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AQUATIC PERFECTION                                                                                           R’ EYTAN FEINER 

Shemini Atzeres/Simchas Torah/Parshas Beraishis
What happened to all the fish? In the Torah’s opening parsha (2:19-20), we read of how G-d, partly to stir Adam to long for his own suitable mate,
 brings Adam the animals and birds of the world to be accorded befitting names.
 Adam HaRishon then names them all, but the fish- blatantly absent from the pasuk- never merit his involvement. Granted, the Radak and Chizkuni correctly point out that it was plainly unfeasible to bring forward the fish that would immediately die upon exiting the water.
 But the upshot nevertheless remains that the fish, sequestered in their aquatic abode, were never to be given specific names.
 

Rav Yaakov Weinberg, zt”l, highlighted this point by noting that we never find the names of any fish dotting the pages of Tanach. A fish might be described merely as a “dag,” “daga,”
 or “dag gadol,” while we fail to encounter even one branded a specific name.
 According to the Raavad,
 1,209 different species of fish were created (Prof. Yehuda Feliks, “Animals and Plants in the Torah,” p. 29, discusses 30,400), and yet none were issued a particular title. We cannot help but notice in Perek Shira that, while myriad representatives from the animal kingdom sing their own individual praises to G-d, all species of fish are encompassed under the rubric of “dagim”-- none are singled out as divas of personalized adulation of G-d. Imagine the multitudes of poor fish incessantly swimming around, their true identities and unique essence forever clouded in ambiguity. Why are they so unfortunate?

Or are they? Some prefatory insights coupled with a bit of rumination might just yield an interesting conclusion…   

Living in a Different World

A name, that which homes in on the unique essence of someone or something thereby differentiating it from all else in the world, is also the means by which we relate to a given person or object.
 When a relationship exists, names are necessary to label the respective parties, thus establishing a sense of tacit connection and association.
 Man, however, does not relate to fish and therefore cannot name them.
 The aquatic creatures have no real relationship with humans, living in an entirely different world,
 a world in which mankind is unable to survive,
 the depths of which man can never penetrate.
 

With this in mind, we can perhaps understand an esoteric comment of the Radal in his commentary to Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer (chapter 10). R’ Dovid Luria mentions that the sitra achara, the angelic force of evil, resides in the sea. Why is specifically the sea chosen to be the unlucky location to serve as the dwelling place of the forces of evil? We find throughout Chazal that mazikim, destructive angels, and other pernicious beings are far more prevalent in places removed from the regular dwelling places of man, such as abandoned ruins and the like.
 It would then naturally follow that the sitra achara itself, the dominating source of evil in the world, would find its home in the realm most removed from mankind, that being the vast seas of the world where man essentially has no place.
       

We thus find, as well, that the fish were not affected by the depravity so rife during the Dor HaMabul, the wicked generation of the flood.
 They live in their own world, apart from the influences of mankind's corruption and immorality.
 Being utterly enveloped by the shielding water also assures its inhabitants that they will not be adversely affected by ayin hara, the evil, menacing eye that emits harmful effects on all other living forms of creation (Brachos 20a).
 Enclosed in their secure and isolated domain, the foibles and malodorous vices of the outside world fail to ripple in and penetrate past the water’s surface.
 And, as the Meshech Chochma
 points out—based on the Yerushalmi in Avodah Zara (3:1)—even idol worshippers must readily admit that idolatrous influences have no effect whatsoever on the waters of the world.   
Based on all the above, it is thus no wonder that- according to many poskim
- “Tashlich” is ideally to be recited at a body of water containing fish. Just as they are immune from ayin hara and the like, so too do we pray nearby that we should not be negatively affected as well. But it is also only towards the fish that we can figuratively cast away our sins with no worry that they, in turn, might be ever so slightly affected…  
The Lone Creatures Without a “Kol”

Dwelling in a separate world apart from man, the fish not only remain nameless but were also created devoid of speech and sound. With no real interrelationship with mankind, no means of vocal interaction are warranted.
 (After all, when was the last time you actually communicated with your pet goldfish?) The Maharal
 writes that having no sound capabilities places the fish on an inferior level than all other living organisms that at least communicate with each other via sound.
 
Perhaps that is why fish were the first living creatures listed in the creation narrative. If the acts of creation followed the pattern of “domaim”/ “tzomei’ach”/ “chai”/ “midaber” (beginning with mere lifeless matter and progressing gradually towards the creation of Adam, the culminating formation of a “speaking” man),
 then the lowest form within the category of “chai” must therefore be that which is farthest away from “midaber”- thus leaving the fish first in line to be created.
 Yet another feature highlighting the distance between man and the creatures of the sea.

Let us now plunge a bit deeper for a brief scrutiny of why indeed the fish are so unique. Our starting point must, ostensibly, be mayim, the water created even before the appearance of fish, and the location into which G-d decided to place them. What, then, is so unique about the water? 

Already Complete and “Belonging” to G-d

We turn to a beautiful insight by the son of the Vilna Gaon. In his Be'er Avraham on Tehillim (95:5- "Lichu Ne’ranina"), R' Avraham ben HaGra points out the disparate terms that Dovid HaMelech uses when referring to the sea and land respectively. "Asher lo ha’yam vi'hu asahu, vi’yabeshes yadav yatzaru," the pasuk reads, juxtaposing the lashon of "asiya" to the sea and "yetzira" to the land. Why the difference? 

Concerning the various labels for acts of creation, "briya" refers to the creation of the object itself (“yeish mei’ayin,” creatio ex nihilo); "yetzira" refers to the act of providing the object with a "tzura," a specific form, shape, and dimension; and "asiya" highlights its ultimate contextual arrangement and completion (“gi’mar ti’kuno”).
 Regarding that which G-d created in the skies and upon land, the Torah avers that it was all "asher bara Elokim la'asos” (Beraishis, 2:3), created to be completed and made perfect by man.
 For his food and clothing, man must get involved, toiling the land arduously to finish the work begun by G-d. It has been placed in his hands to manifest the boundless potential latent therein, and the final stage of "asiya" is therefore solely his responsibility. HaKB”H has only been "yotzer" the land, leaving the "asiya" to us.
 

Such is not the case with regard to the vast seas of the world. "Asher lo ha’yam vi'hu asahu," we are informed, the sea was already made complete by G-d.
 The sea was fashioned in an already completed state and thus “belongs” solely to G-d Himself: “Asher lo ha’yam…”
 The land was given to the seventy nations of the world while the waters of the world were not.
 "HaShamayim shamayim laHashem, viha'aretz nosson livnei Adam" (Tehillim, 115:16). The land (after a blessing- Brachos 35a) was given to mankind, but the water simply needs no further progress.
 It is purely G-d's domain and, adds the Be’er Avraham, the fish contained within therefore do not require the typical shechita procedure necessary to complete the animal's purpose when being used for consumption;
 we merely draw them from the water and they are ready to be served and eaten.
 

It therefore comes as no surprise to read the words of the Maharal
 that G-d punishes the wicked specifically through water (the flood, the Reed Sea (tsunamis and hurricanes)…). After all, to best demonstrate to the evildoer who exactly is meting out the punishment, what more appropriate vehicle than G-d’s own water- that which is solely His domain?
 And when it comes time to purify ourselves, where do we turn but to the mikvah’s waters, to complete immersion in specifically G-d’s domain, fully submerged in the untainted world of water.
 It is only the water that forever remains free of all harmful effects of mankind’s sins (and ayin hara), thus making it the ideal choice for usage in ritual purification.
 It is also, we saw from the Yerushalmi in Avodah Zara quoted above, the place where even idolaters readily admit their idols have no control over whatsoever. Yes, even the nations of the world fully recognize that the realm of water is controlled by G-d and is His alone.
 No wonder, then, to find the medrash relating that the [majority of] miracles that G-d performed on behalf of the Jewish People revolved around water.
     

How interesting, as well, to note that “Elokim” can be broken into the two words, “E-l Ha’Yam,” the “G-d of the sea.”
 The very name of G-d that was used repeatedly throughout the world’s creation is the one that alludes to His unique connection to the realm of water—after all, it is only the water whose completion G-d decided not to leave in the hands of man.
 Hence, specifically in the name of creation will we find the hint that G-d alone completed His creation of water…Asher lo ha’yam… The sea is solely His. Not surprisingly, “E-l HaYam” can also be read in acronym form- rashei teivos: Asher lo Ha’Yam… And as we turn quickly to the well known gematria of “Elokim” equaling that of “ha’tevah,”
 an added nuance is now realized as it is the water of the world that constantly highlights the world of tevah, the ambit of nature. Water, after all, occupies the vast majority of the planet, and is the foremost staple of our existence. But it is the E-l HaYam Who controls it all. Only to Him does it truly belong. Elokim (= E-l HaYam)= ha’tevah.   
When G-d wished to reveal Himself to the Jewish People in the grandest fashion, where was the backdrop for such a monumental event? Specifically by water, at Yam Suf. And it comes as no surprise that upon such a revelation of the Divine Presence at the Yam, the Jewish People naturally responded with the choice terminology: “zeh E-li vi’anvei’hu”… After all, they just witnessed the E-l HaYam like never before…                         

Hints of Perfection

R’ Samson Raphael Hirsch writes that the cognate meaning (the general meaning of all the related roots in a particular cognate family) of the root “yamam” shared by the waters of the world is “perfect.”
 Quite noteworthy, indeed, on the heels of the Be’er Avraham’s remarks. If G-d created His waters in their perfected, completed state, then a root connoting such a meaning is surely apropos. It must strike us, as well, that the Hebrew word for “days” and the one for “seas” are identical: “yamim.” Perhaps the hinge upon which this parallelism revolves is again the idea of completion. In a sense, a day has come to represent the notion of completion
- a full revolution- just as the seas of the world were created in an already finished state. 

Furthermore, we find that the Hebrew word describing water, “mayim,” is a palindrome (spelled the same both forwards and backwards)-- yet another subtle indication that the water has no room for growth and change. It was created complete and will always remain in its original state of completion. Perhaps we could further note that the gematria of “mayim” is 90, the mispar katan being 9. “9” is the only integer in our numerical system that when multiplied by any other single digit yields a resulting number whose digits will always total 9. No matter how much we might attempt to alter the nature of G-d’s water, it will nevertheless forever remain essentially the same.
 And lastly, the Gra- commenting on a pasuk in Mishlei
- notes that both the ‘revealed’ (the way the word appears: mem/yud/mem) and ‘hidden’ (the absent letters of mayim’s respective letters: mem/vav-daled/mem) parts of the word mayim share the identical gematria. The waters of the world maintain a relative status quo simply because they were never given over to us to inhabit nor change…             

Singing the Praises of G-d

A perplexing medrash now becomes far more lucid. In Beraishis Rabba (5:1), we read the following:

“From the beginning of the world, praise for G-d would only arise from the water…Declared G-d: ‘If these waters which have no mouth nor speech praise Me, how much more so would I be praised by creating [speaking] man.’ Arose the rebellious generation of the flood…Said G-d: ‘These [men] shall be removed and replaced by that [the water] which preceded them.’” 

Hence, the ensuing deluge and the untimely demise of recalcitrant man. But why was the water the only creation to lavish G-d with approbation? Why the glaring silence of the heavens and earth and all contained therein? 

R’ Dessler writes that G-d’s creations can only reach the lofty level of shira, of singing optimal praise to G-d, when they complete their cardinal purpose in the scheme of creation.
 At the world’s outset, the only entity created already in its completed state was the water; thus we find the water as the sole vehicle capable of pouring forth in effusive song towards its Creator. The heavens and earth were initially created “la’asos,” to be made complete and perfect by man’s perpetual labor and involvement. Without man’s existence, they would continue to be deficient until the day when he would step forward and participate in assisting their perfection. Only after the creation of Adam would G-d hear praises issuing from the remainder of His world as well. The manifold songs filling the lengthy script of Perek Shira indeed only began to erupt when Adam first stepped up to the world’s stage.         

The Inhabitants of G-d’s Domain

And now back to the fish. Based on the aforementioned, we are prepared to understand more profoundly why the fish remained nameless. They were placed in G-d's arena, in the seas where G-d created the water already in its completed state. The fish, likewise, were created in a somewhat finished state and thus require no shechita before consumption. There is no need for man's involvement, no need for any relationship with him, and thus no need for names.

Perhaps this also explains why we have no karbanos brought from the aquatic world.
 There are sacrifices using numerous species of animals and birds, yet not even one fish merits gracing the top of the altar. In light of the above, I believe there is no reason for us to offer HaKB”H those creatures that dwell solely in His domain; the fish of the world already “belong” to Him and do not require our involvement to then offer them ‘back to G-d’ on the mizbei’ach. We only present to HaKB”H those species He placed in our world, under our jurisdiction to assist in perfecting. And continuing the idea of no need for shechita, while various animals attain perfection through being offered as karbanos, the fish are already complete and do not require any additional action on our part. No shechita and no fish karbanos.              
Based on the remarks of the Gra’s son, how interesting it is to also note that the gematria of "dag," the Hebrew word for a fish, equals seven, the number that- throughout the Torah write the Maharal
 and the Gra
- always signifies a sense of completion. (The seven day week, the seven year shemitta cycle, the seven days of rejoicing with the bride and groom, etc..) The fish is an already finished product and is thus most appropriately labeled a "dag," the joining of “dalet” and “gimmel” for a total of seven.
 

“Dag” and “Gad”

Fascinating, as well, is that Rashi (Vayeitze, 30:11) cites a Medrash Aggadah that Gad, the son of Yaakov Avinu, was born already circumcised- "nolad mahul."
 R' Moshe Feinstein and others explain that G-d created us uncircumcised precisely to highlight that we are obligated to finish His acts of creation; man must complete himself by removing his arlah.
 In the words of the Maharal, ritual circumcision is considered the “hashlamas ha’adam,” man’s final step of completion.
 Hence, we note the gemara in Nedarim (31b) that even Avraham Avinu was not called a “sha’leim,” not deemed truly complete, until his bris milah.
 
Yaakov's son, Gad, the medrash notes, was born already complete, his arlah already removed. And, interestingly enough, Gad happens to share the same exact two letters and gematria of his name with the already complete fish…
 

Complete- Yet Inferior 

This idea of the already complete fish need not run contrary to the Maharal’s statement quoted above that the fish are the most inferior of all living species, a point highlighted by their absence of kol, the ability to communicate via sounds. In one sense, the fish are indeed located on the lowest rungs of the ladder of importance in the realm of living creatures; in yet another bechina, however, from a totally different standpoint, the fish were the only ones created already in their final state. While animals still require steps to lead them to the attainment of their level of completion- one that, in the end, will indeed be a higher level than that of the aquatic beings- the fish have been placed from the start on their own respective finish line. And that allows for them to skip the shechita stage and be consumed directly from the water. 
Interesting to note is that, because of possible detrimental effects to one’s health, fish and meat can never be eaten simultaneously.
 These respective creatures are literally worlds apart, a concept only further accented by their different methods of culinary preparation. Emanating from two disparate worlds, the fish and the animal coming together on a plate is seen as a harmful mix.

The Tzaddik’s “Gilgul”

With the above distinction drawn, perhaps we can comprehend a snippet of an enigmatic quote from the 

Arizal. The Munkatcher Rebbe
 cites the statement of the Arizal that tzaddikim whose souls need a slight tikkun reincarnate as fish.
 But how could that be? Did not the Maharal posit that fish are the most inferior of all living creatures? From the writings of the Arizal, we are certainly led to understand that the forms assumed by returning souls (gilgulim) vary depending on the individual’s piety. A righteous person should thus, ostensibly, reincarnate as the highest form of creation as opposed to the lowly fish.
 

Perhaps, though, we are peering through the wrong lens. If someone departed from the world a true tzaddik, then he left us already basically complete, yet a miniscule tikkun might, however, still be required. If G-d has the somewhat perfect tzaddik’s soul return briefly to our world, then the only really appropriate form he could assume would be the somewhat perfect fish. The fish was created from the start already in a completed state, and found its place in the domain of G-d for a given purpose. Likewise, the tzaddik is returning already complete but for a trifling deficiency; for the small remaining piece still needed for the finishing touch, he too is placed in purely G-d’s domain to carry out one final task.     

The Song of the Fish

It is true that the fish- in contrast to their colleagues in the world of living creatures- are the only ones singled out by their inability for sound communication. They indeed possess no kol. But perhaps we could propound that they are, in fact, in possession of a certain sense of kol. The fish lack sound, we mentioned earlier, for they were placed in G-d’s domain, a world apart from everyone else. They have no relationship with mankind, no specific names, and no means of communication with those on dry land. “Asher lo hayam v’hu asahu,” the pasuk read, the waters and fish therein belong solely to G-d who fashioned them already complete, precluding the need for any ties to man. 

Even sans voice, however, the fish of the world join with the others as we peruse the multifarious accolades in Perek Shira that are showered upon G-d by His diverse creatures. The praise that the fish sing collectively is a pasuk taken from Tehillim (29:3). The words? “Kol Hashem al ha’mayim…” “The voice of G-d is upon the water.”
 Yes, the fish might sadly lack their own kol, their own unique voice. But they know full well that they are the fortunate inhabitants privileged to reside in “G-d’s waters” that, Dovid ha’melech declared, are the waters upon which the voice of G-d Himself hovers. The Medrash Tanchuma (Bo, #5) even relates that, outside of Eretz Yisroel, HaKB”H only “speaks” with His prophets by water, an inherently pure place.
 It is only by the water that the “voice” of G-d can be heard…

Indeed the absence of the kol of the fish is intertwined with their being the recipients of the “kol” of Hashem. When it comes time to sing out to G-d with whatever figurative kol they might possess, what better song than one highlighting that G-d’s “kol” finds its rightful place specifically upon their abode.
 

And how much more we can now appreciate the remarks of the Gra in Aderes Eliyahu
 that there is a “hashgacha yi’seira” over the fish of the sea in contrast to other living beings: to them He speaks directly- bi’lashon nochach (“be fruitful and multiply”) and not bi’lashon nistar- because, after all, they are the inhabitants of His waters. The “kol” of Hashem is aimed directly at the fish, directly upon the waters…

Turning our attention to Sefer Yonah, the fish is now understandably the chosen messenger of G-d to swallow the prophet Yonah. The gemara (Sanhedrin 89a) highlights Yonah as its lone example of a prophet culpable of suppressing his prophesy. Yonah was silent when he should have hurried to convey the message of G-d to the people of Ninveh.
 The appropriate punishment? To be swallowed by HaKB”H’s devoted fish, His lone creature without a voice of its own, thus enabling Yonah to grasp his grave error
: midah ki’neged midah, the voiceless fish swallows- with its silent mouth- the all too reticent Yonah…
(And perhaps we could further add an interesting remez: The city of “Ninveh” is spelled using the identical letters of “Yonah,” with the only difference being an additional “nun” at its beginning. In Aramaic, the word for fish is nun- see especially Nedarim 54b- hinting, perhaps, that a nun, a fish, was all that was needed to finally get “Yonah” over to “Ninveh.”)                   

The Swimming Insomniacs

Now for a fascinating phenomenon to extend our tapestry a bit more. Except for elasmobranches (fish with cartilaginous skeletons such as sharks and rays), no fish have eyelids.
 In fact, pelagic fish (oceanic fish that live in the open sea like tuna, bluefish, and marlin) never sleep. Throughout their lives, these indefatigable creatures indeed never stop swimming.
 Why would fish have no eyelids and, in certain cases, no need to ever go to sleep? 
The necessity of sleep- on its most basic level- can be described in terms of the need to rest and thereby replenish the body with the energy and verve needed to continue working and growing.
 If fish were already completed by G-d, then they have no real need for sleep to continue working productively; there is not much for them to do in their already complete world. If they were created complete and placed in a completed arena, then there is no reason to share the necessity of deficient creatures to renew the strength that wanes naturally as a result of their unfinished states.
 

As we move towards the land, however, we do find that coastal fish, although always acutely aware of any impending danger, can become inactive and dose, hovering in the water in a sleeplike trance. The closer to land they are- in closer proximity, therefore, to an incomplete world unlike their own- the more the fish seem to display a proclivity towards sleeplike states. Perhaps this phenomenon even sheds some additional light on the Arizal’s statement that the fish are “bechinas chai,” somewhat classified as always “living.”
 Sleep, the gemara in Brachos (57b) relates, is considered to be one sixtieth of death. If the fish never feel the need to sleep, then throughout their lives they never really taste even a slight measure of death. In a certain sense, therefore, it can certainly be said that indeed they are constantly “living.”
    

Let us focus the spotlight on this idea for just a moment. As we rewind to the fifth day of creation, we quickly scan the pasuk (1:20) that first introduces us to the aquatic creatures. Are they called “dagim?” No, not yet. Not until after the fish receive their blessing of fruitful procreation (pasuk 22) does the Torah first refer to these creatures as “dagim”- “V’yirdu vi’dgas hayam” (pasuk 26). The term “dag”- connected to the root “daga,” meaning, “to multiply” (“Vi’yidgu larov bi’kerev ha’aretz”- Vayechi, 48:16)- is only now an apt title for the fish that just received a blessing for multiplying in great numbers. 

But that was not the name mentioned when they were originally created. The Torah- back in pasuk 20- labels these sea inhabitants with the vague appellation of “sheretz.” The Ramban (after disputing the opinion of Rashi- but see the Mizrachi’s comments) advocates the approach of Targum Onkelos who associates the term “sheretz” with the concept of movement. Insects, the Ramban continues, happen to be labeled sheratzim because of their constant movement; perhaps, he adds, even the word itself is really a conjugation of the two Hebrew words “she’hu ratz,” meaning “that he runs.” Hence, according to the Ramban, the name first given to these newly created aquatic beings is one that highlights their essential nature as creatures that are constantly moving. Perpetual motion is an integral part of their core essence. How very true indeed when speaking of those whose missing eyelids serve as a constant reminder that they never cease swimming to catch but a few winks…    

Water and the “Mighty” Rain

"B'ra mi’zakeh abba."
 Perhaps the son of the Gra has indirectly fostered a deeper understanding of his father's remarks concerning rain. In Aderes Eliyahu,
 the Gra writes that rain is the only thing in our world that all must agree is outside the realm of tevah. Even those philosophers who explain the rising and setting of the sun based on natural laws must accede that the erratic performance of rain remains inexplicable. With all our modern day technology, we are still unable to produce or even accurately predict rainfall. Nor can we fathom why it might rain sometimes for several days straight only to then cease for a long duration of time.
It is specifically rain that highlights the gevura of Hashem, and its mention is thus appropriately inserted in the blessing of "te’chiyas ha’mei’sim," juxtaposed to the ultimate manifestation of G-d's strength, the resurrection of the dead:
 “Mazkirin gevuros gi’shamim bi’te’chiyas ha’mei’sim.”
 (How interesting, as well, that it is specifically via geshem- the word for rain that doubles as the etymological root of the word used to refer to all the world's physicality ("gashmiyus") and general tevah- that G-d shows that everything is really from Him and not predicated on natural laws.) But why particularly the rain does G-d select to highlight His omnipotence?

Because the rain of the world is “His.” Based on the insight of his son, the words of the Gra now assume an even more profound meaning. All the waters are solely His, already made complete and never requiring the involvement of man to perfect.
 To accent His gevura, G-d uses that which is essentially outside of man's world to show man that everything in the world- yes, even in the natural incomplete world that needs the continuous work of man- is emanating from G-d who fully manipulates all aspects of creation. Everything in the natural world is really just like G-d's rain, G-d's water, that which itself never needs the involvement of puny man. Man cannot even operate his world successfully- nay, he cannot even survive- if G-d decides to withhold His rain, the expression of His bountiful spiritual blessing, from the world.
 

The gemara in Ta'anis (2a) relates that the key to rain was not transferred over to man. It surely makes plenty of sense once we recognize that the rain is in G-d's domain, the waters of the world already made perfect by G-d and needing no finishing work on the part of miniscule man. The rain will only begin to drop when man beseeches G-d properly for the blessings he recognizes are coming purely from "G-d's world."
 

Tefillas Geshem, Shemini Atzeres, and Moshe Rabbeinu

What better day, then, to begin asking G-d for the downpour of His rain than on Shemini Atzeres.
 Only at the culmination of the yom tov of Succos which saw us being judged on the water (Rosh HaShana 16a), having shaken daily the four minim which all require water (Ta’anis 2b), and having experienced the merriment of the simchas beis ha’sho’aiva celebrating the nisuch ha’mayim,
 do we begin asking G-d for His rain. Let’s also not forget the actual sitting in the succah, that which corresponds to the ananei ha’kavod; clouds, naturally, are the source from which all rain emanates… 
Interesting to also add is that the gematria of “succah” even equals that of “mayim” (im ha’kollel). We have performed the nisuch ha’mayim ritual for seven days, thereby drawing from G-d’s water found down in our world only to ‘return’ it to its true source.
 We pour the water on the altar symbolically demonstrating- among other things- that the water is G-d’s domain, that we cannot begin asking for the downpour of rain until we have shown Him we recognize that our natural, commonplace water all belongs to G-d.
 

The day is referred to in the Torah merely as "Yom HaShemini," the eighth day.
 The number eight, writes the Maharal,
 symbolizes lima'alah min ha’tevah (supra-time), being above and beyond the natural world. Only on a day beyond our world, a day that tastes of the sweet days to come,
 can we begin asking G-d for the rain He bestows upon us from His world, a world largely outside that of our own.

The rain, we have seen, is referred to as “gevuros geshamim.” How very appropriate, therefore, to find the mishna in Pirkei Avos (5:21) informing us that, “ben shemonim l’gevura,” and the gemara in Moed Katan (28a) relating, “shemonim=gevuros,” both based on Tehillim (90:10) which associates gevura with the age of eighty (the number eight expressed in tens). We beseech G-d for his expression of gevura specifically on the eighth day of a yom tov dedicated to water and rain.     
We celebrated Succos in the seventh month of the year and for seven days; we dwelled in huts commemorating the seven ananei ha’kavod and were visited therein by the seven ushpizin; and all the while, we shook seven items (lulav, esrog, 3 hadasim, 2 aravos), culminating with encircling the Torah seven times on the seventh day. Only now can we arrive at Yom HaShemini and rise above seven, asking G-d for His display of gevura from a world above ours.   

And in whose merit do we have such a day? The Sfas Emes writes that Shemini Atzeres is the festival that corresponds to none other than Moshe Rabbeinu.
 How interesting that specifically the one whose very name symbolizes how intertwined his essence is with the water, the one who managed to exercise control of the water by splitting the Reed Sea—and whose only sin that cost him severely was his erring with the ‘waters’ of Merivah)—is the same person in whose merit we were blessed with such a day. A day that finds the combination of Simchas Torah—the celebration of the Torah which is above and beyond the natural world (and is also appropriately compared to water
)—with "Shemini" Atzeres, is indeed one that corresponds quite well to Moshe, the individual through whom we received the Torah, and the person described as living above and beyond this world.
 Even his death is described in the final eight pesukim of the Torah…
 No wonder, then, there exists an opinion that Moshe never really died…
  
No surprise, therefore, that the “Atzeres” of Yom HaShemini is closely bound with the centerpiece of Shavuos, the only other yom tov referred to by the very same name.
 Shavuos as Atzeres, interestingly enough, also echoes the Yom HaShemini as the Torah was given- and Shavuos consequently celebrated- just as we concluded seven full weeks of preparation and the eighth week commenced…
     
Just as we finish the Torah on Shemini Atzeres/Simchas Torah and read of Moshe’s death, do we ask for rain minutes after having also turned the pages back to the beginning to start once again with Beraishis. The world began with only water, would only exist and continue to flourish with the help G-d’s rain, and the rain would only fall after man’s prayers for it. Concluding the Torah and reading of Moshe’s death inspires us to realize that we, too, must try to live above and beyond this world, as we return to the beginning of it all and witness yet again how everything- not just His mighty rain- came solely from G-d. Specifically on a day when reading of death and the emergence of all life, do we also ask for G-d’s rain, the perpetual display of gevura so intertwined with the ultimate gevura of renewal of life, the miracle of techiyas ha’mei’sim.             

Only on the heels of parshas Beraishis are we now ready to approach the inundating waters of Noach in an attempt to unveil the true nature of the one forced to witness G-d’s destruction of “man’s world” specifically through the vehicle of His domain. Appreciating aquatic perfection has already provided the groundwork for understanding aquatic destruction…    

� See Sforno and Tzror Hamor.





� The domesticated bi’heima, already naturally comfortable in man’s proximity, need not be brought forth and is therefore omitted in the first pasuk- Rokeach, Chizkuni, Abarbanel, Gra (Aderes Eliyahu), R’ Hirsch, Oznayim L’Torah, Ha’emek Davar. (See also the Netziv’s remarks on Noach, 7:14 and 8:17.) For other explanations, see Sefer HaCarmel (Malbim), p. 116, and Maharil Diskin. See, however, the terminology appearing in Koheles Rabba, 7:1[23]: “…kanas [Hashem] kol bi’heima, chaya, vi’of…” (A point for further consideration is also why the order of “chayas ha’sadeh” and “oph ha’shamayim” is reversed in the latter pasuk.) 





Regarding the issue of why G-d wished for Adam to do the naming rather than Himself, see Chizkuni, Alshich, R’ Yitzchak Volozhin’s Peh Kadosh, and R’ Nissan Alpert’s Limudei Nissan (vol. 1, p. 19). (See also Rechovos HaNahar (Tannenbaum), p. 15, and the Biala Rebbe’s Divrei Binah, p. 31.) Abarbanel discusses why Adam was not instructed to name everything then present in the world, including lifeless matter and vegetation- but see Medrash Hagadol and Rabbeinu Yoel’s comments in his Sefer HaRamazim. See also the kabbalistic interpretation of R’ Avraham Azulai in his Ma’aseh Chosheiv, rimon 12 (sod ha’achila, p. 35), and see his Chesed L’Avraham, ma’ayan revi’e (eiyn yaakov), nahar 27 (quoting from R’ Chaim Vital’s Eitz Chaim, sha’ar 39). Parenthetically, take note, as well, of the comment of the Maharitz Chiyus on Niddah (23a), that the world’s mountains and hills only first came into existence in the wake of the flood. (See, however, Beraishis Rabba 3:8-- but take note of the girsa cited by the Radal.) Concerning G-d’s decision to name certain things Himself, see Oznayim L’Torah (1:5).





� See, however, a possible solution broached in Emes L’Yaakov (2:19).





� See the Ba’al HaTurim, parshas Shemini, 11:9. See, however, Tosfos to Chullin 66b (“kol”), and Torah Sheleima (2:20, #265- Medrash Chaser V’yeser) for opinions that the fish, too, were privileged to be named.





� Regarding the difference between “dag” and “daga,” see Nedarim 51b, Rashi on Sefer Yonah (2:1), the Radak (ibid., 2:2), the Ramban and Rabbeinu Bechaye (Beha’aloscha, 11:5), and the Chida’s Chomas Anach, Sefer Yonah, first two pieces on chapter 2. See also the Zohar, parshas Beshalach, 47b-48a.





� The various names bandied about the mishna and gemara are not from lashon hakodesh. Regarding the “taninim ha’gedolim” of pasuk 21, although Rashi does state that this title refers to the “dagim gedolim she’bayam,” the fact that they are listed separately from all the fish clearly indicates that they are in somewhat of a distinct category. Rashi himself cites the aggadah (Bava Basra 74b) that the pasuk is actually referring to the livyasan (see also the Rashbam)- a creation that surely stands apart from all others. (In defining “tanin,” see also the Radak’s Sefer HaSharashim and R’ Vortheimer’s Bi’ur Sheimos HaNirdafim, p. 233.) Devek Tov also notes that Rashi cited the aggadah because he, too, was bothered with the taninim’s exclusion from all other creations by having to be listed separately and introduced with a “heh ha’yedia.”      





� Commentary on Sefer Yetzira, chapter 1. Parenthetically, in his introduction to Eitz Chaim, R’ Chaim Vital writes that the commentary of the Ra’avad on Sefer Yetzira was not penned by the same Ra’avad known for his gloss on the Rambam’s Mishna Torah. On this note, see also Professor Isadore Twersky’s doctoral thesis, Rabad of Posquieres, p. 287.    


 


� See R’ Shimshon Pincus’s Shabbos Malkisa, section 1, chapter 2, p. 21.





� See also Oliver Sacks, Seeing Voices, p. 39.





� See again the remarks of the Ba’al HaTurim, parshas Shemini, 11:9. Regarding the humanizing effect of issuing proper names to the animals to which we relate, see Masson and McCarthy’s discussion on the matter in their When Elephants Weep: The Emotional Lives of Animals, pp. 35-37.   





� See, in particular, R’ Elya Weintraub’s Bi’sod Yesharim (Lech Lecha, 5759), pp. 3-4. (See also the Gra’s Eliyahu Rabba commentary on the last mishna (30:4) in maseches Keilim regarding the three separate divisions of eretz, yam, and shamayim (see also Peninim MiShulchan HaGra, pp. 410-411), and see Otzar Dinim U’Minhagim, p. 82, quoting the Nahar Mitzraim.) See also the Sheim MiShmuel on parshas Eikev, 5677 (p. 81).   





� See Sheim MiShmuel on Shabbos Shuva (5672, p. 86) who explains that the reason why immersion in a mikvah purifies is precisely because man cannot live underwater; by immersing himself, he demonstrates a symbolic act of suicide, emerging from beneath the surface as a reborn, completely different, person. (The above explanation he quotes in the name of his father—see p. 87 for his own understanding.) See also the phraseology of the Sefer HaChinuch, mitzvah #173 (and see an elaboration in Ohr Gedalyahu, Aseres Yi’mei Teshuva, p. 18), and see the understanding of the Rivash in Shu”t Rivash,” #295. See also Shiurei HaRav (1994 edition, p. 110) for R' Soloveitchik's insight regarding the immersion of the convert, in footnote #3 to his discourse on understanding the sin of Korach. In addition to circumcision, the convert must temporarily depart from the land and the community to establish his own unique relationship with G-d. See, as well, his remarks on tevilla appearing in Reflections of the Rav, vol. 2, p. 108. See also R’ Aharon Lopiansky’s Time Pieces, p. 96, and see R’ Yisroel Greenwald’s Reb Mendel [Kaplan] and his Wisdom, p. 205. (See also “Kavanos Ha’mikvah B’ki’tzara,” printed at the back of the Me’or Einayim.)  





� “But at least it’s [the earth] visible…Not so the sea. That’s a world so impenetrable that we can only go there through the mind of a photographer or a filmmaker, who gives us brief glimpses through the gloom, or through a writer, who uses language and scholarship to surmise what life is like on the ocean floor.” (William Zinsser, Writing to Learn, p. 96.)   





� See the emphatic tone of R’ Chaim Volozhiner in his drasha printed at the back of Nefesh HaChaim (Rubin edition, p. 411).





� Even travel and leisure activities primarily take place above the surface of the water. And although one must often enter the water to search for food, fishing in overabundance can bring tragic consequences: “If fishing around the world continues at its present pace, more and more species will vanish, marine ecosystems will unravel and there will be ‘global collapse’ of all species currently fished, possibly as soon as mid-century, fisheries experts and ecologists are predicting.” (The New York Times, Nov. 2, 2006- based on a study published in the scientific journal Nature. See, as well, the cover story in the April 2007 issue of National Geographic.) Indeed we must exercise extreme caution with regard to our interaction with the seas, a realm not given to us for unlimited and unrestricted use.              





� Sanhedrin 108a (and Zevachim 113b), and see the remarks of the Be’er Sheva on the gemara. (See also the comment of the Meshech Chochma, parshas Noach, 9:3.) See especially the related remarks of R’ Dovid Cohen in his Ma’aseh Avos Siman Li’Banim, vol. 3, pp. 32-34. The water, as well, was unaffected- thereby retaining its original composition and status- and therefore assumed a special chashivus in contrast to the land, which was significantly altered by the mabul’s raging waters. See R’ Yitzchak Prag’s Tzitz HaSadeh, cheilek Sidei Ya’ar, p. 39.   





� See Nishmas Kol Chai (p. 104), where R’ Y. M. Stern discusses this idea as well, and see R’ Avraham Schorr’s HaLekach ViHa’livuv, 5762, parshas Titzaveh-Zachor, p. 138. In addition, see the Rogatchover Gaon’s Tzafnas Paneach on parshas Re'eh (13:17) concerning the exclusion of [big] fish from the flood’s destruction and that of an ir hanidachas, and his comments on parshas Vaeira (7:18-19). In his insights on Beraishis (2:19), we find that man cannot make a kinyan, an acquisition, on big fish, and naming the rest of the animals was essentially an act of acquiring them as well. (See also R’ Yosef Shwartz’s Shu”t Vayitzbar Yosef, #34.)





� See also Rashi on parshas Vayechi, 48:16, and see the brief comment of R’ Yaakov Emden (Haga’os Ya’aveitz) on Gittin 36a. See also the understanding of the Toras Chaim on Bava Metzia 84a, and see Peninim MiShulchan Gavoah, parshas Vayechi (49:22), quoting R’ Dessler. (Interesting to note, as well, is that salt (which comes from the sea) was also considered by many as a safeguard against ayin hara— see R’ D. Sperber’s Minhagei Yisroel, vol. 8, chapter 9, especially p. 137.)        





� See R’ Yehonasan Eibshitz’s Tiferes (and Ahavas) Yehonoson (1:26) citing the inability of kishuf to affect the fish as well- based on Sanhedrin 67b. See also the Bobover Rebbe’s Kerem Shlomo, parshas Balak, 22:5. 





� Parshas Yisro, 20:11.





� See Mishna Brura (OC”H, #583:8), quoting from the Magen Avraham who cites the Mateh Moshe. See also Eliya Rabba, 596:3; Shulchan Aruch HaRav, 583:7; Kaf HaChaim, 583:8; and Siddur Ya’aveitz.   





� There are, however, some species of fish that are capable of producing noises for defense and as part of their reproductive process. (See Isaac Asimov’s Book of Facts, p. 123.)


  


� Chiddushei Aggados, vol. 3, p. 214; Netzach Yisroel, chapter 39. The Maharal also connects the idea to why the fish do not require shechita and why they were not wiped out along with the other creatures during the flood.





� Although it lives in the sea, the sound-producing dolphin (and whale) is classified as a mammal as opposed to a fish. In any event, the fact that all fish- and almost all sea-dwelling creatures- lack a kol, is clearly sufficient basis for the Maharal’s statement. See also Imrei Yuda on parshas Shelach. (Concerning no animals really having a true koach ha’dibbur, see Zohar Chadash (Medrash HaNe’elam), Beraishis (10), and see Pri Tzaddik, vol. 2, p. 22a.)    





� See Rabbeinu Bechaye’s introduction to his commentary on parshas Vayakhel (Mossad HaRav Kook, p. 364). 





� See also the remarks of the Malbim and see Oznayim L’Torah (1:20).





� See also the Gra’s Aderes Eliyahu, Beraishis, 1:1, Nefesh HaChaim, 1:13 (in the footnote), and R’ Avraham achi HaGra’s Pirkei D’Avraham on Pirkei Avos, 4:22. See also the Torah Temimah’s Baruch She’amar on Tefillos HaShana, p. 16, concerning its application in Adon Olam. (For an alternate explanation distinguishing between the three terms, see the Maharal’s Derech Chaim on Avos, 6:10.)  





� See also the Gra’s Aderes Eliyahu on the pasuk, as well as Siddur HaGra: Ishei Yisroel HaShaleim on Friday night Shimonei Esrei (p. 222). See also Moshav Zekainim and Chiddushei U’Peirushei Maharik on the pasuk, and see Leshem Shivu V’achlama, Sefer HaDei’ah (cheilek 2, drush 4, anaf 26, siman 2). See also R’ Y. L. HaLevi Ashleig’s (Ba’al HaSulam on the Zohar) Pri Chacham collection of ma’amarim, pp. 206-207. In addition, see R’ Eliyahu Meir Bluch’s Peninei Da’as on the pasuk, and see the related remarks of R’ Feimer in Drashos Rabbeinu Mi’Slutzk, p. 164. See also R’ Yechezkel Abramsky’s Koveitz Ma’amarim, p. 137.   





� See also the perspective presented by R’ Soloveitchik in his Halakhic Man, beginning of part II (pp. 101, 105-107). 





� Water, in fact, an entity totally lacking any tzura, was apparently in no need of the yetzira stage- see Maharal, Gevuros Hashem (chapters 18, 23, 40- and see an elaboration in Mima'amakim on Devarim, pp. 254-255), and proceeded directly from the briya stage to that of asiya. (Thus explains the Maharal why mayim is spelled with the “yud/mem” suffix that always denotes the plural form. See, however, the explanation of the Gra in Aderes Eliyahu (Beraishis, 1:9), and see the Abarbanel.) See also R’ R. M. Shlanger’s Shivtei Nachalasecha, p. 289.   





� See also R’ Rabinowitz’s Da’as Sofrim on Tehillim. It appears likely that the precise terminology of the pasuk on hand is also meant to directly attack Pharaoh’s declaration of, “Li yi’ori, va’ani asisini” (Yechezkel, 29:3). Pharaoh claimed that the waters of the Nile were his and that he made them; Dovid HaMelech makes it quite clear that, “Lo hayam vi’hu asahu,” all the waters are His (G-d’s) and He made them.


       


� See again the remarks of the Meshech Chochma on Yisro, 20:10 (“ki shei’shes”- especially his reading of Yonah, 1:9), and also on Re’eh, 16:2 (“asher yivchar”).


 


� Thus we find in Kohelles Rabba (1:15) that this world, where man must toil in Torah and mitzvos, is likened to the dry land, while the next world- “G-d’s world,” so to speak- is likened to the “yam.” See Messilas Yisharim, chapter 1 (“k’lalo shel davar”), where the Ramchal juxtaposes this medrash to the ma’amar Chazal, “Ha’yom la’asosam, u’machar li’kabel si’charam” (Eiruvin 22a).     





� See Shu”t Ginas Vi’radim, O”CH, klal 2, siman 15.





� Based on R’ Avraham ben HaGra’s distinction, one could perhaps answer the question of the Imrei Emes in the volume of his likutim, p. 115. See also the Likutei Torah of the Arizal, parshas Shemini (ta’amei hamitzvos), the Maharal’s Netzach Yisroel, chapter 39, the Maharsha’s Chiddushei Aggados on Chullin 27a, and the Toras Chaim (Chullin, ibid.- see also on Sanhedrin 112a), for other reasons why shechita is not necessary for fish. See also the remarks of R’ Z. E. Hertzberg in his Tzaddik B’emunaso, p. 20. (See also Ta’amei HaMinhagim, Likutim, #114, quoting the Toldos Yitzchak.)  Regarding the notion of how shechita spiritually elevates the essence of the animal, see the responsa and ma’amarim of R’ Avigdor K’ra printed in the sefer Zichron Yitzchak (Sefer Zikaron of R’ Yitzchak Isbee), p. 60. In addition, see R’ Avraham Azulai’s Chesed L’Avraham, ma’ayan revi’e (eiyn ya’akov), nahar 20. See also Sefer HaTanya, chapter 7.    





� Chiddushei Aggados, vol. 2, p. 107. See also his comments in Gevuros Hashem, chapter 18. 





� Occupying approximately 70% of the Earth’s total surface area, the waters of the world, in fact, would immediately flood the entire land if not for the sand barriers that G-d Himself set in place. The mighty flow and force of the waves already serve as an indication that the sea’s natural predilection is to “take over” the land as well. (See Bava Basra 73a, and Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer, chapter 5. To quote R’ M. Einstadter (Yesodos, p. 10): “The natural state of the oceans and seas is to inundate the entire face of the earth as they did on the second day of creation.”) Perhaps this is meant to highlight that the entire world, of course, is essentially G-d’s domain, thus constantly reminding those living on dry land who is really running the show. Man can only live on dry land because G-d held back “His waters,” so to speak, and allowed for there to be a dwelling place for mankind. Before being given the title of “Eretz,” the land was simply labeled the “Yabasha,” a word, explains the Ramban (1:9), that merely alludes to the fact that it was formed by the waters having “dried up.” Notice how dry land, the “Yabasha,” originally had no intrinsic meaning, no real essence; it was defined only in terms of its materialization as the result of “G-d’s waters” having been withdrawn from that area. Subsequently, when man proves himself unworthy of existence, G-d simply allows His waters to press forward unabated, drowning the land’s inhabitants in reaffirmation that the entire world is essentially His domain. Interesting to then note is that G-d often uses the “mayim” (gematria= 90) to demonstrate to all that he is the “Melech” (gematria= 90) of the world… 





It has also intrigued me for quite some time how even the largest land mammal pales in comparison to the largest sea mammal- the discrepancy is huge: The bull African elephant is the largest land mammal, weighing a mere 8.5-12 tons when matched up against the gargantuan blue whale weighing in at approximately 150 tons, by far the largest of all the world’s creatures (The Handy Biology Answer Book, p. 274; mental_floss: Condensed Knowledge, p. 35— see also Sefer HaSi’im VihaNifla’os, p. 136). And let’s not forget the “livyasan,” most likely yet far more massive and also a creature of the sea. This discrepancy and the sheer enormity of many of the sea’s creatures (numerous species of whales, great white sharks, giant squids…) perhaps also shed light on the above: the waters dominating the Earth- and all they contain therein- are far more powerful than the land and its relatively smaller inhabitants. Even when we consider the immense inanimate entities of the world, the largest mountain and biggest mountain range are located not with us on dry land but in the waters of “G-d’s world”: “The Hawaiian Islands are the projecting tops of the biggest mountain range in the world. Mauna Kea, on the island of Hawaii and part of this range, is the largest mountain on earth- though partially submerged, its full height from base to crown is 33,476 feet, some 4,000 feet taller than Mount Everest” (David Louis, 2201 Fascinating Facts, p. 70— see also Isaac Asimov’s Book of Facts, p. 327, and The Book of General Ignorance, p. 1). And lastly, “the average worldwide ocean depth is about 12,460 ft. below sea level, or about five times the average elevation on land” (The Handy Ocean Answer Book, p. 7). Indeed the “Melech” of the universe not only keeps his largest creations of all- myriad massive stars that dwarf even the sun- high up in shamayim and farthest from miniscule man, but even among those creations down in our world, both his largest animate and inanimate creations He contains in “His world” alone, the vast expanse of the seas…


                          


� See again footnote #12. See also the sefer Korban Shabbos, chapter 7, quoting from the Chesed L’Avraham. See also the comments of the Toras Chaim on Sanhedrin 67b regarding flowing water eradicating all products of kishuf.  





� See also R’ Yosef Tzvi Dushinsky’s Mishnas Maharitz on Pirkei Avos, 5:1. (In connection to his remarks, see also Arvei Nachal, Beraishis, drush 3.) In addition, see the fascinating insight of R’ Moshe Cordevaro (Ramak), quoted in Sfas Emes (Chagiz), Likutim, p. 59, who discusses why Eretz Yisroel is surrounded by water on all sides.


      


� See again the two selections from the Meshech Chochma referenced in footnote 32. I subsequently came across R’ Dovid Cohen’s Ma’aseh Avos Siman Li’banim, vol. 3, pp. 55-56, 268 (see also p. 65), where he also cites the Meshech Chochma and then proceeds to provide a remez from Tehillim (93:4) to the Yerushalmi’s statement quoted above. 


 


� See Devarim Rabba, 3:8 (but see also the explanation of the medrash in Reishis Chochma, Sha’ar Ha’a’hava, chapter 7 (#22-24)).


 


� See R’ Yitzchak Isaac Chaver’s Afikei Yam on Ta’anis 8b, and see the Radal’s commentary on Beraishis Rabba, 29:7.   





� See also R’ A. Bazak’s remarks in his Nekudas Pesicha, parshas Beshalach, pp. 75-76.





� See, for example, Reishis Chochma, Sha’ar Ha’a’hava, chapter 7 (#24); Tzlach on Chagiga 12a; Ben Yehoyada on Moed Katan 5a; and see Shu”t Chochom Tzvi, #18.


 


� See Matityahu Clark’s Etymological Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew, p. 104.





� See also R’ Y. Levovitz’s Da’as Torah, parshas Vayeilech, 31:2.





� And how interesting, as well, that, “water is also the home of most of the earth’s living things, perhaps nine-tenths of whom live in water” (Richard Ellis, Encyclopedia of the Sea, p. 366).     





� See Peninim MiShulchan HaGra, Mishlei, 27:19.  





� Michtav Me’Eliyahu, vol. 3, p. 152. (See the Maharal’s Netzach Yisroel, chapter 13.)


 


� In Halichos Shlomo on Tefilla (23:35, p. 290), R’ S. Z. Auerbach’s p’sak is quoted that one does not recite a blessing of “mi’shaneh ha’bri’os” on seeing strange-looking fish because the gemara (Brachos 58b) only discusses making such a blessing on unusual animals. Yet again we appear to encounter a distinction drawn between our relationship with the animals living in our domain and the fish of purely G-d’s world. We will not recite a blessing on fish until we first bring them into our world ready for consumption.          


  


� See also the Medrash Tanchuma on Vayikra, #8, and see the Chiddushei HaRan on Shabbos 108a (“Ee paska”).    





� The Maharal discusses the idea in numerous places. See, for example, his Derech Chaim on Pirkei Avos, 5:21, Ohr Chadash (on Esther, 1:10), and Nesivos Olam, nesiv koach ha’yetzer, end of chapter 1. (See also Pachad Yitzchak, Igros U’kesavim, #38.) See also R’ Shimshon Pincus’s Brachos Bi’cheshbon, pp. 25-27.


 


� D’var Eliyahu on Sefer Iyov, 1:2. 





� Naturally, we can also ponder why specifically the letters “dalet” and “gimmel” were selected. Based on the medrash Osiyos d’R’ Akiva (Yerid HaSeforim edition, p. 43, “daver acher”), we do notice a connection of these two letters to the idea of water and rain…





� He is not, however, listed among the others in Avos d’R’ Nosson, chapter 2 (nor in Medrash Tanchuma, parshas Noach, #5). See also R’ Chaim Falaji’s Tenufa Chaim, Vayeitze, #30, where he connects this second explanation of Rashi for Gad’s name with the first one cited. See also the fascinating comments of the B’nei Yissaschar, ma’amarei chodesh Elul, ma’amar 1, #8.  





� Sefer HaChinuch, mitzvah #2. See also Drash Moshe, beginning of parshas Pinchas (and on Beraishis, 1:26)- based on Medrash Tanchuma, parshas Tazria, #5 (and Yalkut Shimoni, ibid., #547). In addition, see Terumas HaDeshen, #265, and see the remez cited in Nifla’os Mi’Torasecha, p. 527. See also R’ Mordechai HaKohen’s Sifsei Cohen, Beraishis, p. 16, and see Torah Ohr (from the Ba’al HaTanya), vol. 1, p. 12. 





Concerning a woman, perhaps the removal of her besulim represents her “gimar tikunah” in a somewhat similar fashion- see Tosfos in Kesuvos (4a- “be’ilas mitzvah”)- “ki vo’alayich osayich” (Yeshaya, 54:5). Tosfos are deducing their explanation from a pasuk that uses the very terminology of “asiya,” the word connoting the final stage of completion. A woman’s sense of completion, interestingly enough, also takes place via the removal of an unnecessary part (in the same general area as her male counterpart), with the additional aspect that her completion can only come about through uniting with her husband. (See also the related fascinating remez in Chaim shel Torah, parshas Beraishis, pp. 48-50.)       





� See Chiddushei Aggados on Nedarim 32a (vol. 2, 6b), and Tiferes Yisroel, chapter 2. See also the lashon of R’ Yosef Chaim in his Ben Yehoyada on Niddah 30b- “shi’leimus ha’adam ti’luya ba’bris”… 


 


� See also the comments of R’ Henoch Liebowitz in Chiddushei HaLeiv, parshas Tazria, p. 45. See, however, Shu”t HaSaba Kadisha (R’ Shlomo Eliezer Alafandry), vol. 2, Y”D, siman #10, for a different understanding of the gemara.





� The ensuing gematria of seven thus serves as a hint to this aspect of Gad’s completion. See also the Meshech Chochma on Vayeitze (30:10), where R Meir Simcha writes that the gematria of Gad alludes to the fact that he was born to Zilpah after only a seven-month pregnancy. In addition, a student of mine noted that the gematria of Gad’s name might also allude to the fact that Gad happens to be the seventh son born to Yaakov. Interesting to note is also that the name “Gad” refers to a good “mazal”- see Rashi on 30:11 quoting the medrash- and the gematria of mazal equals seventy-seven… See also the gematria noted by the Rokeach on Bamidbar, 2:10. In addition, see the B’nei Yissaschar, Ma’amarei Chodesh Elul, ma’amar 1 (#8). In light of the above, perhaps we need not be surprised that Moshe Rabbeinu, the “seventh tzaddik” from Avraham who merited the gift of Shabbos, the “yisod hashevi’i,” and reached the forty-ninth (7 times 7) level of purity (Maharal, Chiddushei Aggados on Rosh HaShana 21b (vol. 1, p. 122)), was ultimately buried specifically in the portion of the tribe of Gad…    


 


� Shulchan Aruch, Y”D, #116:2, based on Chullin 97a. See Shu”t Chasam Sofer, Y”D, #101, where the author writes that the custom is to exercise caution with regard to all species of fish (not like the Rashash in Chullin, ibid.).   





� Divrei Torah, vol. 3, #9. See also Eizor Eliyahu (author of Sheivet HaMussar), p. 178. The Arizal adds that this is yet another reason why there is a mitzvah to eat fish on Shabbos. Especially if one were to eat many small fish, it is very likely that at least one of the fish contains a nitzutz of a neshama kedosha. (For numerous other reasons for fish consumption on Shabbos, see Mateh Moshe (OC”H, siman 404); Si’dei Chemed, ma’areches Rosh HaShana, siman 2 (#3- u’bita’am”), quoting the Toras Chaim in Eiruvin; Sefer Mat’amim (“dagim”), pp. 27-29; and R’ Reuven Kamil’s Sha’ar Reuven, siman 18 (p. 201, note 10). See also Shulchan Lechem HaPanim, siman #242, and see footnote 70 of this essay. In addition, see Pardeis Yosef, parshas Shemini, 11:9.) Parenthetically, with regard to eating small fish, we also find (Brachos 40a) that they strengthen man’s body. However, because they are detrimental to a woman nursing (Kesuvos 60b), explains the Divrei Shaul (on Yuma 75a), the taste of fish was not included with all others in the heavenly manna.   





� Our forthcoming explanation could perhaps also explain why we find that tzaddikim are, at times, compared to fish. See, for example, the Chasam Sofer’s insight on Shabbos (77b) appearing in the Likutei HaShas printed at the back of Drashos Chasam Sofer, vol. 3; R’ Chaim Falaji’s Yismach Chaim, ma’areches “daled,” #16 (quoting the Megaleh Tzefunos); and the Sheim MiShmuel, Shabbos Shuva (5672, p. 87), quoting the Zohar. See also the comments of the Kli Yakar on Beraishis, 1:20.    





� I subsequently found that the Yismach Moshe (parshas Vayeira- cited in Ta’amei HaMinhagim, Inyanei Shabbos (kuntrus acharon, 305:41)) also quotes the Arizal and then draws the distinction between tzaddikim ketanim and gedolim; the ‘great’ tzaddikim certainly don’t need any correcting, and therefore the Arizal was only referring to those lesser tzaddikim who still need to return for a minor tikkun. Not all agree though. Concerning the idea of why even a tzaddik gammur might reincarnate, see the mekubal, R’ Chaim HaKohen’s Mekor Chaim on Shulchan Aruch, Hilchos Tzitzis, siman 15 (#3, and see also #1).  





� See also the interesting comment of the Megaleh Amukos, quoted in the introduction to R’ Avraham ben haGra’s Rav Poalim (on the medrashim), p. 23. 





� See also R’ Shlomo Kluger’s Kehillas Yaakov on Shavuos, drush 32, p. 335.





� Based on our above understanding, the question posed by the Mabit regarding the song of the fish (Beis Elokim, explanation on Perek Shira) is no longer bothersome.


 


� Beraishis, 1:28. See the gemara in Bechoros (8a) which the Gra then goes on to explain.


 


� I subsequesntly saw that R’ Chaim Kaniyevsky also expresses this last idea in his Perek Bi’Shir commentary on Perek Shira (printed at the back of Ta’ama Dikra).    





� Yonah, in fact, appears to be all too silent throughout the entire story-- see R’ A. Rivlin’s Yonah: Nivu’ah Vi’tochacha, pp. 15-26. 





� And yet Yonah’s lack of prayer for a full three days seems to demonstrate that it simply wasn’t so easy for him to change— see R’ Y. Bachrach’s Yonah ben Amitai Vi’Eliyahu, p. 26.   





� See Vayikra Rabba, 4:8 (towards the end). See how the Minchas Ya’akov (cited in Ta’amei HaMinhagim, Inyanei Shabbos (#306), and Minhag Yisroel Torah (vol. 2, p. 64)) and the Sefer Mat’amim (cited in Otzar Dinim U’Minhagim, p. 82) apply this actuality regarding the consumption of fish on Shabbos. (See also Ta’amei HaMinhagim, Inyanei Shabbos, kuntrus acharon, 305:41 (in footnote) quoting the Divrei Emes (parshas Mattos). See also B’nei Yissaschar, ma’amarei Shabassos, ma’amar 1 (#11), and ma’amar 3 (#s 15, 17), and his Igra DiKallah on Beraishis (1:22).) See also how the Elef HaMagen commentary on the Mateh Ephraim (#583:22) applies this actuality regarding eating fish on Rosh HaShana. (On a similar note, see R’ Avraham ben HaGra’s Be’er Avraham on Shir HaShirim, 2:9, regarding the deer that sleeps with one eye open.) In addition, see the Kitzur Shulchan Aruch (129:21) for a similar remark concerning the saying of tashlich by a body of water containing fish. 





� See David Feldman’s Life’s Imponderables, pp. 423-424. In Isaac Asimov’s Book of Facts (p. 124), the author records the following: “Tuna swim at a steady rate of nine miles per hour for an indefinite period of time- and they never stop moving. Estimates indicate that a fifteen-year-old tuna must have traveled one million miles in its lifetime.” Quite fascinating indeed. (See also David Louis, 2201 Fascinating Facts, p. 256.) As Richard Ellis explains in his exhaustive Encyclopedia of the Sea, p. 353, “they [tuna] have a high proportion of red muscle, which is conducive to continuous activity, and they are among the fastest and most powerful of all fishes.” See also Bill McLain’s What Makes Flamingos Pink?, pp. 7-8, discussing the ‘eyelid-less’ insects and fish, and see Ed Zotti’s Know It All!, pp. 8-9, and Marshall Brain’s How Stuff Works, p. 258. From a practical standpoint, since “each time the eyelid moves over the surface of the eye it spreads a layer of water that clears the surface of small debris” (and thus blinking helps keep the eyes clean)- see Douglas B. Smith’s Ever Wonder Why?, p. 102- the fish surrounded constantly by water simply have no need for eyelids…(The eyelids of the sharks and rays would naturally beckon further analysis.) Lastly, it is interesting to note that the wandering albatross, the largest of all extant flying birds, can fly for days or even weeks at a time, with almost no sleep-- and it spends almost its entire life at sea (Ellis, p. 366). The Sheivet Mussar (chapter 11, #80) even writes of a bird that never rests on land (seemingly referring to the wandering albatross), that he actually saw the bird, and that one who carries with him a feather from such a bird will be fully protected from all evil eye. Protection from ayin hara is, of course, something unique to the fish of the sea (Brachos 20a), and yet this bird of the sea apparently shares a lot in common with the fish. Regardless, we have seen that there is certainly something to consider about the sea and minimal or no sleep…                  


 


� See R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s Tzidkas HaTzaddik (# 238), Likutei Ma’amarim (71b), and Resisei Laila (29a). See also B’nei Yissaschar, ma’amarei Shabbasos, ma’amar 10 (#6), quoting the students of Rav Pinchas Mi’Karitz in the name of their Rebbe. 


 


� Fascinating to consider is that we do find a fish (and a special river) that actually rest specifically on Shabbos. The Radak on Beraishis, 2:3 (based on “mi’saprei chiddushei ha’olam”), writes that there exists a fish in the sea that doesn’t swim on Shabbos; it rests the entire duration of the day, leaning on either dry land or a rock. (See also Sheivet Mussar (chapter 11, #81 quoting [HaRi] Afudi), and Otzar Yad HaChaim, #271 (who cites the Radak as bringing a “medrash.”)) And, the Radak continues, we have the famous Nahar Sambatyon that rests (from its violent rock spewing) on Shabbos (Beraishis Rabba, 11:5; Sanhedrin 65b). Both are mentioned, as well, in the commentary of R’ Kreskas on the Moreh Nevuchim (hakdama #12 to section 2), who adds that numerous fisherman have testified to both phenomena. See also R’ Y. M. Stern’s Otzar HaYedi’os, vol. 5, pp. 188-191. Why such Shabbos observance manifests itself specifically in the areas of fish and water, could perhaps be understood based on what we have expounded upon above: The water and fish therein are part of “G-d’s domain.” If HaKB”H rested on the seventh day, it’s quite reasonable to witness that specifically the water and fish of “His world” will illustrate resting on His Shabbos as well. (Regarding the locusts in ancient Egypt that also rested on the seventh day, see my essay on parshas Bo, “The Lure of the Loyal Locusts.”)     





� Likutei Torah, parshas Shemini.





� In addition, the water itself in which the fish live is referred to as “chaim li’olam,” ‘living’ forever— see the comment of the Gra in his Bi’urei HaGra on the Rama’s remarks in OC”H #664:1.  





� Sanhedrin 104a. (See R’ A. Z. Beeber’s Mili Ma’alyasa, p. 10, and see also R’ Shlomo Kluger’s Kehillas Yaakov on Shavuos, drush 41, p. 365.)  





� V’zos HaBracha, 33:1, beginning of “ofen sheini” (and also brought in Yalkut Avanim (likutim from the Gra- R’ M. Rosen’s edition, p. 114). Regarding the terminology of “gevura” concerning the rain, see also Ta’anis 2a (and the Meiri there), and see the comments of the Nesivos in his Emes L’Yaakov on Aggados HaShas, Ta’anis, ibid..   





� See also the comments of the Maharsha, Chiddushei Aggados on Kesuvos 5a. In addition, see Ohr Gedalyahu on Sefer Shemos, parshas Bo, p. 49. 


 


� Brachos 33a (mishna); Ta’anis 2a. See the insightful question posed by R’ Y. Bugatch in his Lekach Yitzchak on Tefilla, siman 22. 





� Regarding the various terms, “geshem,” “matar,” and “mayim,” see the Ramban’s comment on Sefer Iyov, 36:7, Rabbeinu Bechaye’s remarks on parshas Eikev (11:17), the Gra’s D’var Eliyahu commentary to Sefer Iyov, 5:10, and the Malbim’s Ya’ir Ohr, p. 86. In addition, see R’ Vortheimer’s Bi’ur Sheimos HaNirdafim, pp. 102-106, and see Sefer Morasha, p. 13. (See also the Maharal’s Gur Aryeh on Vayeira, 19:24.)





� With regard to the concept of all spiritual blessing being couched in the physical expression of the rain, see R’ Simcha Zissel Broide’s Sam Derech on Beraishis (vol. 1, p. 14- based on the Gra), and Be’er Mayim Chaim’s comments on Bechukosai, p. 32.





� See Rashi to Beraishis, 2:5-6. See also the related comments of the Sfas Emes, Succos, 5648.





� Concerning why we refer to the tefilla as “Birchas ha’geshem,” see the B’nei Yissaschar’s Igra D’Kallah, parshas Lech Lecha (bi’urei medrash), quoting R’ M. M. from Rimonov.





� Rashi to Succah 50b- but see Rambam, Hilchos Lulav, 8:12, and the Brisker Rav’s Chiddushei Maran HaRiz HaLevi on Maseches Succah (end of sefer); see also the remarks of his talmid, R’ Pomeranchek, in Eimek Bracha, p. 109, and see R’ Dovid Cohen’s (from Chevron) Z’man Simchaseinu, ma’amar 12. (The Sefer HaChinuch (#488) and the Rashbeitz (Zohar HaRaki’a, asin, #28) also learn like the Rambam that the simcha is not directly connected to the nisuch ha’mayim.) See also R’ Y. F. Perlow’s commentary on R’ Saadia Gaon’s Sefer HaMitzvos, vol. 3, Milu’im (siman 5), R’ S. Z. Broide’s Sam Derech on Succah (siman #20), and R’ Soloveitchek’s Harirei Kedem (simanim #146, 147) for analyses surrounding the root of the Rashi/Rambam dispute. See also Chiddushei HaGram VihaGrid (Soloveitchik), Inyanei Kodshim, pp. 1-4. In addition, see Pachad Yitzchak on Rosh HaShana, ma’amar 9 (#3), and Ma’amarei Pachad Yitzchak on Succos, ma’amar 5 (#5), for R’ Hutner’s remarks regarding the Rambam’s opinion. See also Yeshurun, vol. 6, pp. 586, 592 (essay of R’ A. L. HaKohen Shapira).     


 


� See also Ohr Gedalyahu on chumash, vol. 3, simchas beis ha’sho’eiva, pp. 220-221.





� R’ Yossi Lieber added the following insight: After offering the water from below on the mizbei’ach, we then merit HaKB”H’s reciprocation, kaviyachol, with an overflow of ruach ha’kodesh showered upon us from above, as the simchas beis ha’sho’aiva celebrating the nisuch ha’mayim derives its very name from the ruach ha’kodesh drawn from above (Tosfos on Succah 50b, quoting the Yerushalmi).       





� See Emes L'Yaakov on Emor, 23:36.  





� Chiddushei Aggados (vol. 1, p. 5), Gevuros Hashem (p. 151), Netzach Yisroel (chapter 32), and numerous other places. See also the Kli Yakar, beginning of parshas Shemini (9:1), the Mabit’s Beis Elokim, sha’ar ha’tefilla, chapter 1, and see Sfas Emes, Succos, 5637. See also R’ Shimshon Pincus’s Brachos Bi’cheshbon, pp. 28-29. In addition, see R’ Y. I. Chaver’s Yad Mitzraim commentary on the Haggadah shel Pesach, p. 145 (Yad Chazakah commentary on “shi’mona me yodei’a”). See also Rabbeinu Bechaye’s Kad HaKemach, “Ner Chanukah” (Kisvei Rabbeinu Bechaye, p. 268), discussing the number eight as a dominant theme in the Beis HaMikdash. Notice also that the very letters comprising the word “shi’mona”- albeit intermingled- also spell “neshama,” our essence that truly exists above the realm of tevah. And how fascinating, as well, that ‘infinity’ is represented in mathematical literature with a [horizontal] figure ‘eight’- time above and beyond our finite world…       





� See the Tosefes Ma’aseh Rav on the Ma’aseh Rav (customs of the Gra), Hilchos Succah, #233, and see the Gra’s own commentary on Mishlei, 31:25, and his Aderes Eliyahu, Devarim, 1:11. See also the Maharsha’s Chiddushei Aggados on Succah 55b. In addition, see the Rama MiPhano’s Asara Ma’amaros, ma’amar chikur din (vol. 2, end of chapter 27), describing the holiness of the day as above that of even Yom Kippur.





� Although we pointed out above that water symbolizes perfection and is thus intertwined with the number seven, the blessing of rainfall descending from the heavens above upon our world is lima’alah min ha’tevah.  





� Sfas Emes, Succos, 5643. See also his son’s Imrei Emes, Succos, p. 132, and see Ohr Gedalyahu, Shemini Atzeres, p. 30, 35 (and see p. 33 regarding the association with Yosef). R’ Tzaddok HaKohen, however, writes that Shemini Atzeres corresponds to Shlomo (Likutei Ma’amarim, 106a). Based on the Arizal that “Shlomo” is osiyos “li’Moshe”- as the former represented the completion of Moshe with the building of a permanent place within which the Shechina could dwell, perhaps there is no real conflict. We might also add that the two-tiered day of Shemini Atzeres joined by Simchas Torah is a day commemorating the “melech” of the Torah along with the “melech” who built the makom ha’avodah (and who read from the Torah during mitzvas hak’hel which took place over Succos)- see also the Machzor Vitri, #385. See also R’ Meir Belsky’s Citadel And Tower: Quest for Jewish Majesty, p. 68, where the author appears to associate Yitzchak with Shemini Atzeres. Parenthetically, in Hilchos Rosh Chodesh (O”CH, #417), the Tur quotes his brother as noting that the three Avos correspond respectively to the three regallim: Avraham to Pesach, Yitzchak to Shavuos, and Yaakov to Succos. See also the Gra’s Aderes Eliyahu on parshas Balak (third mahadura), where the same correlation appears, albeit with a slightly different nusach (and see the Sefer HaBahir, #105). See also R’ Y. I Chaver’s Yad Mitzraim commentary on the Haggadah shel Pesach, p. 149 (Yad Chazaka on “shi’losha asar me yodei’a”). R’ Gedalya Schorr (Ohr Gedalyahu, ibid.), cites the same correlation in the name of the medrashim (and the Tur- see also p. 74 quoting the “seforim ha’kedoshim,” and see p. 120 quoting the Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer). In his Ohr Gedalyahu on chumash (vol. 3, p. 218- see also p. 67 (parshas Emor)), discussing “Simchas Beis Ha’sho’aiva,” he again cites the Tur and elaborates on the connection of Yaakov to Succos. See also R’ A. D. Rosenthal’s Be’er HaMelech on the Rambam, introduction to vol. 6. See also Pachad Yitzchak on Succos, ma’amar 22 (and Ma’amarei Pachad Yitzchak on Succos, ma’amar 7 and 9). In addition, see the Zohar, vol. 3, 100b, and see the remarks of R’ Aharon Rokeach in Mahar”a MiBelz, p. 35. See also R’ Tzvi Hersh from Ziditchov’s Beis Yisroel, p. 169. See, however, the way the Ben Yehoyada (last piece on Megilla (32a)) matches them up, and see the Sheim MiShmuel (parshas Balak, 5676—and see also Succos, 5673, p. 146, regarding Succos and Aharon), and see again R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s Likutei Ma’amarim, 106a. In addition, see R’ Aharon Lopiansky’s Time Pieces, p. 207. 





Hence, we find Yaakov corresponding to Succos and Moshe to Shemini Atzeres, the yom tov attached to that of Succos and viewed in certain respects as part and parcel of the same yom tov. In his Dan Yadin commentary on the Sefer Karnayim (ma’amar 4 (#3), and see ma’amar 13(#11)), R’ Shimshon from Astropoli, notes that- in “sod”- Yaakov and Moshe together form the merkava for the sefira of “Tiferes.” (See also Tiferes HaChanochi (bi’ur on the Zohar by the Radzhiner Rebbe), beginning of parshas Vayechi, p. 45.) See also R’ Yisroel Isser’s Menucha U’Kedusha, pesichas ha’sefer, p. 41, and see Ohr Gedalyahu, Shemini Atzeres, pp. 30-31, and on parshas Vayishlach, p. 106. It seems that Yaakov and Moshe are intertwined in certain bechinos, an idea beyond the scope of this essay but one certainly worthy of further discussion.             





� Taanis 7a. (See also Brachos 61b.)





� See the Maharal’s Gevuros Hashem, chapter 18, and see R’ Y. I. Chaver’s Afikei Yam on Chagiga 3a (p. 150). See also the Chasam Sofer’s comments on the last pasuk in V’zos HaBracha (Toras Moshe HaShaleim, p. 177), and see the Meshech Chochma, V’zos HaBracha, 34:5,6 (and the end of his comments on 34:8). In addition, see the remarks of the Chida in his Chadrei Beten on Beraishis, 6:3. My brother, Avi, added beautifully that the letters comprising Moshe’s name are the very same letters that spell “shemona,” the number eight, except for a missing “nun”—absent perhaps to allude to the fiftieth ‘gate’ (“nun sha’arei binah”) that was kept closed even from Moshe (Rosh HaShana 21b).              





� See the discussion in Menachos 30a.





� See Sotah 13b, and see the Zohar, vol. 1, 37b. (See also the Rama MiPhano’s Asarah Ma’amaros, ma’amar chikur din, 2:13 (p. 117)).





� See also Einei Yisroel (collected sichos of R’ Elya Weintraub), p. 114.


  


� See also Ohr Gedalyahu on chumash, vol. 3, sefiras ha’omer, p. 34. 





