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Candle-lighting: 6:38 pm 
Shacharit: 9 am 
Sof Kriat Shema: 9:49 am 
Sof Zman Tefilla: 10:50 am 
Mincha 6:20 pm 
Shkia: 6:58 pm 
Motzei Shabbat: 7:39 pm 

P a r s h at  V aya k h e l - p e k u d e i  

Collective  

Responsibility 
By Rabbi Kaplowitz 

 
After reading about every detail 

in the visioning, planning, and construc-

tion of the Mishkan and all its keilim 

(vessels), the enormous project is finally 

completed in this week's Torah reading. 

As the pasuk reads: “Thus was com-

pleted all the work of the Tabernacle of 

the Tent of Meeting.  The Israelites did 

so; just as the Lord had commanded 

Moses, so they did” (Shemot 39:32). A 

number of commentators raise a ques-

tion. The pasuk attributes the work to the 

entire Jewish people – “the Israelites did 

so; just as the Lord had commanded…” – 

yet we know that the work was carried 

by Bezalel, Oliahav, and the other crafts-

men identified in the previous weeks' 

readings.  Why then does the Torah at-

tribute the work of the Tabernacle to all 

of the Israelites? 

The Sforno offers the simplest 

answer to this question.  He explains that 

it is true that the actual construction and 

crafting of the various keilim was done 

by Bezalel and his group of artisans, but 

everyone participated in some way – 

some people donated money or other 

materials, some gave of their time and 

their skills, but everyone had some role 

in completing the Mishkan, and thus the 

entire project can accurately be attributed 

to the nation as a whole, and not a few 

individuals. 

The Ohr ha-Chaim ha-Kadosh 

(Rabbi Chaim ben Moshe ibn Attar, 19th 

Century Morocco) takes this idea one 

step further.  He explains that the Torah's 

 Parsha in a  

Box 
 

¶ Shabbos! 

¶ contributing to the Mishkan 

- motivation from the hear 

¶ craftsmen for 

the Mishkan selected 

¶ work on 

the Mishkan begins 

¶ the utensils, like 

the Aron and Menorah, are 

made 

¶ Aharon's clothing and other 

"gear" as Kohen Gadol 

¶ Moshe inspects and ap-

proves the Mishkan 

¶ the Mishkan is set up 

¶ Hashem's glory fills 

the Mishkan! YAY!  

¶ Chazak Chazak VeNit-

chazek!  

¶ On to Sefer Vayikra!  

Wisdom of the 

Heart 
By Leah Robsman ‟11  

 
 In this week‟s parshiyot, Hashem 

repeats the instructions for the building of 

the mishkan, after which we are given a de-

tailed account of how Betzalel and B‟nei 

Yisrael go through with the construction. 

After even a cursory read of the parshiyot, 

however, the word “leiv” – heart – begins to 

jump out. “Every wise-hearted person among 

you” (35:11), “every man whose heart in-

spired him” (35:21), “everyone who is gener-

ous of heart” (35:22), and “every wise-

hearted woman” (35:25) start Parshat 

Vayakhel, but throughout the description of 

the building of the mishkan we see “leiv” a 

grand total of twelve times throughout 37 

psukim – almost once every three psukim. 

This seems to be much more than what could 

be explained by coincidence. What is the 

word “leiv” coming to add to the narrative? 

And what does it mean to be “chacham leiv” 

– wise-hearted – a phrase we see eight times 

in this selection? 

In order to explore these questions, I 

would like to turn to the Shema, which 

makes use of the word “leiv” six times over 

three paragraphs. In the Shema, “leiv” ap-

pears with both positive and negative conno-

tations. It begins “you shall love Hashem, 

your G-d, with all your heart and all your 

soul” and continues to say that we should 

also “serve Him, with all your heart and with 

all your soul” and that we should “place 

these words upon your heart and upon your 

soul.” While the positive statements all link 

the heart and soul, the negative ones warn 

“beware lest your heart be seduced and you 

turn astray” and “do not explore after your 

heart and after your eyes after which you 

stray.” All these statements are reconciled if 

“leiv” is defined as emotional intent – that to 

serve Hashem properly and to be as good a 

(Leah Robsman continued on page 3) (Rabbi Kaplowitz continued on page 3) 
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Constitutional and Talmudic Law: A 

Comparison 
By Judah Marans „11 

 
When faced with a problematic legal text, those who are 

charged with interpreting it will often deal with it by belittling its prac-

tical significance. Since these interpreters cannot just ignore an estab-

lished text – such as a part of the Constitution or the statement of a 

rabbinic authority – they will handle the rule they find disagreeable by 

limiting the scope of cases to which it applies, sometimes even to the 

point where it would seem that they are doing so disingenuously, disre-

garding its framers‟ intent and indeed perhaps ignoring the true mean-

ing of the text. 

Below are two examples of such interpretation, one from a 

Supreme Court decision and one from the Talmud‟s analysis regarding 

certain “problematic” texts. 

Relevant texts: 

A. No state shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privi-

leges or immunities of citizens of the United States;(1) nor shall any 

state deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due proc-

ess of law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal pro-

tection of the laws. (2) 

B. Each party may reject the witnesses of the other; so Rabbi Meir. But 

the Sages say, When is this so? When he brings against them evidence 

that they are relatives or ineligible, but if they were eligible, he may not 

invalidate them. (3) 

Background: 

After the Civil War, Congress passed three Constitutional 

amendments aimed at safeguarding individual rights. Particularly key 

among these was the fourteenth amendment, which contains the “due 

process” and “equal protection” clauses, well known and celebrated for 

having been over time used by the Supreme Court to incorporate sev-

eral amendments of the Bill of Rights against the states (4). However, it 

is likely that it was not these clauses, but was instead the Privileges or 

Immunities Clause quoted above, that was intended to protect these 

rights against state infringement. 

The state of Louisiana in 1869 passed legislation that essen-

tially created a slaughterhouse monopoly. Butchers who felt that this 

unfairly hurt their trade brought to the Supreme Court a case, which 

became part of a series of cases called the Slaughter-House Cases, 

claiming that the state had “abridge[d]” a “privilege” guaranteed to 

them in the Privileges or Immunities Clause, that is the privilege to 

freely practice their profession. Since the fourteenth amendment, unlike 

the first ten amendments (i.e. the Bill of Rights), limited state power, 

the butchers could now legitimately make a constitutional case against 

their state of Louisiana (see footnote 4).  

The Mishnah quoted above spells out a disagreement between the 

Sages and Rabbi Meir regarding how a Jewish civil court of law is con-

structed. The Sages hold that a litigant can have the court dismiss the 

testimony of any of the opposing litigant‟s witnesses only if the first 

litigant brings proof that the witness in question is a “relative or ineligi-

ble.” But Rabbi Meir seems to say that a litigant may unrestrictedly and 

arbitrarily dismiss any of the witnesses that the opposing litigant brings 

to court. 

Analysis: 

The Supreme Court ruled against the butchers. It held that the Privi-

leges or Immunities Clause did not actually limit state power and thus 

that Louisiana was not restricted by this clause from abridging its citi-

zens‟ rights to fair business practice. The courts‟ interpretation is often 

regarded as disingenuous, particularly since the fourteenth amend-

ment‟s key drafter explained that part of the reasoning behind drafting 

it was that there were several “instances of state injustice and oppres-

sion,” and this amendment was to “remedy” that (5). Apparently the 

court had an ulterior motive to not expand federal power to limit states‟ 

rights and thus rejected the clause‟s prima facie meaning through rather 

astute reasoning, asserting that the clause only protects a specific and 

relatively small set of rights, which are not state-related but are rather 

federal-related, and thus handled the clause by restricting the number of 

cases to which it refers (6). In short, it dealt with what was for it a prob-

lematic legal text by belittling its practical significance and limiting the 

scope of cases to which it applies. 

 Similarly, a rabbi in the Talmud named Reish Lakish finds to 

be problematic Rabbi Meir‟s statement that a litigant may freely reject 

any of his opponent‟s witnesses. A litigant could then continually reject 

all witnesses until there was no case left that could be made against him! 

Reish Lakish expresses this problem and says, “How could holy mouth 

[such as that of Rabbi Meir] say such a thing!?”(7) Reish Lakish then 

proceeds to deal with this disagreeable part of the Mishnah by limiting 

the scope of cases in which a litigant may reject witnesses. (He maintains 

that Rabbi Meir‟s law applies only to a specified uncommon situation 

regarding witnesses, uncommon in part because there is only one witness 

testifying, as opposed to the normally required two witnesses.) 

 In both the Constitutional and Mishnaic cases, the Supreme 

Court and Reish Lakish respectively cannot just strike out or ignore the 

difficult legal statements, so instead they limit their application. How-

ever, there are key differences. It is likely that the Supreme Court limited 

the power of the Privileges or Immunities Clause even though it knew its 

interpretation may well be defying the drafters‟ original intent. It did this 

since it was looking to produce a particular verdict. But in Rabbi Meir‟s 

case, Reish Lakish genuinely believed that Rabbi Meir could not have 

meant to say something so seemingly outrageous, and thus tried to deci-

pher he must have really meant. Reish Lakish does not need to limit the 

application of the problematic law in order to overcome the obstacle the 

text presents so that he can accomplish his legal goals and produce the 

desired verdict. Indeed, the law after all ends up following the Sages, 

and not Rabbi Meir, so interpreting his statement would have no 

legal effect. 
No one posits that Reish Lakish was turning Rabbi Meir‟s 

statement into a “vain and idle enactment,” a phrase used in a dissenting 

opinion in this Slaughter-House Case to describe what the majority of the 

Supreme Court was doing to the Privileges or Immunities Clause. The 

Talmud was genuinely attempting to get at the true meaning of the state-

ment in question (8). This contrasts with the Supreme Courts‟ method, 

which is not necessarily about getting at the Constitution‟s true original 

meaning. After all, originalism is only one of several schools of thought 

of what is proper constitutional interpretation (9).  

Both the American Constitutional and Talmudic corpuses em-

ploy the same, classical technique of dealing with difficult passages in 

established legal text by limiting its relevance to real-world scenarios. 

However the Talmud does so only with regard for arriving at the absolute 

truth, and not necessarily in order to discern the correct law. 

The Supreme Court can be more interested in interpreting as it sees fit, 

and always with practical legal effect.  

Expressed similarities or differences between the respective 

content and interpretive methodologies of these two bodies of law are by 

no means resolute. There is much room for development and modifica-

tion of these comparisons, and they are always calling for further analy-

sis. The above are cursory observations. 

Footnotes: 

1. This clause is known as the Privileges or Immunities Clause. 

2. U.S. Const. Amend. XIV, §1, cl. 2, 3, and 4. 

3. Tractate Sanhedrin, Ch. 3, Mishnah 1. Kehati translation. 

4. It is a common misconception that the Bill of Rights protects abso-

lutely against governmental infringement of its rights. It in fact protects 

only against the federal government, and not against the states. So, im-

mediately after the passage of the Bill of Rights a state technically could, 

for instance, commit “unreasonable searches and seizures.” Only with the 

passage of the fourteenth amendment, which was drafted in order to limit 

state power, did the Supreme Court begin to protect such rights against 

state infringement. The court now had the textual ability to do so since it 

could (and did) define the “due process” and “equal protection” clauses 

of this state-limiting fourteenth amendment broadly, by for instance tak-

ing the word “liberty” in the due process clause to mean the protection of 

first amendment rights. 

5. Johnson, Allen. Readings in Constitutional History, 1776-1876. Bos-

ton: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1912, p. 521. 

6. See http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/data/constitution/

amendment14/02.html for a more detailed explanation of the court‟s 

reasoning and examples of the specified rights. 

7. Sanhedrin: 23a. 

8. See Steinsaltz, Adin. The Essential Talmud. US: BasicBooks, 1976, 

pp. 230-231. 

9. See Ch. 2, Sec. 3 of  Farber, Daniel, William Eskridge, Jr., and Philip 

Frickey. Constitutional Law. 3rd ed. USA: West Group, 2003  for an in-

troduction to this and other methods of constitutional interpretation. 

 

Judah is a great cook. Ask him to make you General Tsoôs Chicken. 



 

¶ BOO First Year Fabretischeg Fri-

day Night March 20th at 10:15 

PM in Polaris Lounge (North 

Quad). Join us for the First Year‟s 

“Fabretischeg” (fabregin, tisch, 

oneg)! Remember the sophomore 

tisch? It's going to be kind of like 

that, but even better! All of the 

food, singing, fist-banging, and 

dancing, will be started off and led 

by the freshmen class, for the entire 

campus. There will be delicious 

food including chulent, soup, 

chocolate-covered pretzels, cookies, 

and more! All upperclassmen are 

welcomed and encouraged to come, 

and perhaps they can bring a bit of 

their "veteran" ruach with them! The 

Oneg will begin at 10:15 PM in Po-

laris Lounge and will continue until 

the singing stops or everyone falls 

asleep in their plates of cholent. We 

look forward to seeing you there! 

¶ What My Shabbat Dinner Looks 

Like Friday March 20th at 7:30 PM 

in the Lurias Interested in a differ-

ent Hillel Shabbat dinner experi-

ence? Want to see how your peers 

celebrate Shabbat at home? Want to 

do something new on Friday night, 

while still staying close to all of 

your friends in Hillel? Look no fur-

ther! THIS Friday night (3/20) Hil-

lel will be hosting a special Shabbat 

dinner in the Lurias! Each table in 

the Lurias will be hosted by one of 

your peers, who will share with you 

what their Shabbat dinner looks 

like! d be part of this dynamic com-

munity! Come experience some-

thing new!  

¶ Interested in leining? Talk to 

Adina Paretzky or Sarah Kramer 

about leining your bar mitzvah 

parsha!  

m o d a o t  

(Rabbi Kaplowitz continued from page 1) 

person as possible. In that case, the Shema is telling us to 

direct all of our emotional and spiritual energies to loving 

Hashem and to not get misled by them into doing some-

thing wrong, albeit for the right purposes. How does this 

definition of “leiv” apply back to our parsha, though? 

The Ramban (35:21) comments that, according to 

the rules of nature, it would be very strange if there were 

Jews in the desert that were expert goldsmiths, carpenters, 

and weavers. After all, they had just come from Egypt, 

where there only jobs were with bricks and mortar, not 

with gold or silver. And even if they had learned these 

skills in their youth, years of slavery and inexperience 

would have destroyed them all. How does the Torah refer 

to the Jews that then undertook these crafts, though? As 

“every man whose heart inspired him” (35:21) – and with 

the prior definition, this begins to make sense.  The Jews 

weren‟t carpenters or weavers; their only qualification was 

their emotional intent, their burning desire to take part in 

the monumental mitzvah of constructing the Mishkan. 

Even though they should have been intimidated by the 

seemingly impossible tasks they were being asked to per-

form, their “leiv” enabled them to come to Moshe and con-

fidently declare their willingness to participate, at which 

point Hashem could help them and give them the knowl-

edge necessary to complete their tasks. 

The Ibn Ezra further explains why the phrase 

ñchacham leiv” is employed so much. In a later pasuk, we 

see that “all the women, whose heart lifted them in wis-

dom, they spun the goat hair” (35:26). According to the 

Torah, then, to have wisdom (as opposed to just intelli-

gence) is to have “a lifted heart.” It isn‟t enough to have 

intelligence – one much also have wisdom, which is syn-

onymous with an elevated heart. What is an elevated 

heart? It is a heart that seeks good, that has the emotional 

intent to do good, but can also be used to discern good 

from evil. In other words, the Torah uses the word “leiv” 

so many times to emphasize that the Jews had both the 

right intent and the ability to use their intent in the right 

way – and that we should all use our “leiv” in such a way 

that we can also be defined as true ñchachmei leiv”. 

 

Leah dressed up as Princess Leia last year for Purim 

(Leah Robsman continued from page 1) 

instructions and description of the Mishkan teaches a les-

son about the nature of the Jewish people and Jewish life 

in general.  In the same way that the Mishkan could be 

completed only by the unique contributions of each indi-

vidual – some people gave money, some people contrib-

uted their talent and their time – so too the Torah as a 

whole can be fulfilled only by the cumulative efforts of the 

entire nation.  For example, it is impossible for one indi-

vidual to fulfill all 613 mitzvot.  Some apply only to ko-

hanim, some only to women, and some only to Yisraelim.  

The Torah, therefore, was not given to each individual 

Jew, but “was given to be collectively observed by Israel 

as a whole.  Each individual would contribute his best to 

their mutual benefit.”  The Ohr ha-Chayim explains that 

this idea is best illustrated in the mitzvah of ve-ahavta le-

rei'acha kamocha (love your neighbor like yourself).  We 

must see our neighbor as ourselves because our neighbor's 

welfare contributes directly to our own welfare – “each 

individual derives benefit from the observance of his 

neighbor and each individual‟s performance complements 

that of the other.” We benefit when another Jew does a 

mitzvah and fulfills their part of Torah because each indi-

vidual contributes to the collective responsibility of the 

Jewish people. 

 The understanding of the Ohr ha-Chayim is obvi-

ous to us at Brandeis.  There are so many individuals who 

contribute to the richness and diversity of Jewish life on 

campus.  Our community and our experience would be 

lessened if anyone's contributions would be missing. 
 

Rabbi Kaplowitz Fun Fact: Rabbi Kaplowitzôs once 

climbed and then bungee jumped off the smoke stack when 

he was a sophomore living in East.  



 

Follow G-d and Be Creative 
By David Fried „06 

 

 When parshat Pekudei describes the building of the Mishkan, 

it emphasizes over and over again, that it was done “as G-d had com-

manded Moshe.”  However, in parshat Vayakhel, when the instruc-

tions for building the Mishkan were provided, the emphasis is on peo-

ple, and in particular Betzalel, contributing to the design of the Mish-

kan with their own wisdom and creativity.  So what actually was go-

ing on in the building of the Mishkan?  Were people using all of their 

artistic talents to design the most beautiful possible structure, or were 

they simply following a prescribed list of instructions provided to 

them by G-d through Moshe? 

 A look back at last week‟s parsha can help us answer this 

question.  A tremendous amount of creativity went into the golden 

calf.  According to most commentators, they were not looking to re-

place G-d, but to find an alternative way of relating to G-d since they 

did not know what happened to Moshe.  In the beginning of Hilchot 

Avoda Zara, the Rambam describes the origin of Avoda Zara as peo-

ple finding creative new ways to worship G-d by giving glory to G-d‟s 

creations.  Eventually, the people forgot about G-d and just started 

worshipping the creations. 

 Creativity is a tremendous force, but unchecked it can be a 

tremendous force for bad.  The hotels in Las Vegas are a great testa-

ment to the power of human creativity, but few would call it a place of 

holiness or spirituality.  Genuine spirituality requires mitzvah; it re-

quires commandedness.  As human beings, we may long for a connec-

tion with G-d.  However, if we look only inside of ourselves for the 

source of this connection, we wind up only elevating ourselves into 

the divine.  A true connection with G-d can only come from listening 

to G-d. 

 However, G-d does not want us to be automatons, involved 

merely in the unthinking performance of a series of commands.  Eve-

rything that G-d created can be used in the service of G-d.  The hala-

cha is given in such a way as to leave room for creativity.  It does not 

stifle our creativity, but rather channels it in the right direction, so it 

can be a force of good and not bad.  This is what parshat Vayakhel 

tells us.  A man with such great creative and artistic talents as Betzalel 

certainly must put them to use in the design of the Mishkan.  And yet, 

as parshat Pekudei tells us, he was able to do this all without deviating 

the slightest bit from what G-d had commanded through Moshe. 

killed by Beit Din, or the Sotah-like liquid from Moshe, these Jews 

received death from G-d‟s original plague for separating them-

selves from the community and worshiping the egel on their own. 
 

David Fried cares so much about BOO that he volunteered to 

write for the Torat Emet even though he graduated.  

Achdus and the Mishkan 
By Adam Elkins „12 

This dvar Torah is based off my notes from two shiurim I heard on this parsha from 

two rabbeim at Torat Shraga: Rabbi Fuchs and Rabbi Willig.  

 
After the cheit haegel, in which thousands of people were 

killed and Hashem was on the brink of destroying Klal Yisroel, the rela-

tionship between Hashem and the Jewish people was forever changed. 

With the uncertainty of what would happen with our relationship with 

Hashem, the first thing Moshe does is bring the people together and 

instruct them to build the Mishkan:  “Take for yourselves a portion for 

Hashem, everyone whose heart motivates him shall bring it” (Shemot 

35:5). By allowing for the materials for the Mishkan to be donated 

rather than commanded, Bnei Yisroel has the opportunity through their 

actions, the very same actions that brought about the sin of the golden 

calf, to rebuild their relationship with Hashem. Through the instruction 

of building the Mishkan, Hashem is allowing Bnei Yisroel to do te-

shuva. Why is it that Hashem chooses the Mishkan as a form of repen-

tance? If we examine what actions were involved in building the Mish-

kan we see that it involved bringing the people together, to unite Klal 

Yisroel.  

The Mishkan itself represents achdus. Each piece of the Mish-

kan, from the screw to the Ark, was crucial to its existence. When sepa-

rate, the Mishkan has no purpose, but when the pieces are fitted to-

gether, it becomes the place for serving Hashem. So too with the Jewish 

people: The secular Jew, the chareidi Jew, and all those in between, are 

key components of Am Yisroel, each adding his/her own unique rela-

tionship with Hashem.  Although we may be spread throughout the 

world and are divided into different religious groups, we learn from this 

week‟s parsha that when we are able to work together we have the 

power to create a dwelling on earth for G-d to exist among us.  

 
Any food taken off Adamôs plate is Shirayim and a segulah for banim. 

 

Enthusiasm Breeds Enthusiasm 
By Jennifer Isadora Rawson „10 

Parshat Vayakhel culminates the long awaited building of the 

sanctuary for Hashem. The gathering of gold and silver for this sanctu-

ary was quiet a successful procedure on Bnei Yisrael‟s part. As it states 

in 36:7, “The work had been enough for all the work, to do it- and there 

was extra.” Wait, go back and reread that, was there enough, or surplus? 

This wording seems to imply a contradiction regarding the contribu-

tions which were collected. 

Many Mefarshim point out that these words are in fact not 

contradictory because they are referring to two different aspects of the 

collection process. Remembering back to the reasoning, that Bnei Yis-

rael are collecting gold and silver for the Beit HaMikdsah to counteract 

the gold and silver which was collected in order to make the golden 

calf, an attempt to give Hashem a physical being. Malbim notes that 

there is an important pasuk which stands out in our parsha, which was 

missing when talking about the gold and silver brought for the golden 

calf. In 36:3 it states “bring him free-willed gifts.” This is not the same 

wording used with Aharon and the golden calf. There it states, Aharon 

“took it [gold and silver] from their hands” (32:4). The gold and silver 

which was brought for the Beit HaMikdash was brought with the 

kavana to be used towards fulfilling Hashem‟s commandment in order 

to worship, and build a connection with Hashem. 

Ramban points out that the difference between the words 

“enough” and “surplus,” is that the word “enough” refers to the physical 

amount in which they brought. When the torah talks about the “surplus” 

brought, it is referring to the intentions and enthusiasm which Bnei Yis-

rael had when bringing the gold and silver, it is as if it was brought out 

of their own free will. There was enough physical gold and silver to 

build the Beit HaMikdash for Hashem, and the enthusiasm they brought 

it with was overwhelming. From this distinction we can learn an impor-

tant manner in which we should give tzedaka. Even though we are com-

manded to give tzedaka we should do it with enthusiasm in order to 

inspire others to give. Enthusiasm breeds enthusiasm!   
 

Donôt ever trust Jen with any weapons including Sherman knives and water 

bottles 
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