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CONGREGATION KNESETH ISRAEL/ THE WHITE SHUL

TEMPLATES OF A TRAGEDY (In two parts)                                                            R’ EYTAN FEINER

Parshas Vayishlach

The eventful encounter with Eisav now behind him, Yaakov is eager to continue his journey homeward, to the place he was compelled to leave so many years before. He departs from the confrontation unscathed as the two brothers go their separate ways, and the Torah makes it quite clear that he approaches the city of Shechem while a “shalem” in both a physical and spiritual sense.
 A promising future for Yaakov and family in tow, we nevertheless continue to turn the Torah’s pages only to unveil, alas, the unfolding of an unexpected crisis. 

Year after year, we are repeatedly saddened by the disheartening tragedy that befalls Dinah and strikes a damaging blow to her illustrious family. Dinah is raped and abducted, her father is surprisingly silent throughout the sorrowful tale, and two of her brothers ultimately destroy an entire city in retaliation. And we are left trying to make sense of it all. What really transpired in this cryptic episode- so many facts seem all too elusive- and what positive upshot could have emerged from such a severe blemish inflicted on Yaakov and family? Let us turn to the tale and see if a close scrutiny of the text might just yield some enlightening conclusions.

The Ambiguous “Daughters of the Land”

“Va’teizei Dinah bas Leah asher yaldah li’Yaakov lir’os bi’bnos ha’aretz.” Chapter 34 opens with a pasuk seemingly guilty of superfluity: do we not all know that the protagonist is the daughter of Leah and the one born to Yaakov? Explanations abound, therefore, all throughout the classical and medieval commentators
 to explain the necessity of the genealogy review. Most commentators, however, stop right there. Very few seem to be troubled by the pasuk’s conclusion: “lir’os bi’bnos ha’aretz.” Dinah left the confines of her tent
 to see the “daughters of the land.” However, the Torah’s emphasis of the extra “beis” added as a prefix to the word for daughters, seems indicative of more than just a casual act of seeing. Dinah apparently went to “see into,” to carefully observe and look over, to peer into the lives of these daughters of the land,
 and yet the Torah appears to be silent concerning any further description of these “b’nos ha’aretz.” Is this really all we know of the “daughters of the land”? 

Dinah and Shimshon

The Ba’al HaTurim and Rabbeinu Yoel turn our attention to the only other occurrence in Tanach of the word “bi’bnos.” In Sefer Shoftim (14:3), we read of Shimshon’s parents questioning their son why he seeks a Philistine wife if there are surely women to marry from among his own brethren: “ha’ein bi’bnos achecha?…”. These Rishonim, however, explain the connection based on the medrash that Yaakov was punished with the ordeal of Dinah because he hid her in a box away from Eisav’s view,
 thereby precluding any possibility of having her help return him to the proper path.
 Just as Shimshon refrained from marrying someone from his own people and that decision cost him dearly,
 so too is Yaakov punished for not allowing Dinah to marry his very own brother.
 Although it makes for an interesting connection, it still does not shed any additional light on how we are to define the nature of these “b’nos ha’aretz” that so piqued the curiosity of Dinah.

Going Back in Time…

The best route to take, naturally, is to perhaps locate yet another mention of “b’nos ha’aretz” elsewhere in chumash. From the Gra, R’ Tzaddok HaKohen, and others, we have been taught that the first mention of any word or idea in Tanach should always be sought to properly home in on its most precise definition. And indeed we are fortunate in this instance to witness another place- and an earlier place, in fact- where the words, “b’nos ha’aretz,” found their way onto the Torah’s pages. We need rewind no further than parshas Toldos, where we meet up with Rivkah just as she expresses her concern to Yitzchak of Yaakov possibly marrying into the wrong family. Let us pick up the storyline there and move in for a closer look.

Parshas Toldos is nearing its close and Yaakov has, with the aid of his mother, successfully secured the coveted brachos from Yitzchak. In the wake of having lost the blessings that were originally heading his way, Eisav is infuriated and expresses to himself the desire to kill Yaakov as soon as Yitzchak passes away.
 Through ruach hakodesh, Rivkah is made privy to Eisav’s sinister plans and immediately warns Yaakov that he must leave home and escape the wrath of his brother.             

She has yet another concern, though- and quite an important one- but decides not to express it openly to Yaakov. Her son will be leaving home shortly, and his journey will also be leading him on a search for a suitable wife. Rivkah wishes to convey her strong feelings about the possible prospects only to Yitzchak: “Katz’ti bi’chayai mipnei b’nos Cheis,” Rivkah begins, “I am disgusted with my life on account of the daughters of Cheis.”
 And her anxiety is all too clear as she continues: “If Yaakov takes a wife of the daughters of Cheis like these, of the daughters of the land (‘mib’nos ha’aretz’), then what is life to me?” 

But wait just a second-- Rivkah has not really told us anything at all about these “b’nos ha’aretz.” If her life, indeed, loses all meaning and purpose if Yaakov should marry from the “daughters of the land,” then why does she not articulate to Yitzchak the precise nature of their faults and foibles? Furthermore, what new information is she sharing with Yitzchak, the husband whose father, Avraham, stipulated quite clearly to his devoted Eliezer that the latter must stay away from the Canaanite daughters when selecting a wife for Yitzchak? Cheis, we know, was a son of the notorious Canaan, originating from the same clan about which Yitzchak’s father had done his utmost to ensure there never will arise any filial ties to that of his own. Surely, then, Yitzchak would likewise see to it that Yaakov distance himself from the Canaanite daughters before permitting him leave home. Did he really need to hear his wife’s passionate complaint, her existential denial of a meaningful life without the proper spouse by Yaakov’s side?            

The Aretz-minded Daughters

A closer look at her choice of words provides us with the missing clue. Rivka, in truth, is saying plenty. She certainly knows that Yitzchak is well aware of the inferior nature of Canaan, and he has not forgotten how his father felt compelled to send his servant on a journey for a suitable wife, even though there were Canaanite prospects much closer to home. But there is one crucial aspect of which Yitzchak is possibly unaware. And that is what Rivkah feels she must highlight, as she fittingly describes the daughters of Cheis as “b’nos ha’aretz.” They are daughters who are fully attached to the “aretz,” wholly bound to the lure of the land, the seductive pull of pure physicality. They are not merely inhabitants of the land; that is axiomatic and need not be noted. Rather, they are women inextricably tied to artziyus, to gashmiyus, to all that the purely physical land represents. Nothing more need be said. They are “b’nos ha’aretz” in every sense of the word, their modus vivendi never lifting its focus above and beyond the ground’s surface. They are daughters whose essence rings of only gashmiyus.
 Of plain and simple chomer.
 

“Aretz” vs. “Shamayim”

Daughters like these could never be allowed to enter the life of a Yaakov “ish tam yo’sheiv o’halim,” of a “mi’vakeish Hashem,”
 someone whose heart was always focused on heavenly pursuits. B’nos ha’aretz can only bring a Yaakov dangerously down to this mundane world and will never be capable of assisting him in his upward quest towards spiritual perfection.
 Regarding the gashmiyus-focused Eisav, however, we never found him receiving an explicit command from either Yitzchak or Rivkah concerning this vice of Canaan. They certainly never wanted him to marry into their families because of Canaan’s base character traits
 and inferior, cursed status, and when he married them regardless, the Torah relates that they were, “moras ruach,” a source of spiritual rebellion, to Yitzchak and Rivkah (Toldos, 26:35). Their nature as “b’nos ha’aretz,” however, never played the role it was to play now concerning the righteous Yaakov.

It is twenty-three years after Eisav had wed two women specifically from the daughters of Cheis when Rivkah finally confronts Yitzchak on the issue. She does not wish to generalize by referring to the “b’nos ha’aretz” merely as “b’nos Canaan,” as we soon witness in Yitzchak’s choice of terminology. Rivkah, the ever-watchful mother, the woman of the house with an extra dose of binah yi’seira who has closely observed her daughters-in-law for the last twenty-three years, makes Yitzchak fully aware of the nature of these daughters of Cheis married to Eisav. They are nothing but “b’nos ha’aretz,” and have assisted in maintaining Eisav’s focus purely on the aretz, on the physical realm, on the gashmiyus aspect of life. Would Yaakov- the “ish tam yo’sheiv o’halim”- follow suit, well, then the resulting distress simply translates for Rivkah into a life not worth living at all.

It Runs in the Family…

There is no need to speak with Yaakov on the matter. He must leave the house to escape the wrath and impending danger of his brother, and that must be first and foremost on his mind. After her passionate plea to her husband, she knew that Yitzchak would take the necessary measures to ensure that Yaakov never marry into a Canaanite family, just as his own father had earlier assumed that all important task regarding him. On the heels of his ordeal with Ephron and the “b’nei Cheis” in securing Ma’aras HaMachpeila for Sarah’s burial, Avraham does everything he can to ensure that Yitzchak’s wife not be a product of that same family. He had just witnessed b’nei Cheis’s overwhelming pursuit of gashmiyus as the very mention of money incited immediate avarice on their part, and he will see to it that Yitzchak remain forever apart from such aretz-centered people. 
Echoing his father’s command to Eliezer at the time of his own marriage, Yitzchak now commands (“va’yitza’veihu”- 28:1) Yaakov not to select a wife from the daughters of Canaan.
 And just as his father before him, although Yitzchak is to live for many more years after this event, this will be the last time we will encounter Yitzchak on center stage in the Torah, making sure that his own son, in turn, not marry from the daughters of Canaan. Continuing to follow Avraham’s lead, he sends Yaakov to the very same house from whence Yitzchak’s own wife emerged, to find a worthy successor to the saintly Rivkah, one capable of continuing the illustrious matriarchal line.
  

But Rivkah had another thing in mind as well. If she received the prophecy of Eisav’s soliloquy and not Yitzchak, then surely Rivkah understood that there was no need for Yitzchak to be informed of Eisav’s eventual plans for the murder of Yaakov, a fact that would certainly cause him great anguish. No, indeed the only step necessary before sending her beloved son away from home was to ensure that Yitzchak command him regarding the Canaanite daughters. Coupled with that command, though, she knew would finally come the much anticipated “birkas Avraham” (28:4), as Yaakov would be the guaranteed recipient of the promise made to his grandfather that, along with becoming a numerous “ki’hal amim,” Eretz Yisroel, the “aretz” transcending the physical realm, would forever become solely his inheritance.

Stepping Down From the World’s Stage

Her last request fulfilled, Rivkah, too, is ready to depart from center stage, as we never again see her speak on the Torah’s pages. Rivkah has faded from the spotlight, but she steps up on stage to attract the camera’s partial view one final time. That last appearance could perhaps best be described as no appearance at all, for it is her death to which we are referring, and the Torah merely alludes to it in quite a subtle fashion. We return to parshas Vayishlach (35:8) and read of the death of Rivkah’s wet nurse, Devorah, and it is there that we observe Rivkah’s final curtain call.                                         

Both Rashi and the Ramban cite the medrash (Beraishis Rabba, 81:5) that, although the pasuk makes mention only of, “Va’tamas Devora mei’nekes Rivkah,” the Torah actually wants to inform the reader of the passing of Rivkah as well,
 and it is her death that the Torah is primarily concerned with.
 Why the Torah decided to write of Rivkah’s death in such a covert fashion is a point of contention between Rashi and the Ramban (both based on various medrashim), but the Ramban does add that Yaakov’s place of sojourn was appropriately called “Alon Bachus,” for it was there that he cried over the loss of his dear mother. 
The Ramban, however, is troubled by the unusual placement of a pasuk alluding to Rivkah’s passing having been inserted in the middle of a narrative discussing Yaakov’s erection of an altar in Beis–El and the subsequent prophecy he received there.
 He therefore explains that G-d appeared to Yaakov in order to comfort him after he was informed of Rivkah’s death. Perhaps, though, we might be able to offer a reason for why the news of Rivkah’s death arrived specifically now, and that reason could possibly shed additional light on the juxtaposition of Rivkah’s death to the previous storyline on whose coattails it latched onto. 

As we pointed out earlier, Rivkah’s last spoken words noted on the Torah’s pages were that the daughters of Cheis were to be off-limits to Yaakov. At the close of parshas Toldos, we encountered Rivkah’s tremendous anxiety couched in a plea to her husband that Yaakov could never marry from the daughters of Cheis because they are “b’nos ha’aretz.” They are women who are solely focused on, and inextricably bound to, the realm of the physical, of the gashmi, of the chomer. With one of them by Yaakov’s side, he will never be capable of maximizing his enormous spiritual potential, as such a wife will hold him down too close to the aretz, too attached to the world of the mundane. That is Rivkah’s last request and with that she departed from the Torah’s center stage.

Total Separation From Canaan and the “B’nos Ha’aretz”

Through Yitzchak, she tried her utmost to instill within Yaakov the dangers of the “b’nos ha’aretz.” They can never become his partners in matrimony, and it is to be understood that he should distance himself from their influence as much as possible. And Yaakov heeds the call. He obeys the subsequent command to stay away and eventually weds the righteous Rachel and Leah. A family of eleven sons and one daughter now in tow, we revisit parshas Vayishlach to find Yaakov arriving in the city of Shechem while a “shalem” in both the physical and spiritual realms. So far so good. The Torah then informs us that Yaakov “encamped before the city” (33:18), and the Meshech Chochma expounds on the idea of the medrash that Yaakov set up techumin, boundaries, between him and the people from other nations.
 With his family mostly all formed and the bedrock of the nation of Am Yisroel now set in place, Yaakov is prepared henceforth to keep his family isolated from the harmful influence of the other nations.
 And in a context regarding what people do we first find this idea of Yaakov wishing for complete separation? 

We witness this action taken on the part of Yaakov only now when he arrives in the city of Shechem, a city inhabited by none other than the descendants of Canaan. And there even the boundaries are seemingly not enough. The very next pasuk begins by informing us that Yaakov purchased a parcel of land upon which he pitched his tent. Why would Yaakov feel the need to buy a piece of land when the city of Shechem was only a temporary stop on his journey back home?
 In order to fully separate himself and family from the society around him, R’ Yehonasan Eibshitz
 points out, Yaakov insisted on purchasing his own plot of land. To dwell on land belonging to others usually means having to then live somewhat amongst them and intermingle periodically. And Yaakov wanted no part in any of that.

His own separate parcel of land now acquired, Yaakov immediately sets up an altar there and proclaims: “E-l, the G-d of Yisroel” (33:20). Rashi cites for us the gemara (Megilla 18a) that informs us that, in truth, the Torah wishes to highlight that it was HaKB”H who actually called Yaakov, “E-l,” an appellation usually reserved for HaKB”H Himself. G-d referred to Yaakov as such, explains the Maharal (Gur Aryeh), for Yaakov had reached the lofty level of being “kadosh mei’in’yanei ha’guf,” of having separated himself from all bodily concerns and desires. He made himself holy, ultimately becoming godlike in nature.
 But only because he distanced himself from aretz-centered concerns, from gashmiyus, from the lowly world of chomer. From the lowly world of Canaan and all that it represented. 
And thus Yaakov is, indeed, truly “shalem” in the city of Shechem. He has drawn boundaries between him and the Canaanite descendants in his midst, has succeeded in procuring for himself and his family their own separate parcel of land, and has lifted himself completely above the world of chomer to a godlike status. The future of Am Yisroel looks great from here. Canaan and their way of life have been ostracized, and Yaakov must now feel ready to finally bring his family home to Yitzchak and Rivkah to cap a productive career in following through with his parents’ very last commands. 

PART II: The Next Generation

Yaakov’s seemingly perfect setup, however, was definitely not an invulnerable one. And its protection does not last for very long. While Yaakov had indeed elevated himself to a level where Canaan-like concerns were completely outside his purview, such was not the case with regard to all his children.
 Dinah journeys outside the camp and a tragic rape and abduction follow her trail. Perhaps it was only a minor infraction of “kol kevuda bas melech penima” (Tehillim, 45:14), but for a tzaddekes like Dinah, even slight infractions can carry drastic consequences.
 
What lured this daughter of Yaakov, this last child of Leah, to step outside the encampment so carefully planned out by Yaakov? The pasuk indeed provides us with the answer: “Va’teizei Dinah…lir’os bi’bnos ha’aretz.” For only the second and final time in the Torah, we encounter these “daughters of the land.” Yes, indeed, the very same “b’nos ha’aretz” that Rivkah had so vehemently warned of way before,
 now reenter the scene as their aretz-minded ways manage to attract the interest and pique the curiosity of the daughter of Yaakov.
 Yes, indeed, the daughter of the very same Yaakov who himself was instructed years before to always keep his distance from these “b’nos ha’aretz,” and who allayed the fears and anxieties of his beloved mother by heeding her call to stay far away.                                                      

Although Dinah might have inherited this "ya’tzanis" trait, this yearning to venture out- or, perhaps, it might be better defined as excessively outgoing- from her mother, Leah, there was a clear difference between mother and daughter. When Leah had earlier ventured out into the field to greet Yaakov and inform him that his bed would be moved into her tent for the night (Vayeitzei, 30:16), she was- Chazal note
- acting purely li'sheim shamayim. What better proof, in fact, than her becoming impregnated that very night with none other than the sagacious Yissachar.
 Dinah, however, was driven by improper motives,
 and the ensuing results were thus terribly tragic. 

With this in mind, how truly fascinating it is to fast-forward to the blessing given to Yissachar by Yaakov as the latter lay on his deathbed; it is there that we encounter the following: "Yissachar chamor garem…va'yeit shichmo (same word as Shechem) lisbol" (Vayechi, 49:14-15). Shechem and Chamor are hinted to- where else- but in the blessing given to Yissachar, the very product of Leah's "ya’tzanis" trait! The incident of Dinah and Shechem ben Chamor was likewise the result of Leah's "ya’tzanis" trait having been passed down to her daughter Dinah, only the latter acted instead with impure motives and therefore suffered the consequences. Both Yissachar and Shechem ben Chamor emerged on the scene because of the very same "ya’tzanis" trait— hence, it comes as no surprise that Shechem and his father are subtly alluded to in conjunction with Yissachar…             

Intertwined With “Chomer”

Dinah thus ventures out and we read of the tragic abduction at the hands of Shechem. But he is not just labeled by his name alone. No, the descriptions continue onward as the Torah wants to make it clear to the reader with whom exactly we are dealing. This is a person regarded as the son of Chamor, the “Chivi,” the “ni’ssi ha’aretz.”
 Quite fascinating indeed. 
Shechem’s father is known as “Chamor,” the very same word used to label the lowly donkey. The donkey, the Maharal writes,
 is the archetypal symbol of “chomer,” of all plain matter and physicality, of chumriyus and all its pejorative implications.
 Canaan is appropriately described as the “am ha’domeh l’chamor” (Yevamos 62a), the nation comparable to the donkey, for it represents the idea of hachna’a, of sheer subservience, just as chomer is inferior and subservient to the higher form known as tzura. Hence, their very name, “Canaan,” is drawn from its connection to the concept of “hachna’a,” and they are, consequently, a nation forever compared to the chamor which represents full servitude to a higher form. Shechem is thus a product of this chamor-like nation, the nation that personifies a purely chumriyus-centered approach to life.
 “Shechem ben Chamor…”

And the very name “Shechem?” Shechem is another word that means “a shoulder.”
 An individual’s shoulders, explains Rav Moshe Shapiro, are the beginning of his binyan ha’guf, the starting point of the physical body that is meant to be subservient to the intellect, to the seichel couched so delicately in the head, the seat of the soul. The neck is there to bridge the vastly different worlds of the spiritual and the physical, and the shoulders take over from there to begin the formation of man’s purely physical component. For the human to function in an ideal Torah-minded state, the shechem must be subservient to the far loftier rosh (‘rishon’ li’ei’varim), and only move in accordance with the proper directives of the spiritually minded intellect. Shechem, however, is referred to as “Shechem ben Chamor.” He is the “shoulder” subservient not to the head and spiritual intellect, but instead completely submissive to his chamor-like component, a “son” and servant solely of his physical, chumriyus side.

The Torah also informs us that he is a “Chivi,” a descendant of a son of the Canaan
 to which we have been referring all along. We are dealing here with a scion of the “am ha’domeh l’chamor,” an individual hailing from the nation likened to the world’s symbol of chumriyus. He is pure gashmiyus through and through. He is Canaan, and, as the son of Chamor, the son wholly submissive to inferior chomer, that which is equated with this depraved nation. He is, indeed, Canaan plus.
 

The Prince of the Land

In truth, he is even more. He is also, continues the pasuk, the “ni’ssi ha’aretz.”
 Not a mere Chivite hailing from Canaan, and not just one described as “a son of chumriyus.” He is the “prince” of all that the “aretz” represents. Like his father before him, he is the ultimate personification of a life entangled in an inextricable web of pure physicality. Shechem ben “Chamor” (=chomer) has become so purely focused on the realm of gashmiyus that he has attained a status of the “prince” over all that the earthly “aretz” represents. The lowly, the mundane, the temporal things in life-- that is all that this prince sees occupying his purely physical palace.

The connections keep getting more interesting. We have, in fact, earlier encountered people described as the “am ha’aretz,” the nation of the land. When Avraham sought a burial plot for Sarah, he arose and bowed to the “am ha’aretz, li’vnei Cheis” (Chayei Sarah, 23:7). Twice more in that narrative, we again hear of these sons of Cheis referred to as the “am ha’aretz” (pesukim 12, 13). What did these people, this “nation of the land,” center their lives around but the incessant craving of money, the insatiable pursuit of gashmiyus and all that the “aretz” personifies. In precisely such a context, among such a money and aretz-minded people, Avraham is referred to as none other than a “ni’ssi Elokim” (pasuk 6). While they live attached to the lowly ground and worthless matter, Avraham is not merely viewed as a “ben Elokim,” but is rather seen as a “ni’ssi,” a prince, whose essence is fully intertwined with G-d and godliness.
 

And the wicked Ephron? Wicked he may just be, but, interestingly enough, no titles whatsoever are accorded to him throughout the entire narrative. Although that very day he was appointed to a high post,
 the Torah offers no openly descriptive appellation. He is not to go down in history as the “ni’ssi ha’aretz” of the “am ha’aretz,” who might thus parallel Avraham on the other extreme as the “ni’ssi Elokim.” Sorry, Ephron, but that title is reserved for Shechem, the son of Chamor. While the sons of Cheis are described as the “am ha’aretz,” it is not their leader Ephron who is branded their “prince.” That title will first arrive on to the scene regarding Shechem who will stand out forever on the Torah’s pages as the “ni’ssi ha’aretz.” Not merely an ordinary member of a nation bound so tightly to the aretz like his earlier Canaanite brethren, but the “prince” of all that such a nation represents. In contrast to Avraham as the “ni’ssi Elokim,” Shechem will be regarded as the antagonist performing on the other extreme, the opposing “ni’ssi ha’aretz.” “Shechem ben Chamor, ha’Chivi, ni’ssi ha’aretz.”

Avraham, the “ni’ssi Elokim,” emerged from that ordeal with Ma’aras HaMachpeila in tow. He witnessed such cupidity and aretz-centered concerns on the part of the b’nei Cheis, and immediately thereafter, we read of his commanding Eliezer to refrain from seeking a Canaanite wife for Yitzchak. Anyone resembling these b’nei Cheis is certainly off-limits, as they will only bring a Yitzchak down to the lower realm of the mundane. A number of years later, Yitzchak himself echoes his father’s concerns, as he commands Yaakov to keep a distance from Canaanite women on the heels of Rivkah’s expressed anxiety. And Rivkah’s wording? Stay away from the “b’nos Cheis” for they are “b’nos ha’aretz.” The b’nei Cheis were described as the “am ha’aretz,” and their female counterparts are just the same. Such gashmiyus-focused “daughters of the land” also warrant a subsequent command to warn against their entrance into the family of Avraham’s descendants. 

The Subtle Battle of the “Princes”

Yaakov obeys. Dinah, however, does not. She ventures outside to closely observe these same “b’nos ha’aretz,” and their “prince,” the leader of these “daughters of the land,” is drawn to, what else, but her external beauty, her chitzoniyus, that which is associated with aretz-like concerns.
 His mind solely on chumriyus, he proceeds to abduct her and then wishes to take her as his wife.
 And how does he try to win her over? 
Based on the medrash (Beraishis Rabba, 80:7), Rashi informs us that Shechem’s seduction was rooted in a single message: “See [Dinah], your father [grandfather, Avraham] wasted so much money for one small parcel of land [the field and cave of Machpeila]. I will marry you, and you will acquire the city and all of its fields.” Back to Avraham we go…And why not? The notorious “ni’ssi ha’aretz” wishes to remind Dinah that her grandfather, the “ni’ssi Elokim,” wound up with a huge loss of money and a small plot of land to show for it. He, however, the “prince” of the land, can provide her with all the gashmiyus and all the artziyus that she could ever wish for at no cost whatsoever. This is all about the “ni’ssi ha’aretz” matching himself up against the “ni’ssi Elokim”-- which “nesi’us” brings with it more honor…

Comprehending Yaakov’s Silence

Dinah’s brothers are enraged. And yet, all the while, their father, Yaakov, is shockingly silent.
 His reticence is glaring in the face of such a stain inflicted on his household. Not a word is uttered on his part until the very end of the tale when he rebukes Shimon and Levi. But perhaps that silence is all part of Yaakov’s plan to see if his children have finally come to the recognition of the negative influences of the Canaanites, and have realized they must live completely apart from the surrounding nations as their own independent “am.” Yaakov heeded the last words of his mother, Rivkah, and worked for years to imbue within himself her crucial message of staying away from the daughters of Canaan and developing a nation solely through his own family. With his family now mostly complete, it is time to return home to his mother to show her that he fulfilled her departing wishes and she can witness his success firsthand. 

But Yaakov knows that he has not yet observed that his own children have absorbed his mother’s consequential message. It is perhaps for that reason that he decides to stop along the way to set up camp in the city of Shechem. Before bringing his family home to Rivkah, he must demonstrate to his children the importance of establishing techumin, boundaries, to separate oneself from the evil vices of the surrounding nations. In addition, they are to see that it is worthwhile to purchase, rather than rent or borrow, any place of dwelling from their Canaanite neighbors in order to preclude the need for intermingling and associating with them. Live on your own property away from the harmful influences of Canaan’s descendants. Live totally separate from them and only then can you rest assured that you will be shielded from their corrupt ways. 
Such an ingrained cognizance within Yaakov of the dangers of aretz-minded Canaan ultimately gave rise to his being called by a name of G-d. Now has come the time to see if his children can reach those same conclusions, can internalize those same realizations. When Dinah succumbs ever so slightly to the lure of the “b’nos ha’aretz,” Yaakov will remain silent throughout to observe for himself if his sons have finally gleaned from their father the all-important messages that Yaakov’s parents had earlier imparted to him.                    

“Anashim” vs. the “Na’ar”

Dinah fell prey to Shechem’s seductive trappings, but her brothers soon rise to the occasion and put Shechem and Chamor in their rightful place. Although only Reuven, Shimon, and Levi, have thus far reached the age of thirteen,
 all of the brothers are labeled collectively as “anashim” in the eyes of the Torah, a title almost always reserved for those thirteen years of age and above. Perhaps the Torah wishes to contrast the maturity and developed mindsets of the sons of Yaakov with its reference to Shechem as a mere “na’ar,” a young lad.
 These “anashim” see immediately through the outer facade of Shechem and Chamor, and display to Yaakov that they are fully aware of the importance of living apart as an independent nation. For the very first time in the Torah, we witness Yaakov and family labeled as the lofty “Yisroel,” as it is specifically his sons who proclaim in their intense anguish and fury: “Ki ni’valah a’sah b’Yisroel” (34:7).

The Different Pursuits of Father and Son

Shechem’s perverse actions are not just a blemish to Dinah, the brothers realized, but a severe blow to the new nation of Yisroel. And while Shechem only sent his father to Yaakov to procure the beautiful Dinah for him as wife (pasuk 4), Chamor- ostensibly, purely of his own volition- introduces an entirely new proposition to Yaakov and sons. “Vi’e’tanu tei’sheivu,” Chamor offers, “dwell together with us.” He raises the possibility of the two nations living side by side, their sons and daughters intermarrying with one another.
 And Yaakov proudly watches on the sidelines as the sons speak on his behalf with the cleverness and wisdom
 that he himself had been compelled to employ all too often while living in the house of Lavan. The sons of Yaakov readily realized that Chamor’s intentions were to merge together into one nation. After echoing Chamor’s words, “Vi’yashavnu it’chem,” the brothers then even add a few of their own as part of Chamor’s true intentions: “vi’ha’yinu li’am echad” (pasuk 16). And no way could they ever let that happen. There is a new nation now on the scene called “Yisroel,” and they are an independent “am,” one charged with major responsibilities, one compelled to live apart from the other nations so that they can focus purely on shamayim-centered pursuits.

“Yisroel” is Ready to Return Home
Two of Dinah’s brothers
 eventually kill out Shechem and Chamor, along with their entire city.
 Yaakov expresses his anger and disappointment with their actions, but Shimon and Levi respond in
unison, “Should he [Shechem] treat our sister like a harlot?” And Yaakov is, once again, completely silent. His lack of a response seems to be a tacit acceptance of their reasoning.
 Though he is to chide them later on his deathbed for having killed in the midst of anger, he nonetheless appears to be presently content with their response; it is only the anger itself that drove them to kill that disturbed Yaakov.
 

Perhaps his reticence further highlights that he sees his sons as fully aware of the unique status of Yisroel as a new nation, and as a nation that must resist and challenge all infiltration of negative influences. Even in situations when a stanch response might be called for. With Yaakov’s silent acceptance, the tragic episode now approaches its close. The brothers have shown Yaakov that they are equipped to continue building on the solid bedrock laid down by their father, as the nation “Yisroel” is finally ready to return to Yitzchak and Rivkah. They will now prove to their grandparents that Yaakov had indeed inculcated within them the timeless last messages that his parents had passed down to him years before.

“Together” With Yaakov

Yaakov thus continues homeward and arrives in the city of Luz, the Torah informs us, “hu, vi’chol ha’am asher imo,” he, and the entire nation with him (35:6). Until this point in time, we have only seen a reference to Yaakov and “ha’am asher ito” (32:8, and see also 33:15). While the two phrases might both be translated as, “the nation with him,” there is a crucial difference between the usage of “imo,” and that of “ito.” The latter has its root in the word, “es,” a two-letter word that connotes a nitfal, someone or something that is subservient or inferior to another. “Imo,” on the other hand, connotes a she’voi, a sense of equality, between the two objects or people on hand; it implies a true sense of togetherness.
 
Before the tragic episode of Dinah and Shechem, Yaakov’s sons were referred to merely as the members of a nation that was nitfal, subservient, to him. With the tragedy behind them and the subsequent emergence of his sons as the “anashim” who demonstrated how fully they recognized the uniqueness of “Yisroel,” the Torah then refers to Yaakov and family as, “hu, vi’chol ha’am asher imo,” appropriately viewing their interrelationship as being in a state of togetherness. Yaakov’s sons have by now absorbed his timeless messages revolving around the all-important need of remaining forever apart from Canaan and the other nations of the world whose harmful influence must be avoided at all costs. They must distance themselves from their aretz-minded concerns and focus instead on shamayim-oriented pursuits, in order to become the nation that Yitzchak and Rivkah had in mind all along. In order to fully become “Yisroel.”
 

The Story Comes to a Close… and So Does Rivkah’s “Taphkid”

Mission accomplished. Rivkah’s last words have been ingrained into Yaakov, absorbed now, as well, into the heart and souls of his sons in the wake of the Dinah tragedy. Although she has already left the Torah’s stage immediately after issuing her plea to Yitzchak that Yaakov remain completely apart from the family of Cheis/Canaan, from the “b’nos ha’aretz,” Rivkah reappears ever so subtly to recapture the spotlight for one final curtain call. The saga in Shechem has come to a close and the positive upshot of a Yaakov and the “am asher imo,” of a Yaakov and family as “Yisroel,” has emerged from the debris.

Yaakov then builds an altar, but before G-d appears to him, the Torah first lets us know that Rivkah has passed away. It is she who set in motion the transmission of the prerequisites to becoming the “Am Yisroel.” She had sent Yaakov away from Eisav, but also imbued within him the need to be separate from all the nations espousing artziyus and chumriyus. She warned so vehemently against the “b’nos ha’aretz,” alas, the very same “b’nos ha’aretz” to which her granddaughter, Dinah, fell prey. But with Yaakov’s children now “together with him” in his deeply-ingrained awareness of the dangers of the surrounding nations of the world, and the newly formed nation of “Yisroel” now on the scene and set to thrive, Rivkah is fully ready to depart from this world, mission accomplished in tow. The hint of her death, consequently, finds its rightful place specifically as Yaakov heads home with the “am asher imo.” And only now will G-d appear to Yaakov in a prophecy bringing with it the auspicious transformation of Yaakov into “Yisroel”: “…Va’yikra es shimo Yisroel.” 

All made possible only with the help and guidance of the mother who knew all along of Yaakov’s true destiny…                                                                                          
The Monumental Role of the Matriarchs

Just as Sarah passed away before being able to welcome Yitzchak back home from the scene of the Akeida, Rivkah was to depart from this world before ever actually seeing Yaakov return home along with his family of tzaddikim. The primary task of the Imahos in this world was to chase away and distance from the righteous sons the “tzad ha’ra,” the evil ones who were capable of disturbing the ultimate formation of Am Yisroel.
 Sarah had succeeded in sending Yishmael- an impediment to Yitzchak’s spiritual development- away from her righteous son. With Yitzchak’s lofty spiritual attainment at the close of the Akeida, Sarah’s job in this world was now complete and her time to depart it had now arrived. Sadly, she passed away before ever witnessing her beloved son’s return from his moment of true greatness.
But that need not concern us. She was sent to this world for a specific taphkid, and succeeded in every sense of the word. With her job fully done, she left Yitzchak in the hands of Avraham who immediately realized that, with Sarah gone, it was now time for the next pair in line to assume the helm. Immediately upon her death and subsequent burial, Avraham sends Eliezer to seek Yitzchak’s partner in continuing the patriarchal and matriarchal lines. 

Like Sarah before her, Rivkah fulfills her similar taphkid. She recognizes that with Eisav’s vices and base desires, the tandem of Yaakov/Eisav that Yitzchak might have hoped for, can simply never work. Eisav and Yaakov must be separated, and Yaakov is soon compelled to escape his brother’s wrath with all the coveted blessings in tow. Rivkah succeeded in her cunning plot to ensure that Yaakov received all the right blessings, but her job was not finished until she persuaded Yitzchak to command Yaakov regarding the “b’nos ha’aretz.” Only when Yaakov has had the dangers of the “daughters of the land” impressed upon him by his parents can Rivkah then step down from the Torah’s stage. 

When Yaakov heeds his mother’s last wishes and ingrains those same principles and words of caution within his children, within the future of Am Yisroel, then Rivkah is ready to be taken from this world. Her taphkid is complete in the wake of the Dinah tragedy and the positive ideals that resulted from the crisis, one that first arose because of those same “b’nos ha’aretz” that she had earlier warned against. Her last wishes have been realized and subsequently passed down to the next generation of the Jewish People, and Rivkah thus passes away with her life’s work now completed. Quite sadly, though, just like Sarah before her, she exits the theater before even being able to greet her son at the door upon his long-awaited return home…

� See Rashi, based on Beraishis Rabba, 79:5 (and Shabbos 33b), the gematria noted by the Rokeach, and the remarks of the Geresh Carmel on the Revid HaZahav (p. 86). See also the Malbim, and see the comments of the Maharsha in Chiddushei Aggados on Shabbos (ibid.). (See also Shearis Yisroel (Schepansky) section 2, p. 147.) In addition, see the remez of the Kli Yakar, and see the fascinating remez of R’ Shimshon from Astropoli appearing in Likutei Shoshanim and cited, as well, in Nitzutzei Shimshon and Peninim Yikarim. (I subsequently also found it cited in Peninim MiShulchan Gavoah, culled from the writings of R’ Dovid Tebel who quotes R’ Shimshon.) The Rashbam, Pa’aneach Raza, and R’ Yaakov from Vina, learn that Shalem was actually the name of the city. See the comments of R’ T. P. Frank in Har Tzvi, p. 18. See also the Abarbanel. In addition, see Sefer Roshaina, and see Torah She’leima (#58). See also the Ibn Ezra and Sforno, and see the Sefer Zikaron on Rashi. (See also the comments of the Ma’or VaShemesh, p. 94.) Lastly, see the Chida’s Divash Li’fe, ma’areches “shin,” #28.





� The list is quite a long one, with the meforshim taking often very different routes to explain the additional facts in the pasuk. See Rashi, Ramban, Radak, Rokeach, Moshav Zekainim, Rabbeinu Ephraim, Maharik, Ohr HaChaim, Malbim, Chasam Sofer, Da’as Yissaschar, Ha’emek Davar, Oznayim L’Torah, Da’as Sofrim, Tosefes Bracha, and others. The Sifsei Kohen, Tiferes Yehonasan, Panim Yafos, Apiryon, Kedushas Levi, Alumos Yosef, and Duda’ei Reuven (Mandelbaum)- with slight nuances- all seem to follow in the footsteps of the Alshich who already addressed this pasuk in his comments on 33:18. (See also Tanchuma Yashan, #18.) See especially Likutei Torah (Arizal), p. 97. In addition, see the comments of Maseis HaMelech on Vayigash, 46:15. See also the Radal’s remarks on Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer, chapter 38 (#4). Back in parshas Vayeitzei (30:21), R’ Yaakov Kaminetzky (Emes L’Yaakov) added a very interesting aspect to the Dinah/Yosef switch not mentioned by the others we quoted. (See also R’ Yaakov Ginzburg’s Zerah Yaakov on parshas Vayigash, 46:7.) Also regarding the Dinah/Yosef switch, see the Chida’s Midbar Ki’deimos, ma’areches “daled” (#1), and see Ben Shana Shaul (Bezalel Naor), p. 53. In addition, see the long list of Dinah/Yosef associations appearing in Medrash Talpiyot (“Dinah”), quoting the Tzafnas Panei’ach. (See also R’ Y. M. Stern’s Otzar HaYedios, vol. 2, p. 4.)        





� Whether or not she was lured outside by Shechem’s sly tactics or actually exited completely on her own is dependent on conflicting medrashic accounts. See Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer (chapter 38- and see Sefer HaYashar), and Medrash Seichel Tov on 34:1 (and see Tanchuma Yashan, #10). Rashi cites the medrash (Beraishis Rabba, 80:1; Tanchuma, #7) that Dinah was a “yatzanis” just like her mother, Leah. But wasn’t Leah’s “going out” done li’sheim shamayim-- and what better proof than the fact that she even merited to bear Yissachar as a result (see Eruvin 100b)? In this regard, see Peirushei Mahari MiBrona on 34:1, and see the comments of the Alter from Kelm in Ohr Rashaz, Vayishlach, ma’amar 152, R’ Yerucham Levovitz’s Da’as Torah, and R’ E. M. Bluch’s Peninei Da’as (-R’ Yosef Sorotzkin writes the same idea in his Meged Yosef). In addition, see Sefer Sarasi (Weinbaum), pp. 68-71. Coming from a different angle, the Rokeach (and the Malbim) cited in the previous footnote, writes that the Torah’s emphasis is that Dinah was a “tzenu’a” like her mother, Leah. (See also The Inside Story (Y. Tauber, based on sichos of the Lubavitcher Rebbe), pp. 88-91.) 





Of note, as well, is the brief remark of Rabbeinu Avraham ben HaRambam who writes concerning Yaakov and his family that, “nisrashlu bi’shemirasa,” they were lax in guarding her [Dinah]. The medrash in Koheles Rabba (10:8) claims that Yaakov and sons were all learning in the beis medrash at the time that Dinah went out. Perhaps the intent of the Rambam’s son is that the blame- if any- rested more on Leah…where, in fact, was she throughout the entire episode? (See, though, R’ Nissan Alpert’s (Limudei Nissan) comment on 34:5, where he suggests that Yaakov felt that he was to blame for not watching his daughter.) The Abarbanel (see also Peirush Shadal) writes that Dinah went out to see the daughters of the land because there was no other young girl at home to keep her company. He is obviously assuming that Leah’s company (together with Yaakov’s other wives) was not enough, and is also apparently not dealing with the opinion in Chazal (see Rashi on Vayeishev, 37:35) that twin sisters were born to all the brothers (except Yosef); they could certainly have provided her with adequate company. (We might also entertain the possibility of her age having played a role in her going out. Regarding her precise age at the time, see Maseches Sofrim (21:9), Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer (chapter 38), Rabbeinu Bechaye, Ibn Ezra, and the Yalkut Reuveni citing Shalsheles HaKabbalah.)                       





� The Tzror HaMor even adds that she wished to “learn from their actions.” See, however, the strong remarks of the Chasam Sofer in his Toras Moshe on 34:31. See also the understanding of the Be’er Mayim Chayim.  





� Chazal deduce this from the fact that the pasuk (32:23) only makes mention of Yaakov’s “eleven sons,” and consequently assert that the missing one was Dinah. But how did they know that it was Dinah who was hidden and not one of the other children? For various explanations, see Gur Aryeh, Levush HaOreh, Be’er Hetev, Be’er HaSadeh, Divrei Dovid, Maskil L’Dovid, Da’as Yissaschar, and Sifsei Chachamim, all commenting on Rashi (ibid.). In addition, see Yi’dei Moshe on the Medrash Rabba quoted by Rashi, and see the Gan Raveh quoting from the Adnei Paz.       





� See Rashi on 32:23 quoting from Beraishis Rabba, 76:9 (and see Koveitz Iyun HaParsha, gilyon 39 (5768), p. 41). See Amar Nikei on Rashi there for R’ Ovadia from Bartenura’s understanding of why Yaakov got punished for withholding his daughter from the wicked Eisav. See also the Chasam Sofer’s explanation of that medrash in his Toras Moshe on 34:1. (R’ Yaakov Weinberg, zt”l, from Ner Yisroel, also offered an interesting interpretation.) In addition, see the explanation appearing in Chiddushei HaLev, Toldos, 27:34, see Lev Eliyahu, Toldos, p. 94, and see Asufas Ma’arachos, Chanukah, p. 77. See also R’ M. Einstadter’s Yesodos, Vayishlach, p. 134 (and footnote #115). For other reasons why Yaakov was punished with this unexpected crisis, see Beraishis Rabba, 73:6, and the explanation of the Be’er Yosef in his comments on 34:1. See also B”R, 79:8, and the understanding of R’ Shach appearing in Machsheves Mussar, p. 231; and see B”R, 80:4, and the interpretation of the Meshech Chochma in his remarks on 35:1. Rabbeinu Bechaye (34:1) also discusses the various reasons cited in the medrashim. (See also Sfas Emes, 5639, commenting on 33:20.) In addition, see Ohr Gedalyahu, Vayishlach, pp. 117-118, and Ohr Gedalyahu on Chanukah, pp. 62, 64. See also Medrash Tanchuma, #8. The Mahari MiBrona tries to reconcile two of the conflicting reasons offered-- see his comments on p. 49. 





Regarding Yaakov’s error in withholding Dinah from Eisav, why, we might ask, was that stance any different than that of Leah who cried many tears over the dreaded possibility of winding up in matrimony with the wicked Eisav. If Leah is not at all criticized for her reluctance in wedding such a rasha, why should her daughter’s case be any different? The Nachlas Yaakov commentary on Rashi suggests two possible explanations, and R’ Yaakov Kaminetzky offers several others in his Emes L’Yaakov. Perhaps, though, we can offer that the answer lies in the fact that times changed significantly after the birth of Yosef. After all, with Yosef’s entrance into the world, Rashi (30:25) cites the medrash that now Yaakov was fully confident and secure in G-d’s protection from Eisav, for “nolad sitno shel Eisav.” Yosef possessed the ability to counter any threat from Eisav and, with him in tow, Yaakov felt adequately prepared to face his brother once again. (See the comment of the Da’as Zekainim MiBa’alei HaTosfos on 33:11.) If so, then why is it not reasonable to assume that Dinah could wed Eisav, and any negative implications would- if and when necessary- be countered by Yosef (Dinah’s “switch-mate”)? Leah, on the other hand, was faced with the precarious prospect of marrying Eisav without the “sitno shel Eisav” in tow to assist her in keeping Eisav in check.         





� In truth, the pesukim make it clear that Shimshon was informed bi’ruach ha’kodesh that he should take wives from the daughters of the Philistines. In what regard, exactly, did Shimshon err, is a point discussed by many; see Michtav Me’Eliyahu, vol. 2, p. 273, and see the approach of R’ Shimshon Pincus in Tiferes Torah: Likutim, pp. 111-113. See also R’ G. Weiss’s Samson’s Struggle, pp. 69-70. According to R’ Pincus’s understanding that Shimshon’s sin was specifically in his “ri’eya,” in the misuse of his eyes for thoughtfully seeing that which he should not have (and thus he loses both his eyes later on, midah kineged midah), the connection then made by the Rishonim of Dinah to Shimshon becomes ever so clear: they both sinned specifically by following their eyes… See Bamidbar Rabba, 10:16. (They are also both described as having ties to the snake, specifically the “nachash ha’kadmoni”: Regarding Shimshon, see Beraishis Rabba, 98:14 and 99:11, and Medrash HaGadol and the Rekanati on Vayechi, 49:17. Regarding Dinah, Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer (chapter 38- see also Rabbeinu Yoel’s Sefer HaRamazim on 34:2) notes that Shechem is referred to as “ha’chivi,” an allusion to the snake which is called a “chavaya,” for his rape of Dinah was comparable to the acts of the “nachash ha’kadmoni.” Worthy of further analysis is also the idea that Dinah could have married and thereby “corrected” Eisav- she was kept away from him, and now a part (nitzutz) of Eisav reincarnates as Shimshon who is charged with being “misakein” the failings of his predecessor. See Galya Raza (Yerid HaSeforim edition, pp. 289-290) and Nitzutzei Shimshon (parshas Toldos, p. 18), for many connections between Eisav and Shimshon, a cheilek of Eisav’s gilgul. See also the Rama MiPhano’s Gilgulei Neshamos, #52, and the Meir Ayin commentary there, #246.) See also the Chida’s Divash Li’fe, ma’areches “shin,” #29.           





� See Emes L’Yaakov on 32:23 for the interesting remarks of R’ Yaakov Kaminetzky in this regard. 





� Allow me to share a difficulty that has been troubling me for some time. Eisav harbored tremendous hatred for Yaakov after the latter received the firstborn blessings, and thus says to himself: “May the days of mourning for my father draw near, then I will kill my brother Yaakov” (27:41). Not wishing to ever pain his beloved father by killing Yaakov while Yitzchak remained alive, Eisav plans instead on delaying the murder until after Yitzchak’s passing. (See Lev Eliyahu, Toldos, pp. 93-94, and see R’ Y. A. Wolf’s Likutim ViHa’aros, Vayechi, p. 159. See, however, Targum Yonasan ben Uziel on the pasuk, where it does not seem to be an issue of caring at all for Yitzchak. In addition, see the interpretation appearing in the Peirush Yonasan-- perhaps the author was also bothered by the forthcoming issue. (See also Sha’arei Orah, vol. 1, p. 38.) According to the explanation appearing in Rashi on Yechezkel, 35:10 (cited here in Mosaf Rashi- and based on Beraishis Rabba, 67:8), it was also clearly not an issue of having respect for Yitzchak. (Regarding this opinion, see HaAvos VihaShevatim (Korman), pp. 142-143.) See also the medrash recorded in Vayikra Rabba (27:1) and Esther Rabba (7:23) concerning Eisav’s true intent, and see the remarks of R’ Mendel Kaplan in Reb Mendel and his Wisdom, pp. 187-188.) 





The Malbim understands that Eisav wanted to avenge his loss of the blessings by killing Yaakov and also by simultaneously causing Yitzchak, the one who gave Yaakov the blessings, to mourn Yaakov’s death. The Ramban, however, does write that Eisav did not want to cause his father any pain while still alive, but he also suggests that perhaps Eisav’s concern was simply not to be cursed by Yitzchak if Yaakov would be murdered at his hands. Regardless, Rivkah is intent on sending Yaakov away from home on the heels of her revelation, and we are left to wonder why the immediate departure was necessary if Rivkah clearly heard that Eisav had no plans of murder until after Yitzchak’s death. Perhaps, though, this last point can be answered by simply assuming that Rivkah was concerned lest Yitzchak die suddenly, leaving Yaakov without ample time to flee. (I subsequently saw that the Ramban (27:41) indeed mentions this concern, while also adding that Eisav might just kill Yaakov on the spur of the moment at a chance encounter.) In addition, perhaps Rivkah, the mother who knew her Eisav all too well, was worried for a likely breach of vow as Eisav’s rage and fury were far too intense for him to hold out that long, as we shall soon see. (I subsequently came across R’ Te’umim’s Drush Vi’Chidush where the author also touches upon some of these points.) 





Assuming that Eisav seems to clearly indicate that he will not cause his father pain by killing Yaakov during Yitzchak’s lifetime, then how are we to understand Eisav’s subsequent attempts at killing Yaakov even while Yitzchak remained alive and healthy? In Vayeitzei (29:11), Rashi informs us that one reason why Yaakov cried upon meeting Rachel for the first time was because he had given all his possessions over to Eliphaz who was sent by his father, Eisav, to kill Yaakov. Again when Yaakov and Eisav finally meet in person in this week’s parsha (33:4), Rashi only quotes for us the conflicting opinions recorded in the Sifri (Beha’aloscha, #69) regarding the sincerity of Eisav’s kiss, but the medrash (Beraishis Rabba, 78:12) notes the opinion that Eisav actually tried biting Yaakov on the neck (apparently with the intent to kill him), but his neck miraculously turned to marble. 





Was Eisav simply so enraged that he forgot, or perhaps intentionally disregarded, his earlier self-proclaimed vow to wait until his father’s death before taking any action to kill Yaakov? (It could very well be that once Eisav heard that the blessings to Yaakov were actually materializing, reality fully set in as he realized the magnitude of his loss and his fury was rekindled.) Perhaps we are to assume that such was, in fact, the case and his kibud av no longer played such a prominent role in his life. This might help explain why he did not divorce his Canaanite wives even after hearing of his father’s anguish- “then Eisav perceived that the daughters of Canaan were evil in the eyes of Yitzchak, his father” (28:8)- but instead merely took another unsuitable wife in addition to them. (See there the comments of R’ Hirsch. See also Bi’urei HaGra (“mek’sav yad”), Givi’e Givea HaKesef, p. 238.) If we are correct, however, then we run into the problem of why the only real claim against Eisav’s deficiency in the mitzvah of kibud av was his inner longing for Yitzchak’s death in order to allow for the murder of Yaakov. The medrashim- see Lev Eliyahu on Vaeschanan (pp. 177-178) for a number of them- only make an issue of this last point while ignoring the more blatant violations that we have just discussed. How exactly are we to reconcile all of the above?                          





� See the interesting remez brought in R’ Moshe HaKohen’s Kehillas Moshe, pp. 19-20. 





�  See R’ C. E. Cohen’s Nachalas Eliezer, vol. 2, hashmatos, pp. 300-301. See also the Biala Rebbe’s Divrei Binah, p. 226. 





� And thus Canaan is likened to the chamor, the donkey, the symbol of all chomer. See the Maharal’s treatment of this idea in his Gur Aryeh (Noach, 9:23), Gevuros Hashem (chapter 4), and Tiferes Yisroel (chapter 37). See also the elaboration appearing in my essay on parshas Chayei Sarah, “Search of a Servant” (section: “The Curse of Eternal Servitude”). See also R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s Pri Tzaddik, vol. 2, parshas Shemos, #12.      





� See Targum Yonasan ben Uziel on the pasuk in Toldos (25:27), and see Targum Onkelos on Ki Sisa, 33:7.  





� See the poignant- and quite relevant- remarks of R’ Mordechai Yaakov Galinkin in his Drashos HaRim, p. 41.  





� See Drashos HaRan, drush 5 (pp. 68-69).  





� However, it is quite interesting to note that, with all of Eisav’s wrongdoings, the only time in the Torah where we find him causing “moras ruach” to his parents (and even to the Yitzchak who loved him), is with regard to his wedding the daughters of Cheis, the “b’nos ha’aretz.” Yaakov was punished with the ordeal concerning Dinah, Chazal inform us (see footnote 6), because he hid her from view and thus withheld her from catching Eisav’s roving eyes. Dinah apparently had the ability to empower Eisav to correct his ways, and surely could have enabled him to divorce his Canaanite wives upon taking Eisav’s side in matrimony. Midah kineged midah, it is Dinah’s roving eyes which, in turn, catch sight of the similar b’nos ha’aretz to which Eisav had earlier fell prey, and those whom she could have possibly banished from his midst had she taken his hand in marriage. Next week’s essay will discuss Dinah’s tikkun. Regarding the tikkun of Eisav, though, we mentioned (end of footnote 7), that a part of him reincarnated as Shimshon who, himself, fell prey to the lure of his roving eyes. Hence, it is precisely in the episode of Dinah where we find the Ba’al HaTurim and Rabbeinu Yoel pointing out the connection of Dinah’s “bi’bnos” to the “bi’bnos” of Shimshon. Coupled with this connection, the Galya Raza writes (p. 290) that just as Eisav caused pain and anguish to his mother by marrying the daughters of Cheis, so did Shimshon’s wives cause him pain as he, too, married “foreign” wives. And what pasuk does the Galya Raza cite as proof that Eisav caused Rivkah pain? “Katz’ti bi’chayai mipnei b’nos Cheis…”           





� Even had he been left completely on his own in this matter, would the righteous Yaakov ever have possibly taken a wife from the daughters of Canaan? Perhaps we could suggest that he might have rationalized as follows. The Zohar, the Shlah HaKadosh (Torah Shebik’sav, Chayei Sarah, #3), and other works (see especially R’ Dovid Tebel from Lisa’s Nefesh Dovid, beginning of parshas Toldos), write of how the “zuhama,” the tumah-like aspects ingrained in the Avos and Imahos from their less-than-praiseworthy ancestry, had to be extricated from their midst in order to ultimately produce the twelve shevatim and the solid formation of the B’nei Yisroel. Avraham thus married Hagar so that the ensuing offspring could absorb and take with him all the zuhama imparted to him from Terach, leaving a fully righteous Yitzchak to be born from the union of Avraham and Sarah. (It struck me as somewhat disturbing that the gematria of “Yitzchak” happens to equal the gematria of “Hagar” (unless, of course, we understand it as a “zeh li’umas zeh” relationship…). Based on the Zohar’s line of reasoning, R’ Moshe Leifer (author of Mishmeres Shabbos on hilchos Shabbos) suggested that perhaps the connection lies precisely in this point that only through the vehicle of a Hagar was the fully righteous Yitzchak eventually able to come about.) Rivkah came into marriage with tumah from the house of Besuel and Lavan, and it resulted in bearing an Eisav along with a Yaakov.





Perhaps, then, Yaakov might have felt that, he too, like Avraham before him, should wed a woman from the outside to produce offspring upon whom could rest all the remaining zuhama that could still be around before producing- together with the daughters of Lavan- the twelve fully untainted shevatim. Yitzchak and Rivkah knew, however, that all the zuhama had already been addressed and purged from their family, and the stage was already set in place for Yaakov to wed the daughters of Lavan and immediately begin to beget the twelve shevatim. (The Maharal discusses the idea that, after Yaakov’s “mi’taso shi’leima” which transformed his family into its own “umah,” it could even be possible for his children to then marry from the daughters of Canaan. See his Gur Aryeh on Vayeishev, 38:2.)                       





� How could Yitzchak command Yaakov with regard to whom he should marry? In Y”D, siman 240 (25), the Rama rules- based on Shu”t Maharik (#166)- that one is not at all obligated to listen to his parents concerning the right woman to marry? See the explanation of the Meshech Chochma, parshas Chayei Sarah, 24:7. See also the Torah Temimah’s Tosefes Bracha on the pasuk in Toldos. Regarding the issue in general, see also Shu”t Maharshdam (OC”H, #95), Shu”t Noda B’Yehuda (Mahad”t, EVH”E, #45), Shu”t Maharam Schick (Y”D, #208), Shu”t Meishiv Davar (vol. 1, #50), Shu”t Avnei Tzedek (vol. 2, #99), Chazon Ish (Y”D, #149 (7)), and Shu”t Sheivet HaLevi (vol. 2, #111 (17)- see also vol. 4, #124). See also Si’dei Chemed, ma’areches “chof,” klal 147. In addition, see the interesting case discussed in Shu”t Maharam Padua (#74).       





� Parenthetically, it is interesting to consider the fact that such righteous women were raised in the house of Lavan. How was it at all possible for a Rivkah, Leah, and a Rachel to grow up in the house of Besuel and Lavan, in a place replete with idolatry, and emerge so incredibly righteous? See R’ Yosef Chaim’s Shu”t Rav Poalim, vol. 4, Kuntrus Sod Yesharim, #7.     





� See the fascinating gematria remez noted by Rabbeinu Ephraim.





� See also the related remarks appearing in my essay on parshas Devarim.





� See also the Abarbanel and the Kli Yakar.


 


� See also Beraishis Rabba, 79:7, for the medrash’s application to the “techumin” of Shabbos, and the related remarks of R Mordechai Miller in his Sabbath Shiurim (5739), parshas Bamidbar, p. 214.   





� This action clearly can be seen as the precedent for the conditions that Yaakov stipulated before agreeing to head down to live in Mitzraim. See the Meshech Chochma’s elaboration in his comments on 33:18, where he discusses Yaakov’s insistence on dwelling only in Goshen. We might add that just as Yaakov also preceded his descent to Mitzraim with the sending of Yehuda to first establish a beis medrash, so too do we find here that Yaakov “built himself a house” (33:17) which, Targum Yonasan ben Uziel notes, refers to the building of a beis medrash. And this took place just before the pasuk indicating that Yaakov set up boundaries separating his family from the other nations. See also the remarks of R’ Simcha Zissel Broide in his Sam Derech, pp. 82-83, and see his Sam Derech on parshas Beha’aloscha, p. 213. The Degel Machaneh Ephraim learns that the “bayis” refers, rather, to a “beis tefilla.” See also the comments of the Noam Elimelech and the remarks of R’ Aharan Rokeach from Belz (Mahar”a Mi’Belz, p. 35).         





� Why, in fact, did Yaakov even feel the need to stop at all on his way home, something he ultimately was punished for (see Megilla 17a)? R’ Chaim Kaniyevsky offers an interesting approach in his Ta’ama Dikra. 





� See his Tiferes Yehonasan on the pasuk. See the Imrei Noam (Ba’alei HaTosfos)- apparently drawn from Nimukei HaRid (Tosfos Rid)- and see Ibn Ezra and Oznayim L’Torah for alternate explanations.





� See also the related remarks in the journal, Kol HaTorah (Nissan 5763, vol. 54), kuntrus Zichron Tzvi, p. 119. 





� In this regard, see R’ Goldvicht’s Asufas Ma’arachos on Succos (Ushpizin- Yaakov), and see the comments of R’ Shimshon Pincus in his Tiferes Torah on chumash, p. 70.   





� See also the comments appearing in Avnei Varekes.





� See the Peirush HaTorah of R’ Shmuel ben Chafni Gaon, and see Peirushei Mahari MiBrona. In addition, see the B’nei Yissaschar’s Igra D’Kallah, and see also the Be’er Mayim Chayim, all commenting on 34:1. 





� In Kol Eliyahu (Mikeitz, 42:36- see also Divrei Eliyahu and Peninim MiShulchan HaGra), there appears a beautiful remez of the Vilna Gaon regarding Rivkah’s response to Yaakov when he expressed his fear that Yitzchak will discover his deceitful guise as Eisav and curse him rather than bless him. Rivkah responded: “A’lai kililascha bi’ni,” Your curse be upon me, my son (Toldos, 27:13). What was she really hinting to him at the time? That his troubles and ordeals in life will all center around “a’lai,” will all be contained within the word’s rashei teivos of ayin/lamed/yud. The “ayin” stands for Eisav, the “lamed” for Lavan, and the “yud” for his ordeal regarding Yosef. (That is why when Yaakov fears regarding Binyamin’s descent to Mitzraim, he expresses his anguish with the words, “A’lai ha’yu chulana” (Mikeitz, 42:36). Based on Rivkah’s earlier allusion, Yaakov thought that all his troubles in life were to be contained solely within “a’lai,” and here seemed a new one revolving around Binyamin.)





But what, we might ask, about the tzara of Dinah? Yaakov is described in Chazal as having been plagued with four tzaros (corresponding to the four future exiles of his descendants), and one of them is the one concerning Dinah’s abduction. Why, then, does Rivkah not hint to it along with the others? Based on what we have presented above, perhaps it is simply because the tzara only occurred because Dinah ventured out to observe the “b’nos ha’aretz,” the very same “daughters of the land” that Rivkah had already warned so harshly against. With all her efforts instilling within Yaakov- and ultimately his eventual family- the importance of precluding any association with these women, this was a tzara that Rivkah could never include in the word, “a’lai,” upon me, because this one certainly could never be traced back to, nor blamed on, her.         





� When all is said and done, these “b’nos ha’aretz” forever represent nothing but pure vanity, nothing but “hevel havalim.” That is what caught Dinah’s eyes, and thus we are not the least bit surprised to find Rabbeinu Ephraim point out that the rashei teivos of “lir’os bi’bnos ha’aretz” form the word “hevel” (spelled backwards). In his Toras Moshe on 34:31, the Chasam Sofer notes the same remez but clearly did not see it in the commentary of Rabbeinu Ephraim. 





� See footnote 3. 





� See, however, the comments of R’ Y. L. Chasman in his Ohr Yahel, vol. 2 (new edition), p. 30.





� See, however, the comments of the Geresh Carmel on the Revid HaZahav (p. 86).





� The added descriptive terms are, in actuality, dangling modifiers, leaving us with no explicit indication as to whether they refer back to Shechem or refer instead to his father, Chamor. It seems clear from the Ramban and the Radak that they see Shechem as the “ni’ssi ha’aretz.” Rabbeinu Ephraim states clearly that both Chamor and his son, Shechem, were “nessi’im.” (See also Chiddushei HaRan to Sanhedrin 56b, and see Sha’arei Aharon’s comment here, based on Rashi to Shoftim, 9:28.) In assuming that Shechem was, indeed, the “ni’ssi ha’aertz,” the continuation of this essay definitely rests on solid backing. Even were we to espouse the opinion of Rabbeinu Ephraim, we could still posit that both Chamor and his son represented the very same idea of overwhelming attachment to the world of chomer.         





� See footnote 11, and see here Rabbeinu Yoel’s Sefer HaRamazim.





� The primary negative trait associated with the chamor is thus understandably tai’va, the root of base lusts, greeds, and desires- see the Gra’s Yahel Ohr, likutim to parshas Behar.


  


� See also R. Y. M. Charlap’s Mei Marom, vol. 5, pp. 63-64.





� “Va’yeit shichmo”- Vayechi, 49:15. The Sifsei Kohen explains the name “Shechem” based on its connotation of a cheilek, meaning “a portion,” as seen in Vayechi, 48:22. See his understanding of why specifically that choice of name for the antagonist in our story, and see also the Sheim MiShmuel, 5672 (p. 12), quoting his father who also provides an explanation based on the connection of “Shechem” to “cheilek.” These explanations can be somewhat substantiated by the Sefer HaRamazim where Rabbeinu Yoel notes that Shechem’s request to Chamor of “Kach li” is comprised of the very same letters that spell the word “chelki”- my cheilek, my portion.         





� See parshas Noach, 10:17.





� Based on all the aforementioned, we are not at all surprised to glean from Chazal that the tragic episode of Shechem and Dinah corresponds specifically to the exile of Yavan. See Berasishis Rabba (84:2), and Shemos Rabba (26:1), and see Ohr Gedalyahu on Vayishlach, pp. 114-118, and Ohr Gedalyahu on Chanukah, pp. 61-65. See also R’ Avraham Azulai’s Chesed L’Avraham (Ein Mishpat, nahar 25), and the Sheim MiShmuel on Chanukah (5671, p. 7). In addition, see Tzerufa Imrasecha (Goldwasser), pp. 82-83. Yavan, of course, is the nation that stood for physical man’s supremacy whose people focused purely on the chumriyus parts of life. Numerous meforshim on the Chanukah saga elaborate on this correlation.        





� See footnote 28. 


 


� Regarding how precisely to understand the usage here of “Elokim,” see the Ibn Ezra, Radak, Ralbag, and Ramban. See also R’ C. Y. Farkas’s Nikadesh Es Shimcha, pp. 40-41. In addition, see the Rogatchover Gaon’s Tzafnas Panei’ach on the Rambam, Hilchos Terumos, 1:1-2.





� Rashi on 23:10, quoting from Beraishis Rabba, 58:7.





� See also R’ Avigdor Miller’s The Beginning, p. 509. 





� In truth, although predominantly attracted to Dinah’s exquisite beauty, Shechem then seeks her hand in marriage because he also wants to join together with the family of Yaakov- as indicated by Dinah’s description as “bas Yaakov”- but his motives are not li’sheim shamayim. The Ramban (34:12) does, in fact, state quite clearly that the “cheishek ha’gadol” of Shechem was always Dinah’s extreme beauty. Regarding Shechem’s motives in pursuing Dinah, see also the comments of the Radak, Rabbeinu Yoel, Moshav Zekainim, Sforno, the commentary of the Maharzu on Beraishis Rabba, 80:7, Shemen Aparsimon, Oznayim L’Torah, and Chiddushei HaLeiv.   





� For other interpretations besides my own forthcoming one, see the Ramban, Rabbeinu Yonah, Rabbeinu Avraham ben HaRambam, the Yifei Toar and the Ra’avam (quoted in Sha’arei Aharon), Abarbanel, Tzror HaMor, R’ Chaim Vital’s Eitz HaDa’as Tov, Tiferes Yehonasan, R’ Dovid Tebel from Lisa’s Nefesh Dovid, K’sav Sofer, Oznayim L’Torah, and Emes L’Yaakov. (My own understanding could perhaps work well with the terminology of the Radak.)  





� Whether or not Levi had actually reached the age of thirteen at this time seems a bit vague. In 34:25, the Torah does make it quite clear that Levi is regarded as an “ish,” and Rashi (in Nazir (29b) and in his commentary on Avos 5:21), in fact, learns from here that one is not classified as an “ish” until having reached the age of thirteen. He adds that we have a tradition that Levi was indeed thirteen years old at the time. (See also the Torah Temimah.) See, however, Yalkut Shimoni (remez #135), and the Magen Avraham’s insight appearing in his Zayis Ra’anan there. See also Rabbeinu Bechaye on the pasuk and Chavel’s accompanying remarks. In addition, see the Bartenura, Tosfos Yom Tov, Gra, and Tosfos R’ Akiva Eiger on the mishna in Avos (ibid.), and see the collection of the Tosfos Yom Tov’s insights published at the back of Megillas Eivah (Yerushalayim, 5759), #112, p. 241. See also Beraishis Rabba, 80:10, and the accompanying meforshim, and see Pa’anei’ach Raza on 34:25. See also R’ Chaim Kaniyevsky’s Ta’ama Dikra and R’ Shmarya Schulman’s Marish B’Birah. 





In Shu”t HaRosh (klal 16 (#2)), the Rosh writes that the ages of thirteen and twelve, respectively, are not deduced from any pasuk, but are rather included with all the shiurim that have been passed down from Sinai- “halacha li’Moshe MiSinai.” See Shu”t Chasam Sofer (Y”D, #317- see also #144), based on Rambam, Hilchos Melachim, 9:10; it should be noted, though, that the Maharsha (Chiddushei Aggados, Bava Basra 91a) clearly learnt differently. See also Beis Shlomo, OC”H, #66, and Bris Yaakov, vol. 1, #21. In addition, see the remarks of R’ Yosef Chaim in his Shu”t Rav Poalim, vol. 1, Kuntrus Sod Yesharim, #3. (It should also be pointed out that the Alshich suggests that perhaps the “anashim” of the pasuk refers only to the three oldest of Yaakov’s sons; it appears, however, to be somewhat difficult to read and apply such an approach to the text.)                        





� Hence, when Yaakov criticizes Shimon and Levi on his deathbed, “…ki vi’apam hargu ish” (Vayechi, 49:6), we are not surprised to find Rashi there interpreting the word “ish” as a reference to Chamor [and the people of his city], rather than choosing to highlight Shechem, the real antagonist of the story. (See, however, the gematria of the Ba’al HaTurim.) Interesting to note, as well, is that the Torah here also refers to Dinah as a “na’arah,” but the word is spelled without its usual final “heh.” Perhaps the Torah is sending us a subtle hint that her yetzi’a was more similar to the actions of the “na’ar” in the narrative than it was to the responsible actions of her brothers who are regarded as “anashim.” See also the Rokeach and Rabbeinu Yoel’s Sefer HaRamazim, and see the understanding of the Sifsei Kohen. Regarding that which Shechem refers instead to Dinah as a “yaldah,” see Rabbeinu Ephraim, Alshich, Sifsei Kohen, Tiferes Yehonasan, Malbim, Da’as Sofrim, and Emes L’Yaakov.         





� An interesting point to ponder: All of the sons of Yaakov expressed their rage at the rape and abduction of their sister, Dinah. All, that is, except for one- the lone son who was not yet born. Binyamin was the sole child of Yaakov not to witness the tragedy and take part in trying to rectify the damage. It was thus never ingrained within him the impact that such a horrific display of arayos with someone from Yisroel could have on the Jewish People. If this awareness was never made part and parcel of Binyamin’s essence to then be passed down to his future generations, should we be so surprised to find that a similar horrific tragedy of “Pi’legesh biGiv’ah” was able to transpire within the Jewish ranks, but only within the tribe of Binyamin. Only within the lone tribe absent from the Shechem/Dinah episode...something to consider…     





� Take note of the interesting differences in the respective approaches of Chamor and Shechem: “Vayi’daber (dibbur) Chamor i’tam…ti’nu na…” (34:8) vs. “Va’yomer (amira) Shechem el avi’ha vi’el ache’ha…u’ti’nu li…” (pasuk 12). The differences could be readily understood based on the distinction drawn by the Ridefai Maya between dibbur and amira (see my essay on Shavuos, “Aseres HaDibros/Asarah Ma’amaros”). In brief, dibbur implies that a relationship exists between the speaker and the listener; that is why Targum Onkelos translates every, “Va’yidaber…el…,” as spoken words said “im,” together with, the listener. Amira, on the other hand, refers to words uttered by the speaker without implying that any relationship really exists between the 


two; that is why Onkelos translates every “el” following a “Va’yomer” by simply placing a “li-“ prefix before the listener’s name. An amira does not mandate a relationship and is therefore also the choice of word used almost every time we encounter a soliloquy in the Torah. 





Based on this distinction, we are equipped to readdress our diyukim. Chamor, we explained above, approached Yaakov [and sons] with the desire to merge their respective nations, and therefore spoke in a fashion implying that he wished for there to exist a real relationship between them. He is thus “midaber” his message, and also speaks “i’tam,” to them (see Onkelos: “im’hon”) because he views them all as one collective party with whom he wants to join. In addition, when he does ask on his son’s behalf, he adds the word “na” as a respectful plea for them to heed his request. Shechem, on the other hand, is primarily interested in just securing Dinah for a wife, and is thus really only speaking to them (Onkelos: “li-“) and not with them. His is only an amira, and it is as if he is speaking separately to Yaakov and his sons- “el avi’ha vi’el ache’ha”- because he is not viewing them in the context of a single nation with which he wishes to join. Nor does he care to implore from them in a respectful manner- he is only concerned with his own personal interests, and consequently drops the “na” that his father had added. 





Notice, as well, that when the brothers eventually reply to the requests of the two of them and reciprocate with a proposal of their own, the Torah writes that, “their proposal seemed good in the view of Chamor, and in the view of Shechem, Chamor’s son” (34:18). Why not just state succinctly that, “the proposal seemed good to them”-- aren’t we all well aware of whom the listeners were? Why must they be singled out individually? The Torah, I believe, wishes to highlight that Chamor and Shechem approached Yaakov with two different requests that were consequently delivered in two separate fashions. The brothers thus responded with a proposal which “seemed good” to Chamor and Shechem individually; they each heard a proposal in accordance with their own unique request- each heard only what they wanted to hear…           





� See Targum Onkelos and Targum Yonasan ben Uziel on 34:13.


 


� Why did Reuven, the eldest brother and the only other one above the age of thirteen, not feel the urge to avenge Dinah’s rape and abduction along with Shimon and Levi? See the Chasam Sofer’s Toras Moshe on 34:1 for an interesting approach. See also Yalkut Reuveni citing the Zohar. We might also wonder why it was Shimon- not Levi- who agreed to wed Dinah— see the Izhbitzer’s Mei HaShiloach, vol. 1, parshas Toldos, p. 34.       


  


� Regarding the justification and halachik permissibility for killing all the people of Shechem, see the Rambam (Hilchos Melachim, 9:14- see the Lechem Mishna, Radbaz, and R’ Shach’s Avi Ezri- and see R’ Yechezkel Abramsky’s remarks quoted in Peninim MiShulchan Gavoah, p. 175); the Ran and Meiri on Sanhedrin (56b); Ramban (34:13); Rabbeinu Bechaye (ibid.); the commentary of the Rosh, Ba’al HaTurim (34:12); Da’as Zekainim MiBa’alei HaTosfos (34:25); Pa’anei’ach Raza; Shu”t Rama (#10); Shu”t Machaneh Chaim (vol. 2, OC”H, #22); Chasam Sofer (especially Shu”t Chasam Sofer, vol. 6, CH”M, Likutim (14)); Ohr HaChaim; Kasnus Ohr (of the Panim Meiros); Malbim; Pardeis Yosef; Beis HaLevi; Kli Chemda (end of #4); Meshech Chochma; Divrei Maharia (As-had); Chiddushei HaRim; Avodas Yisroel; Gevuras Yitzchak quoting the Brisker Rav (also appears in Nesivos Rabboseinu)- and see Chiddushei Maran Riz HaLevi (and see R’ Finkelstein’s Torah Ohr and R’ Stern’s Siach Dovid, both commenting on the Brisker Rav’s remarks); Sam Derech; R’ Y. A. Wolf’s Likutim ViHa’aros; R’ Y. M. Charlap’s Mei Marom (vol. 5, p. 94); Maseis HaMelech; Ta’am ViDa’as; Minchas Asher; and the sefer Chagvei HaSelah (pp. 41-43). See also the Torah journal, Mivakshei Torah (Cheshvan 5763 (7:32), p. 44), quoting from R’ Shach’s gloss on the side of his Rambam. Furthermore, we might ponder why Shimon and Levi did not bother asking their father first-- see the Divrei Yechezkel (Halberstam) on 34:31.            





� I subsequently found that the sefer, Pirkei Beraishis (Breur), dedicates several pages to this issue alone-- see vol. 2, chapter 31. See also Meged Yosef quoting his grandfather, R' Zalman Sorotzkin. In addition, see Ner Uziel (Milevsky), p. 211.    





� See especially the comments of R’ Yerucham Levovitz in his Da’as Torah on 34:25. See also Imrei Shefer (Sichos Mussar) on the parsha. See, however, the understanding of the Ramban.





� See R’ Yonah Ibn Genach’s Sefer HaSharashim, and see R’ Vortheimer’s Bi’ur Sheimos HaNirdafim, pp. 64-66, where the author offers numerous illustrations. The distinction is outlined by the Gra, as well, appearing in Kol Eliyahu and Divrei Eliyahu on parshas Balak, 22:12- and see also HaK’sav ViHa’kabbalah there. (The comment of R’ Chaim Volozhiner in his Ruach Chaim on Avos, 2:2 (equating “im” with a sense of ti’feilus), thus strikes me as a bit difficult.) See also the Divrei Sha’ul on Vayeira, 22:3, discussing the same distinction, and see the Malbim’s Ya’ir Ohr, “aleph,” #45. See also Shu”t Avnei Cheifetz (#83), quoting the Malbim and the HaK’sav ViHa’kabbalah. In addition, see R’ Efrati’s Parshas HaAkeida, pp. 135-140, and his Vavim L’Amudim, p. 60. (See also the distinction appearing in Mi’Peninei HaRav, parshas Bo, p. 290.)   





� Regarding Dinah, however, we sadly hear very little more about her henceforth in time—even in the medrashic literature, only a few scarce details surrounding the remainder of her life are discussed (with many facts left unclear). Perhaps her name even alludes to this sense of her feeling a bit “pushed away,” as the letters comprising “Dinah” also spell “niddah,” the menstrual woman temporarily “pushed away” from her husband.         








� See Emunas Eliezer on Purim, p.33, quoting R’ Yitzchak Hutner’s explanation of a Toras Kohanim.  





� As the parsha progresses onward, we soon meet up with Rachel as she undergoes sever labor pains and eventually dies in the course of childbirth. (See the fascinating gematria appearing in Pa’aneach Raza.) Binyamin has crossed the threshold into the world’s arena and with him comes the second son of Rachel who, together with Yosef, is empowered with the ability to counter the koach of Eisav in the world. Throughout our history, it will be the sons of Rachel, the scions of Yosef and Binyamin, who will possess the ability to destroy the forces of Amalek over the course of time. (For a detailed analysis, see my essay on parshas Vayigash, “The Roar That Broke The Silence.”) With her job of finishing the work started by Rivkah in countering the influence of Eisav in the world and, specifically, on the Jewish people, Yaakov’s “akeres ha’bayis” is ready to join Sarah and Rivkah knowing that her taphkid has been achieved. And sadly, once again, she never really gets to see and cherish her second son. (See the remarks of the Zohar, vol. 1, 164b.) Her primary task completed, she will follow the matriarchs before her and leave this world right around the moment that her taphkid sees its fruition.        


 





