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At the end of this weeks parsha, the Torah relates the episode
in which Miriam told Aharon lashon hara about Moshe Rabeinu,
complaining that Moshe left his wife because he was a proph-
et, wondering why he thought he was any different than they
were. Aharon and Miriam were also major prophets, yet they
felt no need to leave their own spouses. Hashem reprimand-
ed and chastised them, explaining that Moshe was on a much
higher level than they. Hashem would speak to Moshe regularly
and much clearer than to a regular prophet. On the pasuk, “9x 19
127278 79” — ¥l speak to him [Moshe] face to face”, Rashi quotes
the Sifri that explains that Hashem himself instructed Moshe
to leave his wife. By Matan Torah Hashem had instructed all
of Klal Yisrael to separate themselves from their wives (in or-
der to purify themselves for the receiving of the Torah), and
after Matan Torah told Moshe to instruct them to return to their
wives. However, to Moshe himself, Hashem said, “y 19 nnx
my” — “And you stay here with me”, meaning that he should
remain separate from his wife. Moshe was following Hashem’s
direct instruction, and therefore Miriam and Aharon had no
claim against him.

However, Tosfos (Yevamos 62a) understands that in fact,
Aharon and Miriam knew that Hashem had instructed Moshe to
remain apart from his wife!. Tosfos explains that really Moshe
had left on his own, and only after the fact Hashem agreed with
him. Miriam’s complaint was that maybe Hashem did not really
agree with Moshe’s calculations. There is a concept that “7172
MR DM T2 ¥ a7Rw”, that Hashem leads a person in the
way he wants to go. Miriam thought that Hashem told Moshe
to stay apart from his wife only after Moshe had already decid-
ed on his own to do so, when Hashem saw that Moshe’s mind
was made up, but would not have signed on had Moshe asked
Him beforehand. Such an agreement does not really show ap-
proval, and Hashem’s endorsement after the fact does not real-
ly confirm that Moshe’s decision was correct.

Asks Rav Tzvi Einstadter, according to Tosfos, what exactly
was Hashem’s admonishment to Miriam and Aharon? Accord-
ing to the Sifri, Hashem informed them that He himself had told
Moshe to remain apart from his wife. They already knew this,
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THE BAR MITZVA BRACHA - s19upw 7192

The Rema (O.C. 225:2) brings down that when a
boy reaches his bar mitzvah, the father of the boy
makes a Bracha of 1mvow 7172.

The source of the Bracha is in the Midrash Rab-
bah (63:10), which compares Yaakov to Esav at
age thirteen — one went to the house of study and
the other to the house of idol worship. On this Rab-
bi Shimon bar Tzadok stated: A person must care
for his son until 13 years. After that, he should say,
“Blessed are you Hashem etc, who has released
me from the punishment of this [boy].”

Since this Bracha is not mentioned in the Ge-
mara the Rema says not to say it with Hashem's
name. The Gra and other Poskim hold to make it
with Hashem’s name and each community should
follow their Minhag.

There are actually two, somewhat opposing, in-
terpretations of the *1qvow 7112 Bracha. The Magen
Avraham understands that the Bracha refers to the
father who is now released from any accountability
for transgressions that his son might commit in the
future. Until the Bar Mitzva a father is responsible
for his son’s Torah education and observance, but
once a boy turns Bar Mitzva the responsibility is
his own. In contrast, the Levush suggests that the
Bracha actually releases the son from any punish-
ment he might be deserving for his father’s sins! (A
difference between the two reasons is brought in
the 3 '0 3"nm anann 932 n™w with regards to a step-
son. According to the Magen Avraham he would
say however according to the Levush he wouldn’t)

The Magen Avraham says that the Bracha is
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Torah Perspectives >>> continued from front

as this fact was the basis for their claim that Moshe had wrongly
acted on his own, causing Hashem to only agree only after the fact,
as is Hashem’s way to lead a person the way they want to go?

To explain this, one has to understand what exactly Chazal mean
when they say that 10X P29 72°% 7311 78w 7172, Hashem will not
trick a person into doing something that is harmful for themselves
just because they want to do it, and for sure Hashem will not com-
mand a Navi to make a bad move simply because the Navi desires
it. All this principle means, explains Rav Einstadeter, is that if a per-
son chooses a certain path, Heaven will assist him go down that
path, and make that option available to him. But by no means wiill
Hashem force him to travel that road.

This was Miriam and Aharons criticism against Moshe. They felt
that because Moshe had already chosen to remain apart from his
wife, he received a prophesy that could be interpreted in multiple
ways. The words of the commandment were, “and you stand here
with me”. Moshe took this to mean that he should remain separat-
ed from his wife. Aharan and Miriam felt that due to his previous
decision, Moshe was biased, and this predisposition caused him to
misinterpret the nevuah to confirm his bias. They believed that this
was incorrect, and that Hashem meant something else. Because
Hashem will provide “evidence” to a prejudiced person to support
their prior opinions.

With this explanation, Hashem’s rebuke to them is much more
understandable. Such a concept can only apply to a regular proph-
et, who received a blurred prophecy that can be open to multiple
interpretations. In such a case, the navi’s mistaken opinions can
misunderstand the prophecy to confirm their bias. However, Moshe
was on an entirely different level, and received prophecies that were
as clear as day, just like two people speaking to each other face
to face. Clear, without riddles, and not open to misinterpretations.
There was no chance that Moshe would misunderstand Hashem'’s
command, and accordingly, if he understood Hashem'’s intent that
he should remain separated from his wife, then that must be the
true meaning.

Too often, people tend to find “evidence” supporting their previ-
ous mistaken assumptions. They don'’t think openly, and are sub-
consciously looking to confirm their biases, instead of trying to
figure out the truth. This is a lesson we can learn from the story
of Miriam, which is one of the six remembrances that we are com-
manded to remind ourselves. Whether it's with our fulfillment of
mitzvos and service of Hashem, our interpersonal relations, or even
in our business decisions, we favor our prior dispositions, and tend
to conveniently find “proofs” that support our positions. And all too
often, these “proofs” are just proofs that we are human and masters
at intellectual gymnastics, acrobats who can spin anything to prove
what we want, artists who can beautifully paint a complex target
around a precisely placed arrow. Unless we are Moshe Rabbeinu,
we are subject to confirmation bias, and must be aware of, and
honestly explore what is really right and wrong. What Hashem tru-
ly wants of us, not what we want Hashem to want of us. If we work
on this, and begin to think, and think openly and honestly, then we
will find ourselves much more successful in life, and it would truly
make this world a different place. a

1. See Rambam (X771’ 7707 710> °97) as brought in Sefer Halkrim (7> 17wX7 naxn)
who makes it clear that this prophecy was said to all of Klal Yisrael, not just to
Moshe Rabeinu. Hence, it would follow that Miriam and Aharon knew about it.
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Meaning Behind the Minhag
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usually recited after the bar-mitzva boy has
had his first Aliya to the Torah. The Mishna
Berura brings some Poskim that suggest it
be recited after the boy has led a Tefillah in
Shul.

The Poskim speak out that a father only
says it for a son not for his daughter. a
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RABBEINU BECHAYE: DOUBLED DESIRE

This week’s parsha contains the incident of the slav —
the people’s demand for meat to supplement, or replace,
the mohn. The complaint takes up a significant portion
of the parsha, and to understand why, we need to first
appreciate the mohn.

The mohn was one of the most overt expressions of
the divine performed for us throughout the desert. Many
of the miracles in Tanach were somewhat naturalistic in
form. Even Krias Yam Suf was preceded by a fierce wind.
As the Rambam explains, the wind alone could not have
produced such a miracle, but it softened its degree of overt
supernaturalism. This naturalistic approach to miracles
is taken by many of the Rishonim, and what it indicates
is something important about Hashem'’s relationship to
nature. Teva — the rules by which the world operates
— is itself an expression of divine will, and the way His
will typically manifests. Miracles are rare and reserved for
specific purposes, and so they are generally designed to
fit within nature as much as possible.

The mohn, by contrast, was explicitly miraculous. Every
day the Jews ate a food that the mefarshim explain
could taste like nearly anything, that fell from the sky
and landed in particular zones depending on who it was
directed towards, that was carefully wrapped in dew to
keep it fresh. There was no naturalistic softening to this
neis. This was a nature-breaking expression of Hashem’s
desire to take care of His people in the harsh environs
of the desert. It was against this miracle that the Jews
complained that it was insufficient and that they wanted
“real food.”

Rabbeinu Bechaye notes the odd doubled phraseology
in the pasuk describing the Jews' desire. The word
ta'avah — desire — appears twice. They “desired to have
desire.” This doubling introduces the entire story, and
from it, Rabbeinu Bechaye extrapolates a core yesod
about this incident that clarifies why it is such a key part
of the parshah.

The desert was an opportunity. It was an isolated
cocoon in which the Jewish people were ensconced for the
purpose of rapid transformation. They had been slaves in
Egypt, pummeled by influences antithetical to Yahadus,
then miraculously extracted from that environment. For
the time between yetzias Mitzrayim and entering Eretz
Yisrael, they were alone in the midbar. This was a period
defined by an unparalleled closeness to Hashem — “I
remember the devotion of your youth, how you walked

after Me in the wilderness” (Yirmiyahu 2:2) —
and a time dedicated entirely to learning and
developing ourselves through Torah.

The Rambam describes what took place
during this time. It was a focused and
structured process of Torah transmission.
Every day, Torah from Hashem was given to
Moshe, from Moshe to the elders, from the
elders to the people. Everyone was engaged in
learning and spiritual growth, day in and day
out.

The rebellion, then, was not mere complaint. As
any parent can tell you, when a child complains about
something specific, more often than not the exact details
of the complaint are not the main point. Typically there is
a broader issue underneath. Here the object was food,
but the pasuk shows us that underneath it was about the
broad idea of physical desire. As is well known, one of the
purposes of Torah is to tame our physicality, to elevate us
from animal to human, to help us live in balance between
body and spirit. A complaint about desiring physicality
was a sign that Klal Yisrael had not fully assimilated the
lessons of the midbar.

Rabbeinu Bechaye explains that the mohn possessed
a unique quality directly tied to this developmental
environment. Ordinary food is a mixture of multiple
elements and flavors that pull the body’s attention in
multiple directions. The mohn was different. It was a pure,
singular substance. Rabbeinu Bechaye understands the
mohn’s nature as a divine instrument whose composition
was designed to reinforce the singular spiritual direction
Hashem was cultivating in the midbar’s laboratory-like
environment.

Howevewr, when ta’avah grips your faculties, it warps
everything. The spiritual aid of the mohn becomes viewed
as an obstacle holding them back from re-attaching
to their physicality. This helps us understand what lay
beneath the complaint. They referenced their lives back
in Egypt which, on the face of it, is absurd. Who would
want to return to lives of back-breaking labor? But
through Rabbeinu Bechaye’s lens, we understand that
behind their words lay the truth of their request: they
wanted to live in a similar physically-centered reality as
they had in Egypt.

This is why the double phrasing — that they “desired
to have desire” — is used. This was not a momentary
craving for food they hadn't tasted in a while. The mid-
bar had been inverting the physical-spiritual proportions.
This demand to flip them back was a profound rebellion
against the entire project of the midbar. And it further
explains why the punishment was middah k’'neged mid-
dah. Hashem granted them everything they could pos-
sibly have desired, gifting them gobs of meat to gorge
upon. But as is the case with physicality, when taken to
extremes it becomes disgusting. And so it was for the
Jews. Thirty days of unbridled gashmius had its affect.
The lessons of what the proper physical-spiritual balance
should be became abundantly clear.
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