:14 Abraham gave Hagar food (bread?) and water. ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼Ì KdH[KÊ
Gen.45:23 Joseph sent food (bread?) to Jacob. ¼Ô¼D¼Ë LÓ¼X ¼Ò JÌ JÑLÊ ¼ÝLT
Ex.23:25 God will bless your food (bread?) and water. ¼F¼Î JÓ¼Î IÓ ¼ß JÅ DÊ ¼F DÓ DÌKÑ ¼ß JÅ ¼EKÝ IÆ¼X
Deut.23:5 Ammon & Moab did not bring food (bread?) and water. ¼ÒHÎ K_KÆ¼X ¼Ò JÌ JÑKT ¼ÒJÐ Dß JÅ ¼X ¼ÓUV HÜ ¼ÅWÑ

Bread as basic food.
Gen.3:19 Adam to work for bread as basic food instead of fruit. ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼ÑKÐ ¼ÅÃf ¼F¼Î Jb KÅ ¼ß K×IË DT
Gen.41:54,55; 47:12,13,15,17,19. Bread in Egypt in the famine. ¼Ò JÌ L̂ KÑ SSS ¼Ò L× LÉ ¼Ü K× DÛH[KÊ &c.
Ex.16:3 Plenty of bread in Egypt. ¼×FÆWKLÑ ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼X¼ÕIÑ DÐ LÅ DT
Lev.26:5 Crops provide plenty of bread. ¼× KÆ HKLÑ ¼ÒJÐ DÓ DÌKÑ ¼Ò Jf DÑKÐFÅKÊ
Lev.26:26 No bread available, women share an oven to bake. ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼É IZ KÓ ¼ÒJÐLÑ ¼ÎVÝ DÆ HI DT
Num.21:5 (first). No bread available. ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼Ô¼Î IÅ ¼Î H]

Specifically bread, excluding meat.
Gen.27:17 Rebekah sent bread to go with the meat dish. ¼Ò JÌ Ĵ KÉ ¼ß JÅ DÊ ¼Ò¼Î H_K× DÍ K_ KÉ
Ex.25:30; 35:13; 39:36; 40:23; Lev.24:7; Num.4:7 The showbread ¼Ò¼ÎHÕ Lb KÉ ¼Ò JÌ JÑ
Ex.29:2,23,32,34 Bread accompanying animal offering. ¼ß¼D ¼c KÓ ¼Ò JÌ JÑ DÊ &c.
Lev.7:13; 8:26,31,32 Bread accompanying animal offering. ¼Ú IÓ LÌ ¼Ò JÌ JÑ &c.
Lev.23:14 Eat no bread before the Omer is brought. ¼Ñ JÓUÝKÐ DÊ ¼Î HÑ LÜ DÊ ¼Ò JÌ JÑ DÊ
Lev.23:17,18,20 Bikkurim bread on Shavuot. ¼Ú IÓ LÌ SSS ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼X ¼Å¼Î HÆ Lf &c.
Num.15:19 Tax on dough. ¼ÒJÐ IßÃÖVÝF× ¼ß¼Î HI ¼Å IÝ SSS ¼Ò JÌ Ĵ HÓ ¼ÒJÐ DÑLÐFÅKT
Deut.16:3 Matsot as bread. ¼ÎHÕÃ× ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼ß¼D ¼c KÓ

A meal that certainly included meat (the main item).
Gen.31:54 Jacob and Laban eating to confirm their treaty. ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼X¼Ñ DÐ ¼ÅÂ[KÊ ¼Ò JÌLÑ ¼ÑLÐEÅJÑ
Gen.43:31,32 Joseph’s food an abomination to Egyptians. ¼ÒHÎ LÝ DÛ HÓ DÑ ¼Å¼Ê HÉ ¼É LÆ I×¼D ¼ß
Ex.18:12 Eating with Jethro (who had just sacrificed). ¼É JIÃÓ ¼Ô IßÃÌ Ò H× ¼Ò JÌ JÑ ¼ÑLÐEÅJÑ

Food that certainly included meat.
Lev.21:6,8,17,21,22 Offerings. ¼Ê¼Î LÉWÑ EÅ ¼Ò JÌ JÑ

App. 144



Food, referring specifically to meat.
Lev.3:11,16; 22:25; Num.28:2,24 Animal offerings. LÎ¼Î KÑ ¼É JJ HÅ ¼Ò JÌ JÑ &c.

‘Pseudobread’, the manna (expressly excluding meat Ex.16:8,12).
Ex.16:4,8,12,15,22,29,32. Num.21:5 (second). The manna. ¼Ò JÌ Ĵ KÉ ¼Å¼X ¼É &c.

Definitely excludes manna.
Deut.8:3, 29:5. No ¼Ò JÌ JÑ, but there was manna. ¼Ò Jf DÑKÐFÅ ¼ÅWÑ ¼Ò JÌ JÑ

Miscellaneous.
Gen.18:5; 25:34. Uncertain (Abraham’s guests, Jacob to Esau).
Num.14:9 Figurative. ¼Ò IÉ ¼X¼Õ IÓ DÌKÑ ¼Î H]

––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––––

Meanings of the Word ¼- H¤

The Talmud, discussing the possible meanings of a certain verse, explains that the word ¼- H¤ has four different
meanings, corresponding to four different words in Talmudic Hebrew-Aramaic. However, it does not seem to work.
Rashi tries to explain and illustrate this in his Rabbinic Hebrew, with only partial success. This is not very helpful
anyway because we then have to translate the language of the Talmud or Rashi into English, and with conjunctions
there is in general no direct one-to-one correspondence from one language to another. It is easier to go direct.

Here are the main possibilities in English.

1. That (conjunction, NOT demonstrative).
Ex.21:36 ¼Å¼X ¼É ¼ÌLUKÕ ¼Ý¼D ¼I ¼Î H] ¼×KÈ¼D¼Õ ‘it is known that it is a goring bull/cow’
Ex.2:12 ¼I¼Î HÅ ¼Ô¼Î IÅ ¼Î H] ¼ÅUÝK[KÊ ‘he saw that there was nobody’

In English this is also used to introduce indirect speech (‘he said that ...’), but Biblical Hebrew
generally does not distinguish between direct and indirect speech. Note an exception:

Ex.22:8 ¼(J* ¼$¼| ¼( ¼- H¤ ¼< K2¼$M- ¼< J̧ F$ ‘he says that this is it’ (i.e. identifies it).

2. Because. (Also for, or since, or as, when used in the sense of ‘because’.)
Gen.18:15 ¼É LÅ IÝLÎ ¼Î H] ‘as/because she was afraid’.

In the future, where the consequence is undesirable and left to the reader to realise this, the Talmud
and Rashi prefer to translate it as ‘lest’ (same as ¼Ô Jb), e.g. Deut.22:8 ¼Ñ IÙẦ KÉ ¼ÑÃbHÎ ¼Î H] ‘lest (if you do not
obey) someone falls’ i.e. someone may fall (with obvious consequences), but more likely it means
‘because (sooner or later) someone will fall.

Very rarely even though, although i.e. ‘Where you might have thought otherwise because’
Ex.23:21 ¼D ¼TUÝ HÜ DT ¼Î HÓ DI ¼Î H] although my name ...

3. (a) When (usually in the future)
Deut.26:1 ¼ÚJÝ LÅ LÉ ¼Ñ JÅ ¼Å¼D ¼Æ Lß ¼Î H] ‘when you arrive’ (with no doubt that you will arrive).
Rarely in the past instead of ¼Ý JIFÅK] e.g. Gen.44:24 ¼X¼Õ¼Î HÑ L× ¼Î H] ¼Î HÉ DÎKÊ ‘when we went’.

(b) Whenever, if (and when), if ever, if it should happen that (which will not necessarily happen).
Deut.23:25 ¼F J×IÝ ¼ÒJÝJÐ DT ¼ÅÃ¼Æ Lß ÎH] ‘if (or whenever) you enter a vineyard belonging to ...’.
Deut.22:6 ¼Ý¼D ¼b HÛ ¼Ô KÜ ¼Å IÝ LdHÎ Î H] ‘if (and when) you come across a bird’s nest ...’.
Deut.7:17 ¼F DÆLÆ DÑ HT ¼Ý KÓ ¼ÅÃß ¼Î H] ‘if ever you say to yourself’ (or ‘if you ever say ...’).

This corresponds to the German wenn used with a future, but in English it is usually shortened to
‘if’ (i.e. English ‘if’ where it could be replaced by ‘if and when’ or by ‘whenever’ or ‘if ever’).

Note:
(i) A pure ‘if’ implying a choice is ¼1 H$, e.g. Ex.22:2 ¼Å IÛ L_HÎ ¼ßJÝ Jf DÌ K_KT ¼Ò HÅ ‘if he is found in the tunnel’.
(ii) ‘If’ as a supposition contrary to fact is generally |0, e.g. Num.22:29 ¼ÎVÈLÎ DT ¼ÆJÝ JÌ ¼IIÎ ¼X¼Ñ ‘if I had a sword
(which I do not)’. ‘If not’ in such a case is ¼$I0¼|¼0.

4. ¼1 H$ ¼- H¤ But, except, unless
Gen.39:9 ¼E Lß¼D ¼Å ¼Ò HÅ ¼Î H] ‘except you’. Deut.16:6 ¼Ò¼D ¼Ü L_ KÉ ¼Ñ JÅ ¼Ò HÅ ¼Î H] ‘but to the place’
Lev.25:6 ¼Ú KÌLÝ ¼Ò HÅ ¼Î H] ‘unless (? until) he has washed ...’
Sometimes after a negative ¼- H¤ alone is ‘but’, e.g. Gen.45:8 SSS ¼Î H] SSS ¼Ò Jf KÅ ¼ÅWÑ ‘not you, but ...’.
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A P P E N D I X C

The Prefix Vav

Grammarians talk about a ‘conjunctive vav’ (i.e. one that ‘joins’ or links) and a ‘conversive vav’ as separate
things, but in fact the vav prefix is always ‘conjunctive’. (Sometimes it is also conversive, changing perfective, so-
called ‘past’, to imperfective, so-called ‘future’, and vice-versa, but we will leave out that part.) King James translates
it wherever possible (as well as often where impossible) as ‘and’.

The ancient Greeks liked to start a sentence with a link word (‘conjunction’) – or at least put it as the second
word, with another starting the second half of the sentence. Classical Hebrew is even more obsessed with the idea,
and in most cases the vav prefix is used. It not only links words, e.g. nouns in a list of two or more:
– it is used to link a verse (or clause) to the previous one when we would do likewise;
– it is used to do that when we consider it unnecessary;
– it is used to do it when we consider it undesirable;
– it is used even when there is nothing previous to link it to (e.g. the start of Ruth, Jonah, Ezekiel, Esther)!

Here is a list, probably incomplete, of examples of different meanings. In English one would often prefer to
simply leave it out – quite apart from cases where one should or even must leave it out.

Whenever you meet a vav be careful!

1. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ¼Ê¼ÎLVKT ¼ß JÅ DÊ ¼Ô LÌ DÑ OJ KÉ ¼ß JÅ
(Ex. 35:13) the table and its poles (linking nouns)

2. . . . . . . . . . ¼Ú JÝ LÅ LÉ ¼ÌKÝ DË JÅ DÑ¼X ¼ÝIUKÑ DÊ B ¼ÒJÐLÑ ¼ÉJÎ DÉHÎ ¼ß KÌ KÅ ¼É Ld OÌ
(Num. 9:14) for you, both for the resident and for ...

3. . . ¼ß¼D ¼×LT KÍ ¼Î If DI¼X SSSSS ¼ß¼D ¼× LT KÍ ¼Î If DI¼X SSSSS ¼Æ LÉLË ¼ßÃ× DT KÍ ¼×KTUÝ KÅ
(Ex. 25:12) four rings ... namely* two rings ... and two

(* I am indebted to Rabbi YitzHhak Frank who pointed this out)

4. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ¼D ¼_ HÅ DÊ ¼Ê¼Î HÆ LÅ ¼ÉI] KÓ¼X
(Ex. 21:15) his father or his mother (classic example)

5. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ¼D¼ÈLÎ DT ¼É LÙ¼X ¼Ñ DI ¼D ¼TUÝ KÌ DÊ ¼E JÝJV KT ¼Æ LcHÕ
(Num. 22:23) standing ..... with his sword drawn

6. . . . . . . . . . . . . . ¼I IÅ ¼Ô IÉ LÆ ¼X¼Õ Dß¼X SSSSS ¼ß¼D ¼f DÌ KÓ ¼ÒJÐLÑ ¼X ¼Ì DÜ
(Num. 16:6-7) take firepans ... and put fire ...

(linking clauses and/or verses)

7. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ¼Ò¼ÎVÝÃÌ KÉ ¼X ¼Æ DILÎ ¼Ý¼Î H× IK DÆ¼X
(Deut. 2:12) Likewise in Seir ..... (comparison)

8. . . . . . . . . . . ¼X¼ÝÃÓ DI Hf ¼Î KßÃß DT KI ¼ß JÅ DÊ ¼X ¼ÅLÝ¼Î Hf SSS ¼D ¼_ HÅ ¼I¼Î HÅ
(Lev. 19:3) each is to respect his mother ... but observe
my sabbaths.
(contrast –– in a case of conflict, the second clause, introduced
by ‘but’, will override the first. This is not ‘ derash’ but obvious
if the verse is translated properly.)

9. . . . . . . . . . ¼ÒHÎ KÝ DÛ HÓ ¼E JÑ JÓ ¼ß LÓL[KÊ ¼Ò IÉ LÉ ¼Ò¼Î HTKÝ LÉ ¼Ò¼Î HÓL[ KÆ ¼Î HÉ DÎKÊ
(Ex. 2:23) During that long period the king ..... died

(ignore both vavs – ignore vayyehi altogether)

10. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ¼Ñ IÅLÝ DKHÎ ¼ÎIÕ DT ¼ß¼D ¼Ó DI ¼É Ĵ IÅ DÊ
(Ex. 1:1) Now these are ..... (conjunction, not adverb)

11. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ¼É LÓ DÎLÝ DÛ HÓ ¼ÈKÝ¼X ¼É ¼Ø IÖD¼Î DÊ
(Gen.39:1) Meanwhile Joseph had been taken to Egypt

12. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ¼X ¼Ì D̂ KI¼ÎHÊ ¼Ñ IÅLÝ DKHÎ ¼ÎIÕ DT ¼ß JÅ ¼Ê KÛ
(Num. 5:2) that they should send ... out of the camp

13. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ¼D ¼Ñ¼D ¼Ü ¼× KÓ DIHÕ DÊ SSSSS ¼ÔÃÝFÉ KÅ ¼Ñ K×
(Ex. 28:35) so that its sound will be heard

14. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ¼Ò L× LÉ ¼ß JÅ ¼X ¼Í DÙ LI DÊ SSSSS ¼Ò¼Î HÙLÑFÅ ¼Î IÝ LK
(Ex. 18:22) (?and they will judge?) who will judge

15. SSS ¼É Ĵ IÅ LÉ ¼ÒHÎ¼D¼U KÉ ¼ß K× DIVÝ DÆ¼X – CSSS ¼Î Hß LÜUÈ HÛ DTC SSS ¼Ý KÓ ¼ÅÃf ¼Ñ KÅ
(Deut. 9:4) whereas [it is] on account of the wickedness

16. . . . . . . ¼ÝL]H] KÉ ¼Î IÝ L× DT ¼Æ KILÎ ¼Í¼D¼Ñ DÊ ¼Ô K×KÕ D] ¼Ú JÝ JÅ DT ¼Æ KILÎ ¼ÒLÝ DÆ KÅ
(Gen. 13:12) while Lot lived in the towns of the Basin

17. . . . . . . . . . . . ¼Ñ JÉÃÅ LÉ ¼Ì Kß Jb ¼Æ IIÂÎ ¼Å¼X ¼É DÊ B ¼Å IÝ DÓ KÓ ¼ÎIÕWÑ IÅ DT
(Gen. 18:1) ... Mamre, he sitting at the entrance ...
(Participle construction, we would say ‘when (or while) he
was sitting’)

18. . . . . . . . . . . SSS ¼ßÂÊ DÛ HÓ ¼ÑL] ¼ß JÅ ¼Ò JfUÝKÐ DË¼X ¼D ¼ßÃÅ ¼Ò Jß¼Î HÅUÝ¼X
(Num. 15:39) when you see it (then) you will
remember ... (‘ then’ often omitted in English)

19. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ¼Ê¼Î LÈLÇ DT ¼ß JÅ ¼Ý IÉ KZ H_ KÉ ¼Ö JTHÐ DÊ
(Lev. 14:8) then the ... is to wash his clothes

(‘ then’ in the sense of subsequently, next in time)

20. . . . . ¼D ¼f H× DT ¼ÒJÐ DÛUÝ KÅ ¼Ý KÍ DÓ ¼Î Hf KßLÕ DÊ SSSSS ¼X ¼× DÓ DI Hf K×ÃÓ LI ¼Ò HÅ
(Deut. 11:13-14) then I will provide the rain ... on time

(‘ then’ in the sense of consequently, usually after ‘ if’
– the ‘ apodosis’ of a conditional sentence)

Conditional sentences. A sub-condition (a condition
within a condition) is normally represented as a second
condition using Ê ‘and’ (e.g. in Deut. chapters 20, 21,
22). But note how it is handled when it gets
complicated, in Deut. 20:11 & 25:2. (Hence in Lev. 5:1
¼Ò HÅ is the text of the adjuration, not a second condition,
otherwise we would have ¼È¼ÎHUKÎ ¼Å¼D¼Ñ DÊ, or ¼È¼ÎHUKÎ ¼Å¼D¼Ñ ¼Ò HÅ ¼ÉLÎ LÉ DÊ.)
It is sometimes hard to distinguish ‘then’ following a
condition from a simple ‘and’: in Gen. 28:20-22
(Jacob’s vow), every vav is ‘and’ except one which is
‘then’ – which one? Opinions differ, what is yours?
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A P P E N D I X D

Contracts and Covenants

A contract, treaty, pact, alliance or compact is (each) a type of solemn agreement between two (or more)
parties, involving obligations on each side.

A covenant, an archaic word still used by lawyers, is one side’s obligation (or obligations) in a contract.

The word ¼ß¼ÎVÝ DT in the Bible sometimes means such a solemn agreement, but very often means a covenant,
as part of such agreement between the parties. (Otherwise many biblical passages are very difficult to understand.)

Today, an agreement or contract is made by the parties (and perhaps witnesses) signing a written document,
or by a handshake, or both. Enforcement is sometimes possible through a court of law, but is more often impossible,
leaving all to public opinion (which can do nothing) or private conscience (which may not exist).

Various casual references, together with the absence of any clear-cut general instructions, suggest that in
Biblical times the procedures were customary, well-known and taken for granted. ‘Elements’ in the procedure are
mentioned from time to time and listed below, but even when we are told what was done, we are not told what was
on that occasion not done, and there is no suggestion that they were ever all applicable in any one instance.

THE BASIS

1. Undertaking(s). Gen.9:11; 21:23ff; 26:29.

2. Terms and conditions. (Summarised Ex.24:3; 34:27; Deut.28:69.)

MAKING THE CONTRACT

3. An oath. Gen.21:23-24; 26:31; 31:53.
This, whether part of a contract or just a simple oath on its own, consisted of two parts:

(i) raising one’s arm (e.g. Gen. 14:22),
so much taken for granted that even G-d himself, who has no physical arm to raise, uses that phrase (e.g. Ex.
6:8; Num. 14:30; Ezek. 20:15, 23, 28, 42).

(ii) uttering the oath
which would be taken in the name of a deity whose name one feared to take in vain. Jacob swore in the name
of the ‘Fear’ of his father, but preferred to let Laban swear in the name of the idols that he (Laban) believed
in, rather than the G-d that Jacob believed in (Gen. 31:53). G-d himself swore by his own name, staking his
entire reputation on his keeping his word (Gen. 22:16, Ex. 32:13).

4. Walking between the parts of (an) animal carcass(es) split in two (explicit Jer.34:18, implicit Gen.15:17-18).
[The verb used for making a ¼ß¼ÎVÝ DT is always ¼ßÃÝ L], which means to ‘cut down’ or ‘sever’, and the use may
be derived from this custom, since in Jer. 34:18 the same word ßÝÐ is used for cutting the carcass.]

5. Eating together. Both parties eat together as a sign of an agreement.
(Isaac and Abimelech, Gen. 26:28,30; Jacob and Laban Gen. 31:44,46).

6. Giving a present. Only mentioned once (Abraham & Abimelech, Gen.21:27).

7. Blood (of animals) splashed on both sides (Ex. 24:6,8 with the altar symbolising God). Zech. 9:11 refers to blood;
also the tradition that blood is essential in circumcision.

ENFORCEMENT

8. Sanctions stated or implied. These would be connected with the oath, and would include curses for breaking the
contract – when G-d himself spoke, he substituted threats and warnings for curses, and promises for blessings.
(Contrast Lev.Ch.26 with Deut.Ch.28.)

EVIDENCE & REMINDERS

9. A written document setting out all the details (e.g. the one Moses wrote down, Ex. 24:4,7; 34:27 ) or a stone on
which the main points would be engraved (e.g. the Two Tablets, ¼ß¼ÎVÝ DT KÉ ¼ß¼D ¼ÌOÑ ¼ÎIÕ DI Ex.31:18; Deut.9:11.) –
if a document, usually two copies, one for each side.

10. A signed document Neh. 10:1. (The word ¼ÉLÕ LÓFÅ there is the same as ¼ß¼ÎVÝ DT elsewhere.)

11. A sign ( ßDÅ) or symbol as evidence and by which the contract would be remembered. This sign would then also
testify as a witness ( ¼ß¼X¼È I× B ¼É LÈ I× B ¼È I×). Typical examples are the rainbow (Gen. 9:12ff), and a monument such
as Jacob’s pillar and heap of stones (Gen. 31:44-49). Two non-typical examples (where the sign is the
absence of something) are circumcision, which is both part of the contract (Gen.17:10) and a sign of the
contract (Gen. 17:11), and the Sabbath (by the absence of normal daily work), Ex.31:13,17.

12. Salt seems to be relevant (in a way not clear). There is no direct reference to its being used in making a contract,
but 2Chron. 13:5 and Num. 18:19 suggest that it was so used, and Lev. 2:13 refers to it as a reminder.
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A P P E N D I X E

Idiomatic Inaccuracies

We assume that the Torah is free of falsehood, but have a mistaken idea that everything that is not precise
and accurate is necessarily false. This applies in particular (but not only) to numbers, in two categories.

1. Approximations – ‘rounded’ numbers. If a number of, say, 379, appeared in the text, and the true number was
256, that would be false (unless the number included something not exactly mentioned). If the true number was 378,
that would be an inaccuracy or even a mistake. So we would assume that 379 is correct. But if the true number 379
or even 376 appeared in the text as 380, that would be neither false, nor a mistake, nor an inaccuracy, but an
approximation. Such approximations, rounding numbers off, were always acceptable and were assumed by an author
to be something the reader would take into account.

The numbers in the census at the beginning of the Book of Numbers are (except for the firstborns) clearly
rounded off. So too are the 3,000 thousand killed for worshipping the Golden Calf, 14,700 who died following Korah’s
rebellion, and 24,000 who worshipped Baal Peor. Less apparent, but still acceptable, are the 70 (a popular number
for rounding off to) that Jacob took to Egypt. It could have been 69 – the important thing was the contrast between
the seventy-odd that came to Egypt and the six hundred thousand (again approximate) that left. We find in the book
of Judges that Gideon had 70 sons, of whom one (Abimelech) killed all his brothers except one who escaped, that he
killed 70 brothers! Either there were 72 brothers in all, or only 68 were killed. It must be accepted that one mention,
if not both, of the number 70 is an approximation.

2. Idiomatic exaggeration. This occurs mainly, but not only, in the negative. It is used in common speech and is
allowable, and again the author expects the reader to take it into account. When vast numbers are destroyed or killed
and ‘not one remained’, this does not preclude an odd exception or two. The epidemic killed ‘all’ the Egyptian
livestock, yet more remained to die from the hail and later to pull the chariots. The essential is the contrast with not
one of the Israelites’ animals dying, which is meant to be literal, but not the ‘all’ of the Egyptians, which is not false
but an acceptable exaggeration.

From Noah’s Flood no living creature survived except those in the Ark. Yet there are worms and insects that
can survive underground (or lay eggs that can survive) under no limit of rain, and there is nothing to suggest that
Noah took these into the Ark. ‘No living creature’ would not include worms and insects. Even more, if there were
some birds that migrated to another continent and returned after the flood, this would not undermine the basic truth
of the whole Biblical story. Saul’s army killed ‘all’ the Amalekites except King Agag, who was brought alive to
headquarters where he was killed by Samuel, but there were still Amalekites for David and his group to kill on their
expeditions from Gath. Saul himself was ‘head and shoulders taller’ than anyone else. This is possible, there are
giants, and individuals who are exceptionally tall, but the expression is used for someone who is extremely but not
exceptionally tall, taller than the average enough to make him stand out in a crowd, without being literally taller by
head and shoulders than everyone else.

Another idiomatic expression, used often in English as an acceptable exaggeration rather than a rounding off,
is the phrase ‘a dozen’. When you buy a dozen eggs you expect neither eleven nor thirteen, but twelve. However if
someone is attacked in the street by a gang of a dozen hooligans, nobody actually needs to count them. Mother
rebukes her child ‘I’ve told you a dozen times ...’. The Hebrew equivalent in this sense is ‘ten’, as when Laban
twisted Jacob ‘ten times’, which could be safely translated into English as ‘a dozen times’, since neither the Hebrew
ten nor the English dozen is meant to be an accurate number.

Another type of idiomatic use, not even an approximation, is the use of the word ‘day’ in the Creation to
mean a period, and not specifically 24 hours. Not only was the Sun not created to measure time until the Third Day,
but Gen. 2:4 would otherwise contradict the whole of the first chapter!

The Talmud stresses that the Torah is written in the language that people normally use. We must remember
that this language, as any other, includes occasional grammatical illogicalities (which, incidentally, Onkelos in his
Aramaic translation tends to ‘correct’ to avoid misunderstanding) as well as approximations and occasional idiomatic
exaggerations. Not everything can be scientifically labelled as either strictly and precisely true or else false.

The real danger is when insistence on unjustified scientific accuracy, with which Greek thought tried to
influence the Talmud, lends fuel to critics intent on discrediting the entire Bible.
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S E L E C T E D I N D E X

Abbreviations used: G Genesis E Exodus L Leviticus N Numbers D Deuteronomy

The index is not intended to be comprehensive, but to help the reader who vaguely remembers a comment on a
particular grammatical point not usually taught, or the translation of a certain word commonly mistranslated or
misunderstood, but cannot remember where the main comment was (though finding one instance generally gives cross-
references to the main comment).

An absence of vowels in the index indicates that the root meaning of the word rather than the particular form is
considered.

With few exceptions, words and matters dealt with one of the introductions or appendices, or found in the
vocabulary (introduction to Leviticus), are not included in the indices.
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