PARSHAS BSHALACH
We are aware that we often encounter P’sukim or words that have multiple explanations. The reason for those multiple explanations is often easily understood because the Word of Hashem is infinite.  Thus, it goes beyond human usage which is limited by our finite thinking.  
The Novi (Yirmiya Perek 23/Posuk 29), provides us with a parable to understand this idea.  “Ha’lo ko d’vor’ri ko’eish n’um Hashem u’ch’fa’tish y’fo’tzeitz se’lo.”  Is not My Word like the fire, said Hashem, and like the hammer splintering the rock?
Chazal (Masseches Sanhedrin 34 a) explain this idea in conjunction with another verse.  
“[1]O’mar Abaye d’o’mar kro ‘Achas di’ber E…lo’kim sh’taim zu sho’ma’ti’ ki ‘az E…lo’kim’ (Tehillim Perek 62/Posuk 12). Mik’ro e’chod yo’tzei l’chamoh ta’amim v’ein ta’am e’chod yo’tzei mi’ka’mo mik’ro’os.  D’vei Rabi Yishmoel tanna, “U’ch’pha’tish y’fo’tzeitz se’lo’.  Mah patish zeh mis’chalek[2] l’cha’moh ni’tzo’tzos af mik’ro e’chod yo’tzei l’chamo ta’a’mim.” 

Abaye said, the verse (Tehillim) says, Hashem spoke once, I heard twice because G-d is powerful. A verse can go out for many reasons, but one reason cannot stem from many verses.  In the Yeshiva of Rabi Yishmoel they learned [this idea from a different verse-and like the hammer splinters the rock.  Just like a hammer [causes the rock] to be splintered into many fragments, so a verse goes out for many reasons. 

Thus, we understand that the a verse can have many meanings, each of which being correct[3], and so, when we come across such an instance, rather than being a source of incredulity, we are offered a window of opportunity to view the human endeavor attempting to grasp of eternity. 

A clear example of such an exercise is found in our Parshas B’shalach.  

We find the following three P’sukim (Perek 14/P’sukim 8-10) close to the beginning of our Parsha.  

“Va’y’cha’zek Hashem es lev Par’o Melech Mitzrayim va’yir’dof a’charei B’nei Yisroel u’V’nei Yisroel yotz’im b’yod ro’moh.  Hashem hardened the heart of Par’o King of Egypt and he pursued B’nei Yisroel and B’nei Yisroel were going out [of Egypt] with the upper hand.

“Va’yir’d’fu Mitzraim a’cha’rei’hem va’ya’sigu o’som cho’nim ‘al ha’yam kol sus rechev Par’o u’for’ro’shov v’chei’lo ‘al Pi HaChiros lif’nei Ba’al Tzofon .” 

Egypt pursued them and they caught-up with them stopped at the sea, all of the horses, chariots of Par’o, his horsemen and his army at Pi Hachiros before Ba’al Tzo’fon.

U’Far’o hik’riv va’yis’u V’nei Yisroel es ‘ei’nei’hem v’hi’nei Mitzrayim no’se’a a’cha’rei’hem va’yi’r’u m’od va’yitz’aku B’nei Yisroel el Hashem.  Par’o hikriv (drew near) and B’nei Yisroel lifted their eyes and behold (!) Egypt was traveling behind them and they were very frightened and B’nei Yisroel cried out [in prayer] to Hashem.

Although our central focus will be on the word “hikriv”, many other issues are easily identified in this segment. Some of the issues upon which we can focus are:

1. Why is Par’o identified as the King of Egypt?

2. Why does the Torah choose to note in this verse “u’V’nei Yisroel yotz’im b’yod ro’moh- B’nei Yisroel were going out [of Egypt] with the upper hand.  It would seem that this statement would have fit better in Parshas Bo, when the Exodus itself is recounted.

3. What is the reason that the specific location of the meeting of the two camps-Israel and Egypt is mentioned?

4. If in Posuk 8 we read that Egypt caught up with B’nei Yisroel, what does the Torah add when it writes “u’Far’o hikriv”?   Since Par’o did not enter into the encampment of B’nei Yisroel, because their encampment was protected (Perek 13/P’sukim 21-22 and Rashi and Perek 14/P’sukim 19-20), how was he any closer to B’nei Yisroel than were any of the other Egyptians in his massive entourage? 

In fact, the word “hikriv”, in and of itself, presents many questions as to its precise meaning within the context in which it is used.

“Hikriv” has a shoresh of kuf, reish, beis.  This shoresh denotes closeness.  In the very first Posuk of our Parsha we read that Hashem took B’nei Yisroel on an unexpected route.  “V’lo no’chom E…lo’kim derech Eretz Plishtim ki korov hu…” (Perek 13/Posuk 17).  Hashem did not lead B’nei Yisroel via the highway of Eretz Plishtim because it was close.  
An additional  example from our Parsha can be found in Posuk 20, when we read of the protection Hashem afforded Yisroel, it states “…v’lo ko’rav zeh el zeh kol ha’loi’loh.”  This one (Israel) and this one (Egypt) did not come near each other the entire night [after Egypt caught up with Israel]. 

When Moshe urges Aharon to begin his service as the Kohen Godol on eight day of Miluim-the consecration of the Mishkon, he tells him “k’rav el ha’mizbeach” (Vayikro Perek 9/Posuk 7).  Go near (or “approach”) the altar.   
A relative is a korov (see for example Vayikro Perek 21/Posuk 2) because they are “near” to you in terms of biological relationships.  

Thus, this shoresh seems very similar to our usage of “near” in English, referring to physical/geographical closeness or to a relationship that is not measured in inches or miles.  

When I use this same shoresh in a different binyan –verb structure, then I change the thrust of its meaning, while retaining the original idea that the shoresh implies.  

This shoresh could be used in the hiphil-causative verb structure. In such a case, the word “hikriv”, as in our Posuk 10, would mean to bring something else near, to cause something else to become near.[4]  

Thus, a precise translation (not related to any particular context) of “u’Far’o hikriv” would be “Par’o brought close.”  Certainly, if we would hear those two words of the verse, and its three-word translation, I would ask intuitively, “what did he bring close?”  That is, I would want to know the object of the activity of hikriv. [5] 

And now we come to the core of the problem that we are trying to investigate.   Who or what is the recipient of the act of “hikriv”? 

There are a plethora of explanations regarding this question with answers that range from the expected to the unexpected.  When we examine the answers, both the expected and the unexpected, we can gain at least partial insight into the process of the way Chazal our Meforshim considered questions and how they came to their conclusions.

One of the explanations (and there are many) in the Braiso of Mechilta D’Rabi Yishmoel (B’shalach 1) is that the object of “hikriv” was Par’o’s soldiers.  That is, at the outset of his planned attack on Israel, Par’o conscripted his entire army.  “…v’es ‘a’mo lo’kach i’mo” (Perek 14/Posuk 5).  Par’o took his army with him.  It is logical to assume that his soldiers were less than enthusiastic about their participation.   Egypt had been hard-hit over the past 11 month, with many thousands killed during Makas B’choros.

Par’o wanted his soldiers to be enthusiastic in their attack against Israel and thus, the Midrash states, he offered them a most unusual incentive.  

In case of war, the King always takes a considerable portion of the spoils.[6]  It is accepted[7] that such is his right and the king needed to fill his coffers to cover the expenses of his own (presumably extravagant) royal household and his armies.  War was often seen as an opportunity to finance the royal government. 

In one of its explanations, the Mechilta says that “U’far’o hikriv” means that he brought his soldiers closer to dedicated service by promising them an equal share of the spoils of war as well as a bonus from his own treasury.  

The Midrash says that this is the source for the words of Par’o that are quoted in “Oz Yoshir”.  “O’mar o’yev er’dof a’sig a’chalek sho’lol tim’lo’ei’mo naf’shi…” (Perek 15/Posuk 9).  The enemy (Par’o) said, I will pursue, I will catch up, I will divide the spoils, I will be filled (i.e. satisfied).  

The order of the verses can be understood only if the statement of dividing spoils comes after Par’o has caught up with Israel.  However, we have no such explicit statement of such in our Parsha.  Thus, the Midrash fills the vacuum of the object of “hikriv” with the void of the source for “achalek sholol”.  

An additional (really the first) explanation that this Mechilta offers may be the simplest.  If we were to see the word hikriv out of context, on its own and not within any particular sentence, it is most likely that we would understand it as referring to offering Korbonos.  Numerous times the Torah employs this word in reference to “sacrifices”.  Beginning with Sefer Vayikro (Perek 1/Posuk 13) and continuing throughout Tanach, this seems to be the verb of choice meaning “offering” a Korbon.

The choice hikriv for this usage is obvious.  The word Korbon, itself, stems from the same shoresh as does hikriv.  If we would take the common rendition into English of Korbon as offering, then hikriv korbon would mean to offer and offering.

Thus, there is nothing exceptional in such a meaning-except that the Torah does not mention a Korbon here.  From where did the Midrash find this idea?

Daas Z’keinin Baalei Tosfos helps us explain this Midrash as he provides us with a more sophisticated approach to an explanation offered by Rashi.

Surprisingly, the Torah gives us an exact map of where Israel and Egypt met. 

“Daber el B’nei Yisroel v’yo’shu’vu v’ya’chanu lif’nei Pi Hachiros bein Migdol u’vein ha’yom lif’nei Ba’al Tzofon ni’ch’cho sa’chanu ‘al ha’yam” (Perek 14/Posuk 2).  [Hashem said to Moshe,] speak to B’nei Yisroel and they should return and encamp before Pi HaChiros between Migdol and between the sea, in front of Ba’al Tzofon  facing the sea they should encamp.

Subsequently, the Torah repeats the same information when the Egyptian forces arrive. “Va’yir’d’fu Mitzrayim a’cha’rei’hem va’ya’si’gu o’som cho’nim ‘al ha’yam kol sus re’chev Par’o u’fo’ro’shov v’chei’lo ‘al Pi Hachiros lif’nei Ba’al Tzofon” Posuk 9).  The Egyptians pursued them and reached them encamped by the sea, all the horses of the chariots of Par’o and his horsemen and his army by Pi Hachiros, before Ba’al Tzofon.

We know that Ba’al Tzofon is an idol of Egyptian worship.  How could it continue to exist?  Hashem promised, “…u’v’chol e’lohei Mitzraim e’e’seh sh’fo’tim Ani Hashem (Perek 12/Posuk 12).  I [Hashem will] destroy all of the gods of Egypt.  Rashi explains, “shel eitz nir’ke’ves v’shel ma’teches ni’me’ses v’ni’te’ches lo’o’retz.”  Idols made from wood rot and those made from metal melted down upon the ground.

How could Ba’al Tzofon continue to stand?  Rashi’s explanation to that Posuk is, “Hu nish’or mi’kol e’lo’hei Mitzrayim k’dei lha’t’o’son she’yom’ru ko’sheh yir’o’son. V’o’lov pi’resh Iyov (Perek 12/Posuk 23), ‘mas’gi la’goyim va’y’ab’dem.”

That idol [was the only one] that remained from all of the gods of Egypt in order to cause [the Egyptians] to err so that they would say that their god is strong.  That is what Iyov explained, He [Hashem] makes the nations great and He destroys them.  

Daas Z’keinin Baalei gives us insight into this somewhat enigmatic explanation. “…cho’shav Par’o b’libo hu mat’eh o’son k’dei l’has’kim ‘al g’zei’ro’si l’ab’dom b’mayim. Ei’lech v’e’ev’denu.  Lo’chach ne’emar u’Far’o hikriv.  “Korav” lo ne’emar e’lo hik’riv m’lamed she’hikriv korbon l’fo’nov.”

Par’o thought in his heart that Ba’al Tzofon[8] is tricking B’nei Yisroel in order that my decree to destroy them in the water will actualize.  [Thus,] I [Par’o] will go and worship [Ba’al Tzofon]. Therefore it says Par’o hikriv-brought near (offered).  It does not say that Par’o ko’rav-drew near, but hikriv to teach that Par’o offered an offering before it.[9]
Da’as Z’keinim Ba’alei Tosfos offers second and third explanations which are mirror images of the first.  Unlike their first explanation in which the sacrifices of Par’o were the object of hikriv, in the second this explanation it is the sacrifices of B’nei Yisroel which are the object.

“Dovor acher-hik’riv Yisroel la’asos Teshuva.”   Another explanation- he [Par’o] brought Israel closer to repentance.  That is, Israel is the recipient of the action of hikriv.

In both of these explanations, the sudden and unexpected [10] appearance of the Egyptian forces had a profound effect upon Israel. Whether hikriv refers specifically to Korbonos of a general attitude of repentance, the result was truly intense. [11]
We have left Rashi for the end.[12]
Rashi comments on the words U’Far’o hikriv.  “Ho’yoh lo lich’tov ‘u’Far’o ko’rav’, mahu ‘hikriv’?  Hik’riv ‘atz’mo v’nis’a’metz l’ka’dem lif’nei’hem k’mo she’his’noh i’mo’hem.”  The Torah should have written that Par’o drew near-korav.  Why did it write hikriv-he brought near? He brought himself near and struggled to place himself in front of them as he agreed.

The agreement of Par’o to which Rashi refers is his explanation to an earlier verse. “Va’ye’e’sor es rich’bo v’es ‘a’mo lo’kach i’mo” (Posuk 6).  [Par’o] harnessed his chariot and he took his people with him.  

This Posuk presents us with a difficulty.  What is the meaning of the word “i’mo”-with him? It is evident that he was taking the people with him and not sending them to someplace else?   

Rashi explains, “Mosh’chom bi’d’vorim. ‘Lo’kinu v’not’lu mo’mo’nei’nu v’sho’lach’num.  Bo’u i’mi va’a’ni lo es’naheg i’mo’chem kis’hor m’lo’chim.  Derech sh’or m’lo’chim, avodov kod’min lo ba’mil’chomoh va’ani ak’dim lif’neichem she’ne’e’mar ‘U’far’o hikriv. Hikriv ‘atz’mo u’mi’her lif’nei cha’yo’losov.  Derech sh’or m’lochim li’tol bi’zoh v’rosh k’mo she’yiv’char.  Ani ash’veh i’mochem b’chelek she’ne’e’mar ‘acha’lek sho’lol”.  

Par’o [took them as he] persuaded them with words.  [He told them] we were smitten and they took our money and we sent them away.  Come with me and I will not relate to you as do other kings.  Other kings have their servants be in the front lines of war and I [will be different] and be in front of you-as it says U’Far’o hikriv. Other kings take first from the spoils, whatever they choose.  I will be equal with you in the spoils-as it says a’chalek sho’lol- [Par’o said, ‘I will divide the spoils’.

This is a very problematic idea.

We already learned that Hashem promised to harden Par’o’s heart. “V’chi’zak’ti es lev Par’o v’ro’daf a’chareihem…” (Posuk 4). I [Hashem] will harden the heart of Par’o.  

Hashem fulfilled His promise.  “Va’y’cha’zek Hashem es lev Par’o Melech Mitzrayim va’yir’dof a’charei B’nei Yisroel u’V’nei Yisroel yo’tzim b’yod romoh.” Hashem strengthened[13] the heart of Par’o, King of Egypt, and he pursued B’nei Yisroel and B’nei Yisroel went out [of Egypt] with the upper hand. 

As noted earlier, the identification of Par’o as King of Egypt seems particularly unnecessary.  Par’o means King of Egypt and no one who learns Chumash is unaware of that fact.  Why was it necessary to state that here?

I think that the Torah is emphasizing to us here the overwhelming effect of the Makkos upon all of Egypt, including their King.  Par’o, who was so obstinate[14] in the face of the signs that Moshe and Aharon demonstrated at the onset of their mission, and who became so obdurate as the months passed by, was completely humbled by the totality of the Makkos when they reached their culmination with Makkas B’choros.  

That humiliated state was evident as he frantically searched for Moshe and Aharon to force them out of Egypt.  

“Va’yokom Par’o lai’lo hu v’chol ‘a’vo’dov v’chol Mitzraim va’t’hi tz’o’koh ge’doloh b’Mitzroim ki ein bayis asher ein shom meis.”  Par’o arose during the night, he and his servants and all of Egypt and there was a great outcry in Egypt because there was no house that did not have there a death. 

“Va’yik’ro l’Moshe v’Aharon lai’loh va’yomer ku’mu tz’u mi’toch ‘a’mi gam a’tem gam B’nei Yisroel u’l’chu ‘iv’du es Hashem k’da’ber’chem.”  He [Par’o] called for Moshe and Aharon at night and he said, ‘arise and leave from the midst of my people, also you and also B’nei Yisroel and go serve Hashem as you spoke.  

“Gam zon’chem gam b’kar’chem k’chu ka’a’sher di’bar’tem vo’lei’chu u’vei’rach’tem gam o’si.”  Also your sheep, also your cattle take, as you [Moshe and Aharon] spoke and go, and bless me as well (Perek 12/P’sukim 30-32).
How could Par’o have had such a drastic change of heart after being so obviously devastated?  The answer is that Hashem strengthened his heart.  He was a king in name only but was not able to draw upon his own reservoir of strength. That strength was decimated.  It was only because Hashem imposed His Will upon him did Par’o chase Israel. That is why, in the context of this verse, the Torah teaches us that which we thought we already knew.  

Par’o was the King, the king who was chastened and demeaned.

For the very same reason, the Torah emphasizes in that verse, “u’V’nei Yisroel yotz’im b’yod romoh.”  Par’o was the King, but he was impotent.  His erstwhile slaves held the upper hand and were granted objective superiority. 

It is with this background that the explanation that Rashi provides for us regarding the meaning of hik’riv is so significant. 

The Torah told us that Par’o was a beaten man.  He only began the pursuit of Israel because Hashem forced him to do so.  Thus, the narrative regarding Par’o’s decision to pursue Israel comes only after the verses regarding the hardening of his heart.

The perpetual question regarding the fairness of such Divine imposition certainly comes to the fore.  How do we understand the justice in this case?  Presumably, Par’o would have resigned himself to stay in his palace.

The word hikriv, with Rashi’s explanation changes out entire attitude.  “Hik’riv ‘atz’mo v’nis’a’metz.”  What were the efforts that Par’o made? What required special strength and courage? 

The answer is that Par’o’s natural tendency was to have remained in Egypt.  He was at the Yam Suf only because of the force that Hashem imposed upon him to travel there. 

However, now that Par’o was able to exercise his own strength, that means that Hashem stopped imposing His Will upon Par’o.  Par’o was now restored to his previous state, being allowed to exercise his free will.

Since we have seen that Par’o’s previous state was one of utter defeat, it would be reasonable to expect that he would revert to that condition once G-d’s force ceased to exert its force upon him.

It seems that is a reasonable expectation.  Par’o was weakened.  But Par’o did not want to be weakened.  He despised the weakness that he demonstrated before HaKodosh Boruch Hu.  He was contemptuous of his powerlessness.

Par’o could not stand being in such a state[15] and thus U’Far’o hikriv.[16]  He offered himself.  What was the “himself” of Par’o that he offered?  No matter the circumstance, he had to pursue the Jewish People and destroy them.  He had to pursue the Ribbono Shel ‘Olom and battle against Him. 
Therefore, hikriv, as interpreted by Rashi, becomes a key to understanding the nature of Par’o.  

Were Hashem to have left Par’o behind in Egypt, his inner-self would have demanded the opportunity to take revenge upon B’nei Yisroel, Moshe and Aharon, and the Ribbono Shel ‘Olom.  However, were he to have remained there, those desires would never have had the means of fulfillment, of becoming actualized.

By virtue of the fact that he was now in a situation in which that potential could be realized, freedom of choice was restored to him.  By viewing his actions, of exerting himself to evil, we now understand that all of his malicious behavior was in consonance with his being and with his desires. 

Par’o is no longer a mystery.  He had a final chance offered to him to avoid evil and the way that he used that final chance allows us to obtain a summary of his character.

There are times when we, too, are afforded a moment of truth.  Circumstances may seem in opposition to our behavior.  The atmosphere is not supportive of what we ultimately do.  However, despite the fact that the odds are against us, we undertake an act that can be described as “hikriv”.  We offer ourselves.  We make extraordinary efforts to conquer the static effect of inertia and go against the laws of physics.  We do not want to be labeled “a body at rest that  tends to stay at rest”.

At that moment, when we overcome the status quo, when we overcome indifference and undertake action which requires courageous commitment, we have performed an act of self-actualization.

If such an act is a ma’aseh Mitzvah that we have shown out true-self.  If such an act is immoral, then, too, we have demonstrated our true-self.

If Par’o could offer himself to evil, despite the antagonism of a person’s soul to immorality, we can offer ourselves to goodness, utilizing the innate support that our neshomoh  provides us when we act bravely and courageously in the service of G-d.

Shabbat Shalom

Rabbi Pollock

[1] This section really begins with the words “m’no ha’nei mi’lei”-from where do we know this from?  





The context is a Mishnah in Masseches Sanhedrin which discusses how the court decides the majority opinion.  Although, the starting point is to count the various sides of an opinion, a mere numerical tally is not enough.





If two dayanim come to the same conclusion, but each cites a different verse as being the source of that conclusion, they cannot both be correct.  The reason that they cannot both be correct is based on the P’sukim that the Gemara brings. It is impossible that Hashem wrote two verses that are repetitive.  Thus, one of the opinions of the dayanim must be wrong and though two say the same conclusion, since the reasoning of one is faulty by definition, we cannot count what they say as two opinions that will add to the numerical majority by which the Halachah is determined. 





Thus Rambam (Mishneh Torah Hilchos Sanhedrin Perek 10/Halachah 5) writes, �“Sh’na’yim she’om’ru ta’am e’chod a’filu mish’nei mik’ro’os ein nimnin e’lo k’e’chod.”  Two [members of the court] who say the same reasoning even from two P’sukim, are counted as only one [opinion in determining a majority opinion].





[If you have a question about the word “afilu”-even that the Rambam writes, you are in good company.  It would seem that the afilu is out of place because the whole reason that the two opinions count as one is due to the fact that both opinions stem from two verses.





The authoritative “Shabsai Frenkel edition” of Mishneh Torah notes that on the one hand all of the texts of the Rambam have the word “afilu”-and it is also quoted as the text by other Rishonim.  However, the Shach, in his commentary to Shulchan Aruch Choshen Mishpot Siman 25, s’if koton 19/2, writes that the word “afilu” is a to’ut sofer-a scribal error and it should be erased. (In Shinui Nusachaos in the Frenkel addition they refer us to Keren Orah to Sanhedrin 33 b who justifies the word “afilu” in the accepted text of this Rambam.)]





[2] See Tosfos d.h. U’ch’fatish for an insight into the exact text and its meaning.  The text of our Gemara writes “mis’chalek”-which means literally that it, the hammer, is split, when it would seem that the object of splitting should be the rock.  Tosfos notes that in other places the text is “m’cha’lek”-which is an active verb-splitting (something else-in this case the rock). 





A support for the text that we have is the word “nitzotzos” which literally means sparks.  Thus it would refer to the sparks that emanate from the friction of the hammer hitting the anvil.





The translation in the text attempts to sidestep these questions, but, depending on the correct text and its true meaning, may be taking liberties with the exact meaning. 





[3]  The truth of these multiple explanations is explained by a phrase used by Chazal.  “Ei’lu vo’Ei’lu divrei E…lo’kim Chaim.”  These [opinions] and these [opinions] are the words of the Living G-d.





In Masseches Eiruvin (13 b) we are told of a particular dispute between Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel in which the Gemara writes, “Sho’losh shonim nech’l’ku Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel.  Ha’lo’lu omrim Halachah k’mo’seinu v’ha’lo’lu omrim Halachah k’moseinu.  Yotz’oh Bas Kol v’omroh, “Eilu voEilu divrei E..lo’kim Chaim v’Halacha k’Beis Hillel.   





For three years this dispute between Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel continued. These said, ‘’The Halachah is in accordance with our opinion” and those said, ‘The Halachah is in accordance with our opinion.’ A Bas Kol-Heavenly Voice went out [from Heaven] and said, ‘These [Beis Shammai who state their opinion] and these [Beis Hillel who state their opinion] are the Words of the [Eternal] G-d and the Halachah is according to Beis Hillel.





Ritvo quotes Rabbanei Tzorfas who questioned how can opposing opinions all be Divrei E…lo’kim Chaim? Their answer was that when Moshe Rabbenu ascended to the Heavens to receive the Torah, “they” showed him regarding each and every item in the Torah, forty-nine reasons to forbid and forty-nine reasons to permit. 





Moshe Rabbenu asked about this [multiplicity of heavenly - endorsed opinions] and was told, “she’y’hei zeh mo’sur l’Chachmei Yisroel she’b’chol dor vo’dor v’yi’h’yeh hach’ro’oh k’mo’som.”  The decision regarding permissibility or prohibition will be the prerogative of the Chachamim of each generation.  





The Ritvo concludes, “V’no’chon hu l’fi ha’drash u’v’derech ho’emes yesh taam v’sod ba’dovor.” This [explanation of the Rabbanei Tzorfas] is correct from the perspective of drash.  [However,] from the perspective of derech ho’emes [=Kabbalah] there is a reason and a secret in this matter [which is not revealed to the general community].





It should be emphasized, in explaining the answer of Rabbanei Tzorfas that if an opinion is entertained in Heaven as a possibility, then it has inherent truth.  Unlike human speculation where an idea may be raised and then discarded because it is false, by definition, an opinion that is worthy of discussion on high has inherent veracity. 


[4]  Parallel examples would be from the roots aleph, chof, lamed-referring to eating and lamed, veis, shin-referring to getting dressed.  In Binyan Kal-a non-causative verb structure “o’chel” means “I eat” and “lovesh” means “I get dressed”.   If I transform these shoroshim to binyan hif’il, the causative verb structure, then “ma’a’chil” means “I feed” [someone] and “malbish” means I dress [someone].  





If I am telling a story, I would say Ani’ ma’a’chil es Reuven or Ani malbish es Reuven.  I feed Reuven or I dress Reuven. If I would say only “ani ma’a’chil” or “ani malbish”-I would certainly be asked to complete my thought (even though these are proper sentences with a subject and a verb) to know who was the recipient of the acts of feeding and dressing. 





[5] Radak, in his commentary to Y’chezkel (Perek 36/Posuk 8), seems to differ with the assumption that hikriv must have an object, as well as seeming to disagree with what he writes on our Parsha.





On our Parsha, he supports the idea that the object of hikriv is “his encampment”.  However in Y’chezkel he says, regarding the verse, “ki korvu lo’vo”-they drew near to come, “po’el o’med min ha’dogush v’chen Par’o hikriv…”





Our “hikriv” is an intransitive verb and thus has no direct object.





5 Such is the Halachic right of a King.  In Masseches Sanhedrin (20 b) the Mishnah writes, in regard to war, “…V’chol ho’om bo’z’zim v’nos’nin lo v’hu no’tel chei’lek b’rosh.”  The people retrieve the spoils of war and give them to the King and he takes the major portion.





[7] In Masseches Brachos (3 b), we read an account from the royal household of Dovid HaMelech ‘Olov HaShalom.  “Nich’n’su Chachmei Yisroel etz’lo.  Om’ru lo, “Adoneinu haMelech, a’m’cho Yisroel tzri’chin par’nosoh.’ Omar lo’hem, ‘L’chu v’hispar’n’su zeh mi’zeh.’  Omru lo, ‘Ein hakometz mas’bia es ho’ari v’ein ha’bor mis’ma’lei mei’chul’yo’so.’ O’mar lo’hem, ‘L’chu u’fish’tu y’dei’chem b’g’dud.’  Mi’yad yo’atzim b’Achitofel…b’Sanhedrin … b’Urim v’Tumim. 





The Chachomim entered the chambers of Dovid HaMelech and told him, ‘Your Majesty, the people of Israel need financial resources.’ He responded, ‘Let them do business with one another.’  They answered, ‘the people are not self-sufficient.’ He said, ‘Let them make war (a Milchemes R’shus, non-obligatory war).  [The Chachomim] consulted with the senior advisor, the Sanhedrin and asked [Hashem through] the Urim v’Tumim [as is required before pursuing a Milchemes R’shus.]


[8] Since Egypt was a land that was steeped in idolatry, one might wonder why Hashem specifically left this idol of Ba’al Tzofon standing.  What was unique about it that made it the “idol of choice” to fulfill the Divine Plan?





Kli Yokor explains that the loss of money to the coffers of Par’o was particularly painful.  The Posuk says, “VaHashem no’san es chein ho’om b’ei’nei Mitzraim vayash’i’lum va’y’natzlu es Mitzroim (Perek 12/Posuk 36).  Hashem gave the People favor in the eyes of Egypt and they lent them [the gold, silver and the garments] and they emptied out Egypt.  The loss of the entire work force of Egypt, combined with what B’nei Yisroel took from the Egyptians presented a grave economic danger to Egypt, besides a most vexing embarrassment to Par’o.





Ba’al Tzafon was the god of wealth of Egypt.  The verse says, “Mi’tzo’fon zo’hov yo’o’soh” (Iyov Perek 37/Posuk 22).  From the north (Tzofon) gold will come.  Ba’al Tzofon was The Master of the North and thus, its believers thought, would influence the amount of wealth that its adherents would receive.








By allowing this particular idol to remain, Par’o’s confidence increased.  When he came upon Israel at the very location of Ba’al Tzofon, he was certain that “fate” was on his side. His pursuit of Israel would be successful. The presence of his god was his promise.





Alas for him, Par’o failed to learn from the events that were overtaking him. 





[9] Targum Yonoson ben Uziel writes, “U’far’o chomo ta’avos tzofon mish’ta’zev v’ko’riv kod’moi kurbanin.”  Par’o saw [that] the Tzofon idol was saved [from being destroyed, unlike the other idols] and he offered before it offerings. 





[10] Such is the implication of “v’hinei Mitzrayim no’se’a a’cha’rei’hem.”  Behold –it is Egypt.  “Hi’neh calls special attention to an event.





[11]  In Masseches Megila (14 a) we read an interpretation of a Posuk in Megilas Esther.  The verse reads, “Va’yo’sar ha’melech es ta’ba’to” (Perek 3/Posuk 10).  The King removed his ring [and gave it to Homon].  





The Gemara writes, “O’mar Rabi Abba bar Kahana, ‘Gedoloh ha’so’ras ta’ba’as yo’ser mei’ar’bo’im u’shmo’neh ne’vi’im v’she’va’ nevi’os she’nis’nab’u lo’hen l’Yisroel, she’ku’lon lo hech’zi’rum l’mutov v’i’lu ha’so’ras ha’ta’ba’as hech’zi’ro’son l’mu’tov.”





The act of Achashveirosh in removing his signet ring (and giving it to Homon) was greater than the forty-eight prophets and 7 prophetesses that prophesized for Israel, because all of the [prophets] did not succeed in bringing Israel to repent and the removal of the ring was convincing.





[12] There are many more explanations.  In yet another comment the Mechilta says that hikriv is referring to the punishment that Par’o brought upon himself.





Ibn Ezra’ says that the object of hikriv is the Egyptian army.  Perhaps this is similar to the explanation in the main body of the text in which Par’o enticed his army with the spoils of war. 





Alshich finds the object of hikriv based on the commentary of Midrash Sh’mos Rabba (Parshata 21/5).  The Midrash says that the shocking vision of B’nei Yisroel when they saw the Egyptians having reached the outskirts of their camp was “sar shel Mitzrayim” who was the angel who had the job of protecting Egypt and Egyptians.  





 Par’o drew near his Sar who made a frightful impression.  


 


[13] “Va’y’chazek” and “V’chizakti” are usually translated as “hardening”.   Hashem hardened Par’o’s heart.





However, that translation is imprecise.  These words mean to strengthen.  The Torah has a word for hardening the heart.  It is found in Parshas Voe’ro.  “Va’a’ni ak’sheh es lev Par’o…” (Perek 7/Posuk 3).  I [Hashem] will harden the heart of Par’o.





Careful attention to the use of words stemming from Chozok  those stemming from Koshe might serve to eliminate many of the questions that arise in relationship to Bechirah Chofshis-free will.





[14] For example, after Makkas Dam, we read, “Va’yi’fen Par’o va’yo’vo el bei’so v’lo shos li’bo gam l’zos” (Perek 7/Posuk 23).  





Par’o turned and came to his house and he did not attend also to this.  The word “gam”-also implies that this same seeming indifference has been present at an earlier time.  The only time before Makkas Dam that there was an opportunity to show disdain, was when Moshe and Aharon appeared before Par’o initially.





[15] Note, the following statement attributed to Rav Yoshe Ber Soloveitchik ZT”L of Boston (in The Rav-Thinking Aloud, Page 330). 





“When Pharaoh lost his freedom, he was no longer rooted in his numinous (“the feeling of experiencing something mysterious, other-worldly, transcendent, and beyond your self” –note 17) self.  He became a surface personality, his reactions emanating from the external world which was imposed upon him, not which he had chosen.  Such a person has no standard of value judgments, is constantly shifting from one to another, and always wants to be associated with famous people whose glory they can reflect.  They have no characteristic bent to their personality, for it flows from without, not within.





[16] However, that which is true regarding Par’o was not true regarding the Egyptians. Although “U’Far’o hikriv”, Par’o made supreme personal efforts to overcome his innate hesitation in light of the destruction in Mitzraim, the Egyptians were not so willing to sacrifice themselves.





That is why Par’o had to persuade and cajole them to join him in this pursuit and to bribe them as well.   Nonetheless, when the Egyptian army that accompanied Par’o had a glimpse of the Divine protection afforded Israel, they evidently had a change of heart.  How do we know that?





A few verses later we read, “Va’Ani hi’n’ni m’chazek es lev Mitzraim v’yo’vo’u a’charei’hem v’i’co’v’doh b’Far’o u’v’chol chei’lo b’rich’bo u’v’fo’ro’shov” (Perek 14/Posuk 17).  I [Hashem] behold I am hardening the heart of Egypt and they will come after you [Israel] and I [Hashem] will be esteemed through Par’o and his entire army, with his chariot and his horsemen.





If the commitment of the Egyptians was as dedicated as was that of Par’o, no further heart-hardening would have been necessary.





On the other hand, the question of the punishment of the Egyptian People need not be raised. They were willing accomplices of Par’o in all that he did in Egypt.  Not once was their heart hardened.  They exercised their free-will fully and thus unquestionably deserved punishment.  





That punishment was delayed until the episode of Yam Suf in order to provide Hashem the glory and esteem to which the Posuk refers. Thus, the hardening of their hearts was a means to allow the punishment to occur in the venue that was according to the Will of Hashem.














 





