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CONGREGATION KNESETH ISRAEL/ THE WHITE SHUL

JUGGLING GENEALOGIES                                                                                     R’ EYTAN FEINER
Parshas Pinchas 

We are all familiar with the mishna in Avos (1:12)
 describing Aharon HaKohen as the archetypal "o’heiv shalom vi'rodef shalom." The choice term of "rodef"
 might also allude to the idea that, at certain times, one must be willing to act even as a "rodef" to procure and guarantee true peace. Although superficially appearing to run antithetical to shalom, a noble act of murder- one performed l'shaim shamayim- solely for the sake of peace, is sometimes called for.
 Quite interesting, then, is a medrash cited by the Shu”t Tzemach Tzedek (R' Menachem Mendel Krochmal (1600-1661), siman #111), in the midst of discussing the issue of kohanim playing the role of goel hadam, the one charged with avenging a relative's accidental death.

The medrash relates that the young Dovid cast a five-stone slingshot at Galyas, with three stones having corresponded to the three Avos, another to Moshe and the last to Aharon. It was specifically the stone of Aharon, however, that killed Galyas to avenge the latter’s murdering of kohanim. Thus we see (albeit from an aggadic source), he points out, that even kohanim- yes, even Aharon the kohen gadol- are licensed to kill when it is deemed appropriate. Apparently, this trait was ultimately transmitted to, and ingrained in, the nature of Pinchas, the parsha’s protagonist, as well.
 


The Origins of a Peace-Pursuing Pinchas

And so we read at the end of parshas Balak how Pinchas reacted with zeal and celerity to put an end to the enormous chillul Hashem
 and restore peace through a noble act of killing.
 The deed is done and just as we sit on the edge of our seats awaiting his reward, we turn the page only to find that...that we have to wait another week for the ending! (Yet another cliffhanger, similar to the one we encountered at the end of parshas Mikeitz as we left Yosef and Yehuda off in the middle of their conversation…) What precisely is going on here? 
Rav Moshe Mi'kutzi, the ba'al HaSmag (Sefer HaMitzvos HaGadol), explains that a haphsaka, a break in the action, is necessary after any ma'aseh kana’os to delve into the true intentions of the individual. Only if HaKB”H informs us that he acted with the purest intent is there room for appropriate reward. At the outset of parshas Pinchas, the widely anticipated compensation is finally disclosed, predicated on the Torah's own testimony that Pinchas was acting in the shadow of the attributes of his glorious grandfather. Hence, the delineation of his genealogy- as Rashi notes- to counteract the disparaging comments of the shevatim.

In truth, we find Pinchas himself already attempting to disclose his true intentions. When Rashi, at the close of parshas Balak, espouses the opinion of Rav in Sanhedrin (82a),
 he merely paraphrases Pinchas' remarks to "Moshe." What is interesting, however, is that in the actual Talmudic account of the tale, Pinchas refers to Moshe not by name, but rather by "achi avi abba," the brother of my father’s father. Perhaps Pinchas, with this quite unusual appellation- especially in a halachik context- is trying to emphasize that he is the grandson of Moshe's brother Aharon, the one that Moshe knows epitomizes the pursuit of peace, hoping thereby to convey his noble intentions as a scion of that giant of shalom. Immediately from the start, Pinchas tries to make it clear that he is acting solely as the yoresh of “avi abba,” as the one who inherited Aharon’s insatiable yearning for peace.   

Interesting to note, as well, is the very next time we find Pinchas engaged in an act of killing. Although in parshas Mattos (31:8) the Torah briefly states that Bilaam was killed by the sword,
 Targum Yonasan ben Uziel (see also Sanhedrin 106a) describes the miraculous mid-air chase which resulted in none other than Pinchas bringing Bilaam to his death. And with what sword did Pinchas kill him?
In his commentary on the Torah, the Rosh writes that he heard that it was the very same sword that, years earlier, Yaakov had inserted into the mound of stones set up as a peace treaty between him and Lavan (parshas Vayeitzei, 31:44-53). The one to violate the treaty and pass the designated landmark with hostile intentions, they agreed, would be immediately pierced by this sword. Chazal (Sanhedrin 105b) inform us that Bilaam was indeed that same Lavan
 (or at least a direct descendant- Rosh),
 and therefore met his fate by this sword as punishment for breaking the peace treaty and causing harm to Yaakov’s descendants. How interesting, then, that it is specifically Pinchas- whose credo is one of endlessly striving to maintain peace- who administers the punishment to Bilaam for breaking his end of the peace treaty. Being ‘rodef’ shalom indeed lies at the core of what a Pinchas was all about.      

What might strike the reader as somewhat disturbing is why Rashi said nothing the first time we were introduced to Pinchas at the close of parshas Balak. There, too, the genealogy was delineated for us, fleshed out all the way back to Aharon, and yet Rashi remained completely silent.
 Why would Rashi wait until the outset of the next parsha to finally address the lengthy lineage? And if such verbosity is not deemed superfluous, then why feel compelled to supply an explanation the second time around?   


Perhaps we can suggest that Rashi learnt the pesukim as follows: Indeed, Rashi does not seem to be bothered when the Torah cites ancestry going as far back as the grandfather, and thus makes no comment concerning the first mention of "Pinchas ben Elazar ben Aharon Hakohen." However, Rashi is bothered when, just after we have been introduced to him as "Pinchas ben...," the Torah -just a mere four pesukim later- provides the whole ancestry all over again! Why the unnecessary repetition? 

It must be that the Torah’s intent was indeed to introduce Pinchas to us as the grandson of the paradigmatic pursuer of peace. He was stirred to act as the scion of his illustrious “avi abba,” and his lineage is thus traced back all the way to Aharon. The people, however, claimed that Pinchas was driven not only as Aharon's grandson, but by the traits he had inherited from his other grandfather as well. Yisro, they claimed, the father of Pinchas’s mother (Va’eira, 6:25), was not just any idol worshiper but was even "mi’fateim" his animals- he went all out to fatten them up for an optimal sacrifice.
 The Torah, therefore, reiterates the lineage back to Aharon to inform one and all that Pinchas was driven solely by Aharon-like attributes, and not by those of Yisro.
 We therefore only draw the inference from the repetition of the yichus and that is when Rashi most appropriately inserts his remarks.
 


The people have thus been answered. After all, if they claimed he was driven by Yisro-like attributes, then citing his other grandfather does not really combat the claim. "So what that Aharon is his grandfather...but Yisro is too!"
 The Torah therefore repeats the genealogy to inform them that Pinchas was coming purely as the grandson of the "o’heiv shalom vi'rodef shalom." Although Yisro's verve and enthusiasm certainly might have transferred down to the zealous Pinchas, his accompanying negative thoughts were completely absent in the mind and soul of his righteous grandson. 

The Genealogy of Korach
Allow me now to take you back to the Rashi at the commencement of parshas Korach. Rashi (based on the medrash Tanchuma), is bothered why Yaakov's name is omitted from the yichus of Korach.
 Have we missed something? The question, ostensibly, should not be why Yaakov's name is not mentioned, but rather, why did the Torah even go back as far as Levi! Even if the Torah, at times, mentions the person's grandfather, it never cites the great-grandfather (we'll get to b’nos Tz'lafchad a bit later), while here Levi is mentioned.
 The medrash seems to be asking the wrong question…


With regard to Korach, things were obviously different. The Torah clearly wants to mention Levi to introduce us to the sibas hamachlokes, the source of Korach’s point of dispute. Where was this Korach indeed coming from? He was coming with a claim that he, too, was a descendant of Levi, a scion more rightfully entitled to a stature of nassi than others, someone worthy of superseding even Aharon as the Kohen Gadol.
 The Torah, therefore, upon mention of Korach, wants us to know that and thus Levi is, understandably, cited.
 However, we know that Korach succeeded in dragging others along with him. How did he manage to persuade them if, in fact, he was really driven by the pursuit of his own honor? Simple. He approached them with the assertion that we are all equal- "kulam kedoshim"- and equal indeed because we stood together collectively as the b'nei Yisroel, as the sons of Yaakov, by Har Sinai. All shevatim should remain on equal ground, with no reason for even the tribe of Levi to be singled out from among the righteous others in service of G-d.

That is where Rashi comes in. "Vayikach Korach," the pasuk states. Rashi explains
 that through the art of persuasion, Korach “took” many people along with him. But how? Obviously, only by approaching them with the claim that, "we are all equally b'nei Yaakov/Yisroel and no one should stand alone atop the pedestal of holiness." If so, then naturally Yaakov's name, too, deserves to be mentioned, and thus we have Rashi’s query. If the "vayikach Korach" was only made possible by a claim of "we are all equal as b'nei Yaakov," and thus have no need for a hierarchy, then Yaakov's name should certainly have been listed as well. With the addition of Yaakov’s name, the Torah would be supplying us with a clear indication of the means Korach used to convince the others why they should join in his coup de tat against Moshe and Aharon.
         


B’nos Tz’lafchad and Ahavas HaAretz

The longest list of ancestry in the Torah is witnessed later on in parshas Pinchas, concerning the episode of the daughters of Tz'lafchad. Their genealogy is traced back all the way to Menashe-- but understandably so. After all, they are coming with a claim to the land, a land divided up among the various shevatim, and the Torah wants us to know that, as descendants of Menashe, they, too- in their father's stead- are entitled to a portion. Rashi there is perturbed only by the superfluous mention of Yosef- both Menashe and Ephraim received portions, so why the need to trace back to Yosef?
 To this question, Rashi responds that the Torah here wishes to attribute their overwhelming love of the land back to Yosef, their ancestor who himself manifested such awesome love,
 and from whom they inherited it from in turn.



As we wrap things up, we have surely been reminded once more how the Torah never writes an unnecessary word, and naturally, that encompasses all ancestral listings as well. We have hopefully succeeded in shedding some light on a fascinating topic, and have provided a few helpful insights to understanding the respective genealogies of Pinchas, Korach, and b'nos Tz'lafchad. And how genealogies can indeed prove to be both boon and bane. “Yichus,” at times, certainly can play quite a monumental role… 


HAVE A MOST WONDERFUL SHABBOS!




� See also Kalla Rabbasi, chapter 3 (fourth braissa).





� The Tiferes Tzion commentary presents a practical scenario of “running after” peace. 





� See R' Yaakov Kaminetzky's Emes L'Yaakov, beg. of parshas Pinchas. See also Be’shishim Chochma (collected writings of R’ N. G. Weintraub), p. 278, quoting R’ Yisroel Yitzchak from Otvotzk, and see Pardeis Yosef HaChadash. In addition, see Drash Moshe, drush 27, pp. 362-363. Similarly, at times a preida, an act of splitting up, is also necessary to produce shalom- see Ba’al HaTurim on Lech Lecha, 13:11, and see Bi’mechitzas Rabeinu (R’ Yaakov Kaminetzky), pp. 147-148. 





� See Leket Sichos Mussar (R' Y.I. Sher), parshas Pinchas, and R’ Chaim Volozhin’s Ruach Chaim (and R’ Avraham achi haGra’s Pirkei D’Avraham) on Avos 5:3, with regard to transmitted attributes.�


� See the commentary of the Malbim and the Netziv’s Ha’emek Davar.





� See also R’ Yosef Karo’s Maggid Meisharim, parshas Pinchas.





� It is interesting to note that Rashi omits any mention of the other two opinions cited, as seen in Bamidbar Rabba (#25) as well.  





� Regarding the precise role the sword played in Bilaam’s death, see R’ Y. C. Sofer’s insights printed in the journal Moriah, Adar Rishon 5763, pp. 141-142, and the additional comments of R’ Y. Vilk appearing in Moriah, Nissan 5763, pp. 196-197.  


       


� The Rama MiPhano (Gilgulei Neshamos, #156) discusses the idea of Naval being a gilgul of Bilaam, assisting later on in bringing the latter’s soul to a certain level of tikkun. Interesting that “Naval” is “Lavan”— same osiyos, just spelled backwards…    





� For additional opinions regarding Bilaam’s identity, see R’ Chaim Kaniyevsky’s Li’Michseh Asik (published at the back of his Ta’ama Dikra), parshas Balak. See also R’ Moshe Chaim Armoni’s Basi L’Armoni, vol. 4, p. 229.





� In addition, one might question why Rashi omitted any comment with regard to "Betzalel ben Uri ben Chur" back in parshas Ki Sisa (31:2). See Da'as Zikeinim MiBa'alei HaTosfos (ad. loc.) who does address the lineage back to Chur, but Rashi offers us no explanation. See also the comments of the Bechor Shorr to Sanhedrin 109b. In addition, see my essay on parshas Vayakhel. � 


� See also the brief remarks of R’ Shlomo Gantzfried in Apiryon. In addition, see R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s comments in his Pri Tzaddik.  





� I subsequently noticed the same point brought by R’ E. M. Bluch in his Peninei Da’as. See also R’ Sorotzkin’s Meged Yosef. 





� I subsequently found that numerous commentaries on Rashi also learn in Rashi that the inference is drawn from the superfluous repetition of the lineage. See the Sefer Zikaron, the Terumas HaDeshen, Mei’siach Ilmim, the Maharal’s Gur Aryeh, R’ Ovadia from Bartenura’s Amar Nikeh, the commentary of R’ Yaakov Kinezel, the Sifsei Chachamim quoting the Minchas Yehuda, and R’ Yitzchak Horowitz’s Be’er Yitzchak. In addition, see the comment appearing in Imrei Noam (Ba’alei HaTosfos), and see the Meshech Chochma’s remarks on the pasuk for a novel approach.�


� The Bechor Shorr (Sanhedrin 82b), Nefesh Yehonasan, Binyan Ariel, Be'er Yosef (Salant), Tosefes Bracha (ba'al Torah Temimah), and Peninei Da’as (R’ E. M. Bluch) also deal with this difficulty. In addition, see the Chasam Sofer’s Toras Moshe. See also R. Y. Y. Shapira’s Emes L’Yaakov (Koshnitz).  


 


� To better understand the medrash’s answer and why Yaakov, specifically, was so concerned lest his name be associated with Korach, see the comments of the Sfas Emes, end of parshas Vayechi (5665).   





� See also Gur Aryeh, Devek Tov, and the commentary of R’ Yaakov Kinezel. Regarding Yaakov’s request that his name not be mentioned with Korach’s kahal, we must ponder his reasoning for it is quite clear to all that Korach was his descendant. See the Maharal’s comments in the same piece in Gur Aryeh (and the related remarks in R’ Bluch’s Peninei Da’as), and see Peninim MiShulchan Gavoa quoting R’ Mattisyahu Solomon in the name of R’ Eliyahu Lopian. In addition, see Drashos Rabbeinu Yosef Mi’Slutsk, p. 189, Divrei Yosef (Kanovitz), Shemen HaTov, and see Mei’rosh Amanah for R’ Shach’s understanding. See also Ohr Gedalyahu, pp. 136-137, discussing the fact that Yaakov’s name is still mentioned in Divrei HaYamim in conjunction with Korach. Regarding Yaakov’s absence from the listing, see also the remarks of the Me’or Va’shemesh.  





� The Ramban (16:4) even notes that Aharon honestly believed that Korach’s ma’alah was greater than his own, and he therefore reacted differently than Moshe. See also the remarks of Rabbeinu Avraham ben HaRambam in his HaMaspik Li’ovdei Hashem, p. 56. 





� See also the Ohr HaChaim HaKadosh. 





� The explanation appears as the latter of two possible ones cited by Rashi. The Rashbam and Chizkuni, however, both seem to espouse it as the peshuto shel mikra. See also R’ Yom Tov Yedid HaLevi’s Me’ir Tov commentary.   





� Although the claim of “kulam kedoshim” appears soon after in the Torah itself, that claim was issued collectively by all the members of Korach’s assembly, including Korach, Dasan, and Aviram, the three of whom clearly had their own agendas. It was a claim meant to dispel the need for any sort of hierarchy but, in fact, was the same claim that Korach invoked to convince his followers in the first place. Even though we do not find his method of convincing explicitly stated in the Torah, it would have been clearly hinted to had Yaakov’e name been mentioned in the opening context of Korach’s “likecha.”  


    


� See also the beginning of parshas Shelach, 13:11, and the comments of the Meshech Chochma there.


 


� See Mima’amakim, parshas Vaeschanan, p. 54. 





� See the interesting elaboration of the Kli Yakar (26:64) on the love that the Jewish women, in general, displayed towards Eretz Yisroel. 





