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LAUGHING INTO THE FUTURE (In three parts)                                                      R’ EYTAN FEINER

Parshas Toldos
We have encountered the word “Toldos” before
- even as it made an appearance at the outset of parshas Noach- and yet only now do we find a parsha actually named for the word denoting “offspring.”
 The parsha’s name provides a glimpse into the window of what lay at its crux, enabling us to home in on the underlying motif throughout its pages. Parshas Toldos, therefore, seems to grab our attention as one that sheds much light upon the idea of offspring, of continuation, of perpetuation throughout time.

It is the parsha that opens with the quick reminder that it was Avraham who bore a Yitzchak, and a Yitzchak- we are about to read- who, in turn, is to produce a Yaakov. Our three patriarchs thus come together at our parsha’s commencement, but the subject of the opening pasuk is specifically Yitzchak: “Vi’ei’leh toldos Yitzchak.” It is Yitzchak, the emtza’i, the middle of the patriarchal line, who is to serve as the link preserving Jewish continuity. It is he who procures our destiny, he who ensures that the nation begun by his illustrious father continues on its proper course, and he who serves as the all-important bridge to the ultimate redemption. As we set out to explore the ambiguous role of our second patriarch, let us attempt to understand why it is specifically Yitzchak who warrants a parsha named Toldos, and why it is he who will be ‘laughing’ all the way into the future.

The Puzzling Absence of Sarah

“And these are the offspring of Yitzchak, son of Avraham- Avraham begot Yitzchak.” How many of us have been able to make it easily past the parsha’s opening pasuk? Are we not missing something here? We have just concluded parshas Chayei Sarah, a parsha that dealt primarily with the search for a worthy successor to our saintly matriarch who waited oh so long for the pride and joy of her life, finally meriting giving birth to the holy Yitzchak. Upon recounting the lineage of Yitzchak, we would certainly expect to witness mention of his pious mother. Furthermore, at the parsha’s close (25:12), Yishmael was described as having been a son of Avraham born to Hagar the Egyptian; not only is his father mentioned, but his mother, Hagar, is cited as well. So what happened here-- where is Sarah? 

What makes this question far more troublesome is that, throughout all of Sefer Beraishis, whenever the Torah wishes to delineate a family’s lineage, it is almost always the father who is described as having begot the children. Only a handful of women’s names are scattered throughout the first Sefer and, although several women play quite significant roles, we rarely find mention of them as being the ones who have borne their offspring; they are not described as being “molid” their children. Although not the sole exceptions, two instances, however, stand out in particular. Hagar, as we mentioned, was described as having given birth to Yishmael, a feat only made possible by Sarah’s allowance for her union with Avraham. In addition, at the close of parshas Vayeira (22:20), we noticed that it was Milkah- and not her husband, Nachor- who was described as having borne the children. While the medrash (Yalkut Shimoni, Balak, #766) relates that all the prophets of the other nations descended from Milkah, the Targum Yonasan ben Uziel notes that Milkah, Sarah’s sister, was only privileged to bear children in the first place in the merit of her more righteous sibling. 
Thus we find that both Hagar and Milkah- both of whom are atypically highlighted in the Torah as being the ones who were molid their children- were only able to produce their offspring as a result of Sarah. And yet when the Torah wishes to review the prestigious lineage of Yitzchak at the outset of parshas Toldos, Sarah herself is glaringly omitted!
 It is Avraham alone who is described as having begot Yitzchak-- why should that be so?
         

The “Ikar” Son of Avraham

The answer readily awaits us. Had the Torah simply stated that Yitzchak was a son of Avraham born to Sarah, then we would have continued onward thinking that the only difference between Yitzchak and Yishmael was regarding the identity of their respective mothers. Yishmael was the son born by Avraham’s union with Hagar- who, the pasuk emphasizes, was [merely] the maidservant of Sarah- while Yitzchak was the product of Avraham’s union with the righteous Sarah. They would thus have been equally regarded as sons to Avraham, their divergent paths the upshot of solely their maternal roots. The Torah, therefore, wishes to accentuate that even concerning their ties to their biological father, it was only Yitzchak about whom we find, “Avraham begot Yitzchak.”
 It was only Yitzchak who was referred to, not just as a son of Avraham, but rather as the son, his “ikar” child. 

Included in the toldos of Avraham are two disparate sons born by two very different wives. It would only be Yitzchak though, who would forever be remembered as Avraham’s true son, the primary son charged with the onus of superseding his father in the consequential patriarchal role.
 “Ke b’Yitzchak ye’karei licha ze’ra” (Vayeira 21:12)-- Avraham’s true children would only be those descending from Yitzchak.
 And thus the parsha also opens with the apparently superfluous “ben Avraham,” an emphatic reminder that it is only Yitzchak who will forever be labeled the ikar son of Avraham.
    

Scanning two other pesukim- the one concerning Yitzchak’s naming (Vayeira, 21:3), and the one informing us of Avraham’s age at the time of Yitzchak’s birth (ibid., 5)- we find the superfluous words, “was born to him [Avraham].” The Torah is seemingly coming to further accent that it is only Yitzchak about whom we are to understand was the true son of Avraham, the son who was born directly to him- in contradistinction to Yishmael concerning whom these words are noticeably absent. Furthermore, in the parallel pesukim regarding Yishmael (16:15-16), Hagar is always mentioned in conjunction with her son’s birth, while Sarah’s name is only cited in 21:3 and, even then, is only mentioned after the words, “was born to him.” Hence, once before already, the Torah wished to inculcate us with the lasting impression that it is only Yitzchak who would be regarded as the son of Avraham that “was born to Avraham,” notwithstanding the fact that Avraham’s two sons emerged from two very different mothers.

Let us, however, delve a tad deeper for a more profound understanding of why it was only Yitzchak who would forever be regarded as the son of Avraham, to the obvious exclusion of Yishmael. To get us started on our journey, allow me to share an interesting query of mine that has bothered me for some time, one that I believe we are now equipped to resolve. 

The King and the… Princess?!

When Avraham had his name changed to signify that he would henceforth be the “Av hamon goyim,” the father of a multitude of nations, a similar name change for Sarah soon followed. She would henceforth be regarded as the “Sarah,” the princess, to all those same nations, a natural outflow of being the wife of the “Av hamon goyim.”
 Something, however, seems a bit amiss. Several English translations were consulted, all yielding the identical translation of the word “sarah” as a princess. But if Sarah is the wife of the “father” of many nations, should that not, in turn, make her the “mother” of all those people? Even if we were to label Avraham the somewhat synonymous “king” of many nations- as the gemara in Shabbos (105a) actually does- then Sarah should naturally be considered the ruling-jointly “queen”-- not a mere princess! What exactly has transpired here?

True Fatherhood

For the answer, we must rewind back to the world of Adam and Chavah, asking ourselves along the way about an interesting discrepancy in their names as well. An expert in names, G-d’s first creation empowered with an aptitude for isolating a being’s true essence, Adam HaRishon homes in on the core nature of his wife and pronounces her Chavah, for she is,
 indeed, the “Eim kol chai,” the mother of all the living (Beraishis, 3:20).
 But while he sees in his partner the “mother” of all subsequent living people, Adam’s own name fails to even slightly reflect his role as the “father” of those very same descendants. Explanations abound that attempt to tap into the recondite implications of the name “Adam,”
 but nowhere do we find even a pinch of identification with fatherhood. It is only Chavah whose name trumpets her role as the world’s first mother, while Adam’s sense of fatherhood is, surprisingly, completely ignored. 

It must be, therefore, that the Torah views the concepts of fatherhood and motherhood through quite different lenses. Chavah was to beget and give life to flourishing offspring. She would nurture their growth and feel herself intrinsically and irrevocably bound to her children, experiencing an intense preoccupation with their gradual development and well-being. Like all mothers to follow, Chavah would endow her crucial mission with endless love, devotion, care, and overflowing concern. Adam fully sensed these predilections in his wife, observed her physiological makeup that lent itself to these admirable motherly traits and, most appropriately, accords her the name of Chavah, “she’mi’chayeh es v’ladoseha,”
 for it is she who gives life to her offspring.
  

True fatherhood, on the other hand, would not appear on the scene until Avraham Avinu, the first of our patriarchs and the first personality to have the word “av,” the Hebrew word meaning father, incorporated into his name.
 It was only with the arrival of Avraham that the Torah’s understanding of fatherhood finally became manifest. Until the emergence of our illustrious forefather who would begin the Jewish nation by bringing Torah down to the world of action, the world was described as being in a state of “tohu,” a state of utter desolation devoid of any real meaning. Only with the advent of Avraham’s mission to study G-d’s Torah and subsequently transmit its intricate teachings to the masses, does the Era of Torah first begin.
 And only then does the Torah’s concept of true fatherhood first start to really materialize…
The primary aim of the Jewish father is to impart Torah to his offspring, to take charge of ensuring the spiritual growth of his children through the transmission of the Torah’s teachings. He is to illuminate their lives with a profound spiritual influence, a hashpa’a that could only be fully achieved via the medium of continuous Torah study. The mother, of course, would also significantly contribute to the spiritual development of her offspring,
 but the responsibility to teach one’s children the eternal lessons and intricacies of the holy Torah- the chief tool ensuring intensive spiritual growth- is the welcomed burden falling purely on the shoulders of the father.

Perhaps this distinction is yet another of the multiple motifs underlying why only the male is commanded in the mitzvah to procreate- piru u’revu- and not the female. To produce a child becomes truly meaningful only if and when the child latches on to Torah study as the premier vehicle through which to view the world and live his life.
 A Jew without any attachment to Torah is living in a darkened world of “tohu,” stumbling onwards through time in a muddled state of mind. It is thus specifically the father, the one responsible for providing his offspring with a sound Torah foundation, who is simultaneously charged with the obligation to procreate in the first place, to bring others into the world who can then increase the honor and glory of G-d through His wondrous Torah.  

Adam HaRishon was, of course, the first biological father, but he was not the first “av” according to the Torah’s guidelines. Not until Avraham imparted Torah to the people on the heels of his newfound and profound cognizance of his Creator’s omniscience, does the first Torah-defined father appear on the scene. Avraham’s true children, therefore, would not be determined primarily by the biological ties to his ensuing offspring; rather, all those who came under the umbrella of his doting tutelage and thus enveloped within the cloak of his potent spiritual influence, would be rightfully considered his very own children.
 “Kol ha’milameid es ben chaveiro Torah ki’elu yaldo.”

In the Footsteps of the Torah’s First “Eim”

We are now equipped to retackle the query mentioned above. If Avraham was the “Av hamon goyim,” we wondered, then his wife Sarah should have likewise been referred to as the commensurate “mother”- or, at the very least, labeled as the more appropriate “queen” rather than as the “princess,” the mere daughter of the one assuming the higher post. Based on the above discussion, we have seen that true fatherhood only really began with Avraham and it is specifically he, therefore, that rightfully earns the first appellation of “av”- even to the point of it being incorporated into his very name, becoming part and parcel of his very essence. 

But Sarah’s role is different. Yes, she too is involved in bringing others closer to the Divine Presence, but the Torah’s definition of a mother is centered upon the one who bears the children, nurtures them, and raises them with endless care, concern, and devotion. She is also extremely instrumental in their spiritual growth-- after all, what better proof do we need than observing how Yitzchak and Yishmael had the same father and Rebbe, yet one had the saintly Sarah for a mother while the other had Hagar. But it is specifically Sarah’s husband who is charged with the onus of transmitting Torah to the next generation, the paramount focus of their spiritual development. 

Adam, therefore, could not be called an “av,” but Chavah could rightfully be labeled an “eim.” She would forever be regarded as the “eim kol chai” for she was the first to fulfill the Torah’s criteria qualifying her as the “mother of all living beings.” If so, then Sarah certainly could not have been called the “eim hamon goyim,” for that was a title already claimed by her predecessor, Chavah, the world’s first “mother.” Where does that leave Sarah-- with the title, then, of “daughter?” 
Of course not. “Daughter” fails to carry any overtones of sovereignty, and Sarah, the aristocratic “Yiscah”
 and the lifelong partner of the “Av hamon goyim,” is certainly deserving of kingship recognition. She obviously cannot be the kingship equivalent of “mother”- for that would impinge upon Chavah’s rightful image- and thus must forgo the title of “queen,” adopting instead that of a “princess.” She, too, is a daughter of Chavah, but is nevertheless Avraham’s partner in shaping the foundations of the great nation to follow, and will be forever remembered as the “princess” of those very same people.       

The Formation of an “Av”

With that question resolved, let us now return to our original one regarding why it was only Yitzchak whom the Torah felt was deserving of being called the son of Avraham. R’ Moshe Shapiro explains that a father is called an “av” in lashon hakodesh for the following reason: A man begins life as an “aleph,” the symbol of anochi, the sense of self and individuality, just as the first letter of the aleph-beis has a numerical value of one and represents a state of oneness. Upon bringing a child into the world, he has undergone a ribui, an addition, an extension of self that is symbolized by the letter “beis,” the letter that connotes the idea of continuity as it begins the gradual increase away from oneness in the aleph-beis. The “beis” stands for the notion of ribui as it doubles the aleph’s numerical value and thus appropriately begins the word bracha, blessing,
 for every blessing essentially brings forth an addition to an object’s initial status. 

The firstborn child, therefore, is labeled a “bechor” for it is specifically through him that his father’s anochiyus, sense of oneness, is transformed into a state of continuity. Quite understandably, then, the word bechor consists of the constantly increasing sequence of the doubling “twos”- “beis” (two in gematria), “chof” (twenty: two in the tens), and “raish” (two hundred: two in the hundreds)
- for he has come to represent the notion of expansion and continuation.
 The newborn son has thus added a “beis” to his father’s initial “aleph,” and the father is now appropriately deemed an “av,” the resulting combination of an “aleph”-“beis.”

Although it is thus the firstborn son who transforms his father from an “anochi” into an “av,” we must not lose sight of how the Torah defined for us a true “av” and thus, in turn, a true “ben.” Adam HaRishon- though the pure biological father of all mankind- is not at all identified with fatherhood, while Avraham, the world’s first transmitter of Torah (coupled with its concrete applications) and the “techila l’geirim” (Chagiga 3a), has the concept of true fatherhood interwoven within his core essence.
 In his Gur Aryeh (Beraishis, 5:28), the Maharal notes that the word “ben,” meaning son, is an expression of “binyan,”
 for the son is the ‘building’ of the father.
 A child is not merely the biological offspring of his father, but rather the continuation, the building block, of his father’s spiritual foundation.
 He has a real part of his father in him,
 is fully intertwined with the father who has formed the tashtit upon which he can develop,
 and is thus responsible for continuing on the spiritual path that his father had painstakingly paved before him. 
Hence, although Yishmael might be the biological bechor of Avraham, the notion of bracha/ribui will only be manifest through the son who absorbed and perpetuated the Torah learning and spiritual components of his father: “’Va’a’varechicha’ (Lech Lecha, 12:2)- ze’hu she’omrim ‘Elokei Yitzchak.’” G-d’s promise to Avraham that He will bless him will witness its fulfillment only through Yitzchak.
 How appropriate, then, that the Ba’al HaTurim (ibid., 17:4- see also the Rokeach) points out that the gematria of “arbeh,” and I [G-d] will increase you, also equals that of Yitzchak (208), for it is specifically through Yitzchak that Avraham’s offspring shall multiply exceedingly. And, in the end, it is this same Yitzchak who will forever be remembered as Avraham’s true “bechor,” as Yishmael is not even to be viewed as a son at all.
   

All the multitudes of converts whom Avraham had brought under the Torah’s embrace were considered as his very own sons: “Vi’es ha’nefesh asher asu b’Charan” (Lech Lecha, 12:5). He ‘made’ these people and they would therefore be classified as his own children. At what age exactly did Avraham first begin to teach Torah
 to the masses and thus rightfully earn the honor of being the one to kick off the Era of Torah? At the age of fifty-two, the very gematria of the Hebrew word “ben.” Even before the birth of his biological sons in later years, Avraham had indeed produced his first “banim” by the far younger age of fifty-two.
The “B’nei” Yisroel and the “Umos” HaOlam

Without a deep-felt attachment to one’s father, one has essentially allowed his foundation to crumble before him; nothing could ever be solidly built upon a foundation consisting of mere debris. If a tree severs all ties to its roots firmly entrenched in the ground, then no branches will ever sprout forth. The Jewish People thus proudly recognize themselves as the “B’nei Yisroel,” the “sons” of Yaakov Avinu, constantly highlighting their unwavering ties to their devout forefathers. We are not independents electing to pave new roads for ourselves, but are rather “banim,” sons- “binyanim”- building blocks set atop the solid foundation fashioned by our patriarchs, our three Avos, Avraham, Yitzchak, and Yaakov. They serve as our sharashim, and we play the role of the multiple anafim, branches, seen as their direct extensions, having been delicately formed by these prominent roots, and ultimately sharing with them the very same core essence.
  

The nations of the world, on the other hand, are regarded in our eyes as the “Umos HaOlam.” They are not the “banim” of distinguished ancestors who see themselves as the extensions, continuations, of their founding fathers. They might feel strong associations at times, but are nonetheless willing to act independently in paving uncharted roads and building foundations anew. We therefore view them as mere “umos,” the Hebrew word “umah” implying a tribe, a people, an ethnic entity, an independent unit lacking a strong, intrinsic tie to its past.
 
In our worldview, that categorization translates into nothingness. However formidable a facade they try to erect, a building built on a feeble foundation will never grow into anything very real. Hence, it comes as no surprise to witness the obvious correlation of “umah” to the Hebrew word, “mi’umah,” the word that plainly denotes a sense of nothingness. An “umah,” an independent ethnic entity, which fails to view itself as a building block upon the groundwork laid by loftier ancestors is, essentially, a nation of “mi’umah,” a nation with nothing. We will flourish spiritually as the “B’nei Yisroel,” while the “Umos HaOlam” will ultimately ebb into utter nothingness.
 

In addition, our bedrock is, of course, constructed by the Torah that is passed down from father to son, and it is only upon such a substructure that the Jewish nation can survive and thrive. Lacking Torah and thus the key linkage of generations, the “Umos HaOlam” can never really form a sound foundation, for one without Torah is predestined to doom. After all, a world without Torah is itself enough reason for it to be labeled in a state of “tohu,” a pathetic state of sheer desolation, of complete nothingness. Of plain and simple “mi’umah.”            

“Tish’a Me Yo’dei’a?”

In light of the above, a puzzling addition to a song with which we are all quite familiar suddenly becomes understandable. Towards the close of the Haggadah shel Pesach, we joyously chant the “Echad Me Yodei’a?” liturgy and are somewhat startled to find “tish’a yarchei leida,” the nine months of pregnancy, mixed in together with twelve other number-related phenomena solely germane to the Jewish People. We open with mention of Hashem our G-d, and then continue to speak of the Luchos, our Avos and E’mahos, the Chumash, Mishna, etc.. Why, only when encountering “tish’a me yodei’a?,” do we suddenly respond with a phenomenon not at all unique to the Jewish People? Are we content assuming that the hymn’s author simply inserted it out of default, having failed to locate a purely Jewish “number nine?”
    

Coming directly on the heels of “shemonah yi’mei milah,” perhaps the author wished to convey the following. In yiddishkeit, the core essence of a “ben Yisroel” does not merely begin with ritual circumcision on the eighth day. Yes, it is true, that is when he fully enters the covenant of the Jewish People, the “bris Avraham.” But his status of a “ben Yisroel” really began nine months earlier. As the “binyanim” solidly built atop the firm foundation laid down by our parents and ancestors, we already connect, to a certain degree, to our lofty status as the “B’nei Yisroel” while being carried in our mother’s wombs. 
The nine months of pregnancy is a fact of life common to all the nations of the world. But only the “B’nei Yisroel” see themselves as the building blocks attached to their parents in the line of Jewish continuity, viewing as their cardinal task the hamshacha of the work started by their illustrious patriarchs. A newborn’s welcome into the Jewish nation, in essence, has its foundation rooted in the nine months it is carried so delicately in its mother’s womb.
 “Tish’a yarchei leida” only really comes to meaningful life in the eyes of the Jewish People, and thus finds an appropriate place in our Pesach Haggadah just as we finish recounting the story of our having been born and formed as a nation.
  
But there is more. Yetzi’as Mitzraim was also when we were given an entirely new ma’areches ha’z’man: we were blessed with the mitzvah of rosh chodesh and would henceforth be counting time primarily via the lunar calendar. And just as the constant renewal of the moon engenders a “chodesh,” a sense of hischadshus and rejuvenation, so too did the Jewish People undergo a rebirth and renewal as they left the bondage of Egypt. They left, of course, in chodesh ha’aviv, the month of spring and rejuvenation, and that month would thus forever be credited with beginning a new year. It is the lunar month that indeed marks those processes associated with the very concept of birth: human reproduction follows lunar time rather than sidereal, or solar, time, as gestation is basically nine lunar months, and a woman’s menstrual cycle is approximately one lunar month.
 No coincidence, therefore, that the “birth” of the new moon is called the “molad”, and the mathematical calculations required to precisely determine the new moon are collectively knows as the “sod ha’ibbur, the “secret of conception...”
  

So yes, indeed the world at large also knows the concept of “tish’a yarchei leida.” But it is the Jewish People who (through HaKB”H) created the concept of, and live by, the lunar month, who serve as the model for all the ideas of rebirth and renewal that it represents. But at the same time, we undergo the monthly rejuvenation while always emphasizing our strong ties to our parents and our past, our role as the mere offspring charged with continuing where our ancestors left off.   
Through the tish’a yarchei leida, we remember our being formed as the newly born Am Yisroel, while also reminding ourselves of our unique role as the B’nei Yisroel…                   

The “Eim” and the “Amah”

Perhaps we could extend our connection of “umah”/ “mi’umah” a touch more, albeit in a different direction. The lowly maidservant possesses nothing of her own. Everything that an eved owns is considered the rightful property of his or her master. The life of a maidservant is thus essentially one of complete bitul to a more elevated person, forcing her to view herself, at times, as the mere vehicle through which her owner could achieve a given aim. What better descriptive title for such a woman than “amah” (aleph/mem/heh), a word so closely resembling that which describes a typical nation of the world and that, in turn, denotes a state of sheer nothingness. She owns absolutely nothing and has fully given her very sense of being over to her owner: an “amah” is thus, to a certain degree, a person with “mi’umah.”   

When Sarah determined that Yishmael’s depraved actions might prove detrimental to Yitzchak, mandating therefore that he be driven out of the household, she referred to him as the “ben ha’amah,” the son of the maidservant. Yishmael is thus not even mentioned by name, and is not viewed by Sarah as a son of Avraham; he is regarded solely as the son of the slave-woman who possesses nothing of her own. She is a lowly “amah” and her son is therefore not deserving of any share of Yitzchak’s inheritance for he, too, shall remain defined by nothingness, shall be grouped together with the rest of the “Umos HaOlam.” G-d then speaks to Avraham and instructs him to heed his wife’s voice, “ke b’Yitzchak yi’karei licha ze’ra,” since [only] through Yitzchak will offspring be considered yours. Immediately thereafter, G-d Himself refers to Yishmael as a mere “ben ha’amah”- echoing Sarah’s terminology- as the contrast between Avraham’s “ikar” son and the son of the maidservant is openly fleshed out by the juxtaposition of pesukim.               

As a subtle remez, we might add, we encounter the following immediately in the wake of akeidas Yitzchak: HaKB”H tells Avraham not to stretch out his hand against the young Yitzchak, and then adds, “vi’al ta’as lo mi’umah” (Vayeira, 22:12). Although the words are clearly intended to instruct Avraham not to do anything at all to his son, perhaps they could also be alluding to the notion of not turning Yitzchak into “mi’umah,” into nothingness, the state of his ben ha’amah/u’mah/mi’umah half-brother. On the heels of the akeida, the event that forever sealed the clear division between Yitzchak as Avraham’s true ben (“es bincha, es ye’chidcha, asher a’havta”) and the Yishmael (who stayed back with the donkey…), we witness the first appearance in the Torah of the word meaning nothingness: don’t turn Yitzchak into “mi’umah”… and specifically in a pasuk that concludes with a repetition of “es bincha, es ye’chidcha” to further draw out the contrast…            

The maidservant represents nothingness while a mother, on the contrary, embodies a great deal. The maidservant’s name clearly hints to the self-questioning of her very essence: “Amah”= “Ani mah?” (or “Mah Ani?”), “What am I?”.
 The mother of a child, however, does not have the extra letter “heh” at the close of her name, and thus carries no inkling of a “mah?”-type question. Nay, she is the very antithesis of “nothingness,” the very being responsible for bringing life into the world as the one who transforms almost nothing into a very significant something.
It is the mother who brings the son into the world
 and fosters his subsequent growth and development. The ben must therefore also be somewhat viewed as the continuation of the mother for it was she who brought him into the world and she who dedicated endless time and effort in raising him. How interesting, then, we might suggest, to witness this concept in the very word for mother, the Hebrew word “eim”: The “continuation” of the letter “aleph” is, of course, the letter “beis,” the very next letter in line. The “continuation” of the letter “mem” is the letter “nun” which follows immediately on its heels. What results is that the “continuation” of the mother (“eim”= aleph+mem) is thus the ensuing “ben,” the word for son also containing but two letters, comprised of a “beis” and a “nun.”

The “Av” and the “Eim”

Let us not lose sight, however, of an important distinction. The “ben” is naturally to be viewed as a continuation of his “eim,” but this element of continuation is not what defines the core essence of the mother. She is called specifically an “eim” for certain reasons;
 now that she is referred to as an “eim,” we have suggested an interesting remez that highlights how the son is seen as a continuation of the mother. However, regarding the name of the father- “av”- we have seen earlier that the “ben” is the one who essentially defines the father. The “aleph” of “av” receives the additional “beis” only when a father begets a son. The “ben” is not a mere outflow of the father that stands outside of the father’s name as it did by the mother; there we noticed how the “beis”-“nun” combination stood outside of the “aleph”-“mem” that comprised the name of the mother. 

Concerning the father, however, we witness how the “beis” becomes an integral part of the name “av,” as opposed to just assuming a peripheral role. Since a “ben” essentially implies “binyan,” and since the “binyan” represented by the son is achieved only when a son is taught Torah- the aspect that defines true “avhus,” true fatherhood- then a true “ben” is the lone ingredient that molds the father’s very essence and, in turn, creates his very name. The father is to be labeled by “aleph”-“beis,” the son by “beis”-“nun.” The “ben” has made it into the father’s name, has defined the father’s essential role by acting as the recipient of his father’s Torah, and is to continue where his father left off. He must build upon his father’s foundation by continuing the teaching of Torah and the spiritual achievements of his father, thereby displaying his essence as the “binyan” intrinsically intertwined with the solid foundation laid down earlier by the father.
“Al tikrei banayich e’lah bonayich.”                              

PART II: Back to the Archetypal “Ben”
We can now return to this week’s protagonist. If a “ben”’s definition is predicated on the crucial task of growing and developing upon the solid Torah foundation carefully implanted by the father, then what better example do we have for the ultimate “ben” than Avraham Avinu’s son, Yitzchak?   

Reams of the Torah’s pages are dedicated to recounting the lives of Avraham and Yaakov. There is much to glean regarding their conduct, their impeccable character traits, their prophecies, and plenty more. So whatever happened to Yitzchak? We are told but meager tidbits of information about him, and most of the passages that do discuss our middle patriarch- even those that revolve predominantly around him- display this ambiguous figure in a mere passive role. Sure there are snippets of information concerning Yitzchak dotting the pages, but Yitzchak always seems to be on the sidelines, outside of the camera’s main focus.
 Why is that so? 

The answer, I believe, is because Yitzchak views his role as the quintessential “ben,” the son charged with continuing the spiritual work and Torah dissemination that his father, Avraham, had set in motion before him. Yitzchak’s paramount directive is to ensure that his father’s solid foundation remains eternally embedded in place, and only then can the first stages of actual “binyan” begin to be implemented. Couched firmly in Avraham’s enveloping shadow, Yitzchak leads his life as the figure responsible for perpetuating the ideals and theologies that his father had promulgated throughout the world. His worldview- perhaps appearing somewhat parochial to the superficial reader- has been, in fact, quite carefully contrived. The paradigmatic “mamshich” is needed to ensure that the work initiated by the paradigmatic “michadeish,” Avraham, can live on and thrive.    

Let’s bring to mind the following: Revolutionists discontent with the political status quo might spark an upheaval to oust the reigning leadership and usurp their power. Though certainly no facile feat, a revolution ignites an infectious passion, a freshness and excitement that lure in multitudes of followers. When a hischadshus springs forth, the initial enthusiasm is especially contagious. But what happens after the coup d’état? A new government might soon be formed, but the real test is its ability to withstand the vicissitudes of time, the myriad trials and tribulations of everyday life and sovereignty. If they fail to perpetuate their convictions and implement their varied ideologies, than they, too, will suffer the same fate down the road.
Along comes Avraham Avinu and manages to convince throngs of people of the real emes in life. All beginnings are rough but, in a matter of time, Avraham succeeds in drawing them closer as they bask in the initial excitement of a new and far more meaningful way of living. But who is there to see them through life’s progression? Who can take over at the helm after Avraham’s demise to stem the natural and inevitable waning of their terrific enthusiasm? 

That is when a Yitzchak ascends the stage. He was the heir charged with ensuring that his father’s tireless efforts eventually see their full fruits; he would make sure that the convictions and ideologies Avraham so diligently worked to disseminate would be forever perpetuated throughout time. He will dig anew the very same wells that his father had dug before him (Toldos, 26:18), and call them by the identical names used by Avraham
-- all because Yitzchak’s monumental task was purely to perpetuate the work of his father. Furthermore, Rabbeinu Bechaye mentions a remez of the wells to the multitudes of converts that Avraham had won over to the Jewish faith. The Pelishtim had managed to seduce the converts to abandon their newfound faith,
 but Yitzchak rose to the occasion and successfully returned them to the true path. No, he would not adopt new disciples outside of his own biological sons
- but as the “ben Avraham,” he felt obliged to dedicate the time to ensure that his father’s work be carefully embedded in perennial stone.     

The Passivity of Yitzchak

In line with the above, let us allow for a brief scan of several Yitzchak vignettes. The momentous episode of the Akeida sees Yitzchak as only a passive party; he is not acting, but is rather acted upon. We vividly remember: He receives no adumbration of his own- is not even witness to Avraham’s prophecy- and yet still does not flinch whatsoever at the prospect of being offered as a sacrifice to HaKB”H. The test of the Akeida is forever regarded as Avraham’s final one, although it was undoubtedly an extremely difficult one for Yitzchak as well. He is the passive party throughout, never assuming center stage when his father alone occupies the spotlight. But he is nonetheless right there at his father’s side from beginning to end: “Va’yelchu shi’neihem yachdav” (Vayeira, 22:6). He is the “ben” who trekked alongside his “av” every step of Avraham’s continuing spiritual odyssey, and will heed his father’s every instruction, his every directive, regardless of its content.

When the time arrives soon afterward to find a suitable wife for Yitzchak, again we witness him in a surprisingly passive role, hearing nothing at all of Yitzchak’s involvement in the matter.
 And, again, it does not make the slightest difference. He will always view himself as the Yitzchak of “Va’yelchu shi’neihem yachdav,” the archetypal son whose job it is to carry out whatever his father has in store for his spiritual benefit. G-d graced him with his father’s countenance and he will act according to the natural effects such a resemblance might engender on internal thought as well. Yitzchak will see himself constantly as the genuine extension of his father, as the true “ben” to the very first true “av.” 

Being “Mamshich” the “Michadesh”

That is why, perhaps, Avraham and Yitzchak are the only two outstanding personalities from Adam through Moshe not to have been nolad mahul, born already with their arlah removed.
 We broached a plausible explanation regarding Avraham back in parshas Lech Lecha (“Torahquest”), based on the idea that Avraham’s very essence and profoundly developed nature as a man of action demanded that he be charged with performing his own circumcision. Regardless, Yitzchak, whom Avraham viewed as the continuation of his noble work, had to be brought within the realm of kedusha and enter the covenant that began with his father in the very same method that duplicated Avraham’s. Hence, only these two personalities are blatantly absent from the list of those tzaddikim who were born already circumcised: Avraham, because it simply had to be that way; Yitzchak, because he was the all-encompassing hemshech of his illustrious father, and would thus be brought into the covenant in an identical fashion.   

Perhaps this idea is further fleshed out in the tefillos that each av was michadesh. “Tefillos- Avos taknum”:
 Avraham, the paradigm of innovation, brought the world the gift of Shacharis, the tefilla that begins the day, the new light that carries with it a welcoming sense of freshness and reawakening. That was precisely what his life was all about. He brought light- indeed a new life and sense of existence- to the world, awakening the masses from their deep slumber to a fresh and more meaningful beginning. Yaakov introduced Ma’ariv to the world, the tefilla that arrives on the threshold of night, as Yaakov prepared his scions for the dark days of galus Mitzrayim up ahead- as well as all future exiles- a time that also signifies a totally new phase of life and mode of existence.
 And Yitzchak?

What is tefillas Mincha but the mere continuation of the day brought in already by Shacharis?
 It finds its place in the afternoon, at a time that represents no new sense of hischadshus. It arrives only after the sun has been on the scene for some time and is already at its peak, and can be recited until the sun fades from view. That, of course, is what Yitzchak is essentially all about. There is no new beginning, no auspicious hischadshus making its way onto the scene-- just the hemshech of what Avraham had previously begun.
 
When Avraham’s lifework had successfully reached its close, that is when his son was set to take over. The “beis” of “ben” begins where the “beis” of “av” leaves off, as the son is inextricably bound to the essence of his father. The power of Yitzchak’s prayer will carry the people through the light of day, ensuring that what Avraham had started can properly endure through the passage of time.
 Only when the light of day ebbs and an entirely new phase is set to begin, does Yitzchak himself fade from view as Yaakov steps up to the stage to prepare the Jewish People for the abject conditions of the dark days of galus up ahead.

Yitzchak has thus come to represent the “Av” who shone as the quintessential “ben.” He stood out more as a mikabel from Avraham than as a no’sein and mashpia unto others.
 While both Avraham and Yaakov had nomadic lifestyles that saw them quite often on the road, Yitzchak traveled very infrequently, and was the only one of the three never to leave the borders of Eretz Yisroel.
 We do not read of his having many disciples nor do we find him engrossed in hashpa’a efforts except to restore and secure the religiosity of his father’s talmidim. Even within his own home, he is the lone “Av” of the three Avos to have only one wife, and we read of no special servants in his proximity; most often he even turns a critical eye away from his wicked son Eisav. Few people enter the inner circle and sequestered aura of the purely holy Yitzchak, our patriarch also partially immobilized by blindness throughout a significant portion of his life. 

As the “ben” of the archetypal innovator overflowing with manifold visions, Yitzchak was charged with the onerous task of perpetuating the honorable work set in motion by his father, and therefore had no need to venture out on his own, to dream up his own quixotic visions. He had a clear mission, succeeded in his quest, and thus procured our destiny by ensuring that the seeds planted by our first patriarch burgeoned into blossoming branches, that true “banim” would continue along the same path paved by the very first “av.” And thus he brought the concept of true “toldos” into the world. “Ke b’Yitzchak ye’karei licha ze’ra” could therefore also be understood as “bishvil Yitzchak,” because of Yitzchak, Avraham was destined to have offspring called after him brought into the world, children who would be considered true “banim”/”binyanim” of Avraham walking in the footsteps of their righteous ancestor. 

Yitzchak was the vital link that bridged together Avraham and Yaakov. Precisely because he was the middle of the three, explains the Maharal,
 Yitzchak was thus regarded as the primary strength of the collective Avos, for the middle of anything is always its strongest point. Just as the heart, the chief organ in the body, is located in the center,
 so too the “tokef” of the Avos find its place in none other than Yitzchak, the middle Av.

“Enough!” And Then More…

Perhaps we could yet add the following insight: At the outset of parshas Va’eira, Hashem begins by informing Moshe that, “Va’eira el Avraham, el Yitzchak, vi’el Yaakov.” The gematria of the word “Va’eira” happens to be the same as that of “Yitzchak,” both equaling 208.
 The Av who linked the three Avos together was Yitzchak, our middle patriarch, who, parenthetically, would almost always be referred to as either the son of Avraham or as the father of Yaakov. And with what name does G-d say He appeared to them as? “E-l Sha-ddai.” Keep this in mind as we turn for a moment to a remark of the Ba’al HaTurim in parshas Vayishlach. 

In Vayishlach (35:11), we read of G-d speaking to Yaakov: “I am ‘E-l Sha-ddai’- be fruitful and multiply; a nation and a congregation of nations shall descend from you…”. Commenting on this pasuk,
 the Ba’al HaTurim (and the Rokeach) states that the name “Sha-ddai,” in particular, is the name of G-d used in connection with “piryah v’rivyah” for the gematria of the hidden letters of this name (when each respective letter is spelled out fully) equals 500, the total number of limbs in man and woman combined.
 Quite fascinating. The name “Sha-ddai” is thus the name identified with procreation, that which fosters true “toldos,” a concept that Yitzchak, especially, came to emphasize to the world.

“E-l Sha-ddai” is the very same name that G-d tells Moshe that He used when appearing to the Avos, a declaration prefaced with “Va’eira,” the word equaling exactly the numerical value of Yitzchak’s name. It was specifically through Yitzchak’s assurance of “toldos” that the name “Sha-ddai” was to be optimally revealed in the world. It was Yitzchak who accentuated and bolstered the rich ties of father to son, a feat so crucial to the ongoing existence of the Jewish people. In fact, in a mystical sense, Avraham and Yitzchak together encompassed all the mitzvos of the Torah,
 the key ingredient to the Jews’ survival. The inextricably bound duo of Avraham and Yitzchak rightly serves as the ne plus ultra of the ideal “av”/“ben” relationship, and the rock-solid
 substructure of the nation that will soon be the “B’nei Yisroel” has been firmly rooted in place.    

But wait just a second. The gemara in Chagiga (12a) quotes Reish Lakish who avers that G-d’s name “Sha-ddai” is essentially a conjugation of, “She’amarti li’olam dai,” that I [G-d] said to the world: “enough!” Upon its creation, the world began expanding feverishly until G-d interceded and put a halt to its expansion, deciding, kaviyachol, that its current size was “enough.” So what happened here? The very name of G-d used to signify His halt to the continuation of creation is the very one mentioned in Vayishlach in conjunction with a command to multiply, the one, the Ba’al HaTurim writes, which happens to be the name specifically associated with reproduction?! The irony is glaring. And Reish Lakish is addressing our very pasuk!

It clearly seems to be, therefore, that the ensuing offspring from human reproduction do not represent an idea contrary to continued creation. The children are not to be viewed primarily as new acts of creation but as the all-important extensions of the parents. Yes, indeed, G-d has already declared the world to be sufficient. But being fruitful and multiplying means creating extensions of self, producing children who will be ideal “banim” and, in turn, the ideal “bonim,” the future builders charged with continuing to add upon the strong spiritual foundations of the parents. Of course they might- and should- utilize their own independent thought, but their eyes will always be focused primarily on building upon an existing firm foundation.

And now for a bit of sweetener. Rashi explains that the command to Yaakov to henceforth multiply could only have referred to his last remaining son, for the other eleven had already been born. What was the name of this number twelve son? “Binyamin,” the only one of the twelve shevatim whose name contained within it the word “ben” (“ben oni”/“ben yamin”) used to imply “the son of…”.
 Begetting a child in the face of the resounding proclamation of “dai!,” “the world is already sufficient,” means producing a true “ben,” a son who will prove to be a “binyan” built upon the groundwork laid down by his father and thus a son whose very name incorporates within it this notion of “ben”/“binyan.” We might add that with his beloved Rachel’s death, Yaakov’s “akeres ha’bayis” has passed from this world, but she leaves him at that very moment with a son who will continue to build where they left off. And, incidentally, indeed what a son he was as we open the gemara in Shabbos (55b) to find Binyamin listed among just a few individuals who went to their graves completely free of sin.
 Not surprising, therefore, that the ultimate binyan, the Beis HaMikdash, would be built in the portion of this very same Binyamin…      

“Yitzchak” From Beginning to End

Avraham and Yaakov underwent a major change in their lifetimes, one that was highlighted by a commensurate name change: Avram became Avraham, while Yaakov became Yisroel. Yitzchak stood alone as the only one whose name would never be altered.
 And why should it be? His objective was a clear one- to be the “mi’malei makom” of his father, to see to it that the delicate groundwork of a new and unique nation does not crumble and falter with the passage of time. That is the difficult role he wholeheartedly accepted, a role he was to play perfectly for the duration of his lifetime. And it was a role that needed no changes at all. He would be the same Yitzchak from beginning to end, and thus his name, his essential task, would forever remain untouched and unaltered.

Two Halves of a Whole

In Hilchos Rosh Chodesh (#417), the Tur quotes his brother who notes that the three Avos correspond to the shalosh regallim,” the three pilgrimage festivals: Avraham to Pesach,
 Yitzchak to Shavuos, and Yaakov to Succos.
 We turn briefly to parshas Emor (23:36), where we find the Ramban asserting that there exists a unique connection between the yomim tovim of Pesach and Shavuos. These two festivals are essentially two halves of one synthesized whole, explains the Ramban, two separate parts that comprise what should really be viewed as one long festival. Pesach begins this yom tov, the days of the counting of the omer act as its “chol ha’moed,” and the yom tov closes with Atzeres, a pseudonym for Shavuos, a title shared with the “Atzeres” that closes the yom tov of Succos.
 
How interesting, indeed, when we glance back to the initial statement that saw Avraham corresponding to Pesach and his son, Yitzchak, to Shavuos. Shavuos is to be understood as the continuation of the singular festival begun with Pesach, the “eighth” day arriving after the seven-week long “chol ha’moed.” Likewise, although an independent entity from one standpoint, Yitzchak is to be viewed essentially as the continuation of Avraham. He is the “ma’keh bi’patish” to Avraham’s lifework, the figure selected to put the finishing touches on and close the important work begun by his father. Avraham and Yitzchak (“av” and “ben”), Pesach and Shavuos: both two halves of one composite whole.    

The idea continues to yet a deeper notch. The geula from Mitzraim was to ultimately culminate in the Matan Torah of Shavuos.
 Without eventually receiving the Torah, the newly freed Jews could never really escape a spiritually enveloping bondage: “Ein li’cha ben chorin e’lah me she’o’seik b’Torah.”
 To truly taste the sweetness of freedom mandates being united with a disciplined structure formulated by the rules and regulations of the Torah and its myriad mitzvos. The seeds of a Shavuos were thus implanted at the very core of the redemption from oppressive Egypt, seeds that would gradually develop until they were ready to sprout forth into a reinvigorated nation with the Torah in hand. The work begun Pesach time was only completed on Shavuos, and the seeds of Shavuos were already present at the roots of the Pesach redemption. 

Similarly, Avraham’s work was only really completed through the efforts of Yitzchak, and the seeds of Yitzchak’s greatness we find already planted at an earlier stage, at the peak of Avraham’s sparkling career. Avraham corresponds to Pesach and we pick up from Chazal (Rosh HaShana 10b) that it was precisely during Pesach that his son, Yitzchak, was born. Avraham only became an “av” when the birth of Yitzchak provided him with the letter “beis,” the very letter that would then begin the “ben” who would have a part of his father ingrained in his very being. 
Avraham was at the threshold of shi’leimus, anxiously nearing the peak of spiritual perfection, only as his ten trials approached their completion. For the final test of the Akeida, he needed the willing participation of his beloved son; the Akeida itself took place during the month of Nissan,
 the month highlighted by the celebration of Pesach. The horn from the ram used in Yitzchak’s stead on the altar of the Akeida, the Tur cited above writes, also happens to be the very same shofar which was blown at the Matan Torah of Shavuos. Avraham thus needs a Yitzchak to become both an “av” and the complete “Avraham,” while Yitzchak’s prominence will be achieved only through his crucial role as the continuation of his father.

PART III: Yitzchak and the Future Laugh

We are finally ready to tackle his name. Back in parshas Lech Lecha (17:19), Rashi informed us of two reasons for G-d’s choice of a name for Yitzchak. The first is the obvious correlation to the joyous laughter of Avraham in parshas Vayeira.
 In addition, Rashi quotes from the medrash
 that the numerical values of the four letters comprising Yitzchak’s name correspond respectively to: the ten trials of Avraham;
 the ninety years of Sarah- the age at which she bore Yitzchak; the eight days of Yitzchak- the age at which he was circumcised; and the one hundred years of Avraham- his age at the time of his son’s birth. The very name Yitzchak, therefore, seems to say almost nothing about the person himself. His four letters all revolve exclusively around his parents except for the case of milah and, even then, he was not acting but was rather being acted upon.

That, however, is indeed the very essence of what Yitzchak was all about. He was the son of Avraham (and Sarah), the son of the one who passed the rigorous ten tests- the final one only with Yitzchak’s help- and the one who performed the circumcision ritual upon him just as he had earlier done to himself. His name would thus radiate his true calling, as Yitzchak viewed himself constantly as the son of his parents and the one who would therefore play a more passive role throughout his life, acting the part of a mikabel rather than of a nosein and mashpia.

And the laughter? The laughter, as well, we never find coming from Yitzchak himself- only from Avraham and Sarah.
 He is named for the laughter of his father, once again highlighting his basic essence.
 But why “laughter?”

When a person is truly elated, filled with abundant gaiety, the joy eventually bursts forth and overflows its borders from his heart to the rest of his body, finally finding its outward expression in facial laughter. G-d, too, explains R’ Yitzchak Isaac Chaver,
 is also described as being, kaviyachol, in a state of elation and laughter when His creations are acting in accordance with His Torah. It is then that Hashem’s laughter breaks out in the form of overwhelming hashpa’a and bountiful blessing to His people. Someone who emulates the koach of hashpa’a, of allowing himself to overflow with endless influence upon others, is truly “laughing” in its more profound sense. 
This midah of hispashtus, of constantly extending beyond one’s boundaries, was especially characteristic of Avraham who dedicated endless time and energy to embarking on many journeys to influence the masses to faith in G-d. He overflowed with loving-kindness and allowed his bottled-up energy and convictions to ultimately burst forth in the outward expression of an overwhelming influence on mankind. It was Avraham who truly “laughed,” and it was his laughter, in turn, that helped form the foundation for the essence of Yitzchak, the one who would see to it that his father’s diligent work would not wither and crumble with the passage of time.

But Yitzchak does not laugh. He is named purely for the laughter of his father and, as expected, we never find him laughing anywhere in the Torah. In stark contrast to Avraham, his influence and potent impact on mankind will be felt in other, more concealed, ways. He is far more passive, shunning all calls for an innovative and active role on history’s stage. That is, until the future…

Yes, indeed, Yitzchak is not a man of laughter throughout the narratives of Sefer Beraishis. But while his own laughter is not one of the present, as the prefix “yud” that opens his name indicates, he is the one who will “laugh” in the future: Yitzchak. Avraham and Sarah “laughed” in the present tense and instilled within their son the eventual koach for true “laughter.” Hence, we find the Zohar (vol. 1, 96a) informing us that the introductory “yud” (=10) of Yitzchak is the product of the two letter “heh”s (each with a value of five) that were added on to his parents’ names. When the additional letter “heh” of Avraham joined with that of Sarah, the sum total ultimately became the “yud” of Yitzchak. They were the ones who worked together to outwardly influence the masses and thus implanted within their son this innate ability to, one day, influence mankind in a purely active role. When is this time, this momentous moment of Yitzchak’s active “laughter” finally bursting forth?

We flip quickly to Shabbos 89b where we encounter a shocking dialogue between G-d and our three patriarchs that will take place sometime in the future. G-d turns first to Avraham asking how He should respond to the myriad sins of the Jewish People, to which Avraham replies: “Wipe them out to sanctify Your Name,” for they have transgressed the laws of the Torah which demands retribution demonstrative of G-d’s sovereignty. Turning then to Yaakov, the one who experienced “tza’ar gidul banim” and will perhaps commiserate for his banim now, G-d poses the same question and elicits the identical response.
 Yitzchak is the Jews’ last hope and, through penetrating arguments, he ultimately succeeds in saving the entire Jewish People from utter annihilation. Having played the more passive role throughout his lifetime, Yitzchak steps up to center-stage in the future-- and assumes a very active role in defending his descendants, saving them from destruction.
 

Even more striking, is that this is the very same Yitzchak who walked always in his father’s shadow, who re-taught his father’s students and re-dug his father’s wells, and who played his role as the paradigmatic “ben” oh so perfectly during his life. And now, alas, we find him openly deviating from his father’s approach to the sins of the Jewish People.
 But his very own parents, in fact, had implanted within him the “yud” and the actively outward influential “laughter” that would manifest itself- not during his lifetime but at some point in the future- at a time when he would deviate from his own father’s “yi’machu al kiddushas shimecha” to become the sole rescuer of B’nei Yisroel.

It is Yitzchak who has created the ability for true “toldos” to emerge in the world, and solely Yitzchak who can save these same “toldos” when the future rolls around. At a time when the two “heh”s of his parents that came together to form his future-tense “yud” will finally manifest themselves, that is when Yitzchak will truly “laugh” and outwardly influence the whole existence of mankind. This unbelievable expression of “laughter”- dormant within him for so long- can only come in the future when all Jews will, soon afterward, rejoice together with G-d: “Az yi’malei sichok pinu” (Tehillim, 126:2).
 Yitzchak, specifically, will be the one laughing all the way into the future, and it is then that we will finally witness the actualization of the messianic redemption. “Va’tischak l’yom acharon…” (Mishlei, 31:25)
And, once again, we will hear the trumpeting sound of the shofar, the horn taken from the very same ram whose other horn was the one blown at Matan Torah.
 The shofar from the ram of Akeidas Yitzchak which found its way to Sinai where it was blown Shavuos time- the yom tov corresponding to none other than Yitzchak
- is the twin of the same one to be used in the future to herald the ultimate redemption. The long-awaited redemption which will only be made possible because of Yitzchak’s active intervention on Klal Yisroel’s behalf… 

He “laughs” and he shines- and because of him the Jews are spared. Yitzchak’s glory is fully disclosed in the future, after being somewhat camouflaged in ambiguity throughout the Beraishis narratives. His name is “Yitzchak,” a word consisting of the two smaller words “keitz” (“kuf”-“tzadi”) and “chai” (“ches”-“yud”)
- perhaps an additional allusion to how Yitzchak, in essence, truly ‘lives’ in the time of the “keitz,” the time of the future and all-encompassing redemption.
 The Chida
 even remarks that it was also only in Yitzchak’s merit that we were freed from Egypt, and Yitzchak Avinu is the patriarch incessantly rapt in fervent prayer for his descendants to be fully redeemed with the imminent arrival of Mashiach. 
Our ultimate nechama, the all-embracing comfort so richly anticipated, will come only on the heels of Yitzchak’s intervention, and thus we are not at all surprised to find the gematria of “Yitzchak” equaling that of the prophet Yeshayahu’s immemorial words: “Nachamu, nachamu [ami, yomar Elokeichem]” (Yeshayahu, 40:1). The double, full-fledged “nachamu, nachamu,” of the future and the name of Yitzchak both share the Hebrew numerical value of 208!
  

The Yitzchak/Eliyahu Connection

There is yet another equivalent of “208” that our scrutiny simply cannot ignore. In his Sefer HaGilgulim (chapter 67—see also the Rama MiPhano’s Gilgulei Neshamos, #155), the Arizal informs us that Pinchas was, in fact, a gilgul of Yitzchak Avinu-- and the gematria of Pinchas is remarkably 208 as well.
 In several places, Chazal
 assert that Pinchas is the same individual as Eliyahu HaNavi.
 In the beginning of parshas Pinchas (25:12), the Targum Yonasan ben Uziel writes that Pinchas became an immortal angel and the one destined to become the “mi’vaser ha’geulah” at the end of days. He would be forever regarded as Eliyahu, the one who will herald the arrival of Mashiach and thus serve as the harbinger to our complete redemption. 
How fascinating, then, as we observe Yitzchak being nis’galgel as Pinchas, and witness their names sharing the identical gematria.
 Yitzchak, we have illustrated, will save the Jews from destruction at the hand of G-d, and will thus lead us to the ultimate redemption. It is the shofar from his famous ram that will be blown upon Mashiach’s arrival, and his immersion in fervent prayer that will allow us to be redeemed altogether. 

Yitzchak rescues us, saves us from misa as the future moves near, and it is Eliyahu- according to some opinions
- who will not only herald Mashiach’s arrival, but will himself be the one to revive the dead, to rid us of our stamp of misa at the end of days.  

The correlations continue: Yitzchak was the one who brought us the tefilla of Mincha, our afternoon prayers, the very same tefilla that Eliyahu HaNavi was answered with at Har HaCarmel (Brachos 6b). Yitzchak was also the first person to have a bris milah on the eighth day,
 and how could we possibly forget that it is Eliyahu who is the renowned “mal’ach ha’bris,” the one to join every Jewish circumcision ritual throughout the ages. Yes, the connections abound,
 but the cardinal one is their connection to the future… 

What, indeed, is the final geula all about? The Ramban in parshas Nitzavim (30:6)
 avers that we will finally return to the lofty level of Adam HaRishon before the first sin, just as we had done at Matan Torah. Not only concerning our personal spiritual status, but the whole world will return to its original state of perfection, the Maharal
 adds, as G-d wishes to restore all things to the way they first were. As everything is put on track to return to its roots, the incipient stage of our final redemption mandates that we begin returning to our roots as well, re-solidifying our connections to previous generations. The “anafim” must return and fully reunite with their “sharashim.” 
It is specifically Yitzchak who has demonstrated the importance of the inextricable bond that exists between father and son, the sense of the son acting as the “binyan” built atop the solid bedrock of the father. Yitzchak has shown the world the profound significance of closely uniting with the previous generation, with the father whose work must serve as the child’s primary foundation. He was the first real “ben” to the first real “av.” 

And Eliyahu HaNavi? How well we all know that it is specifically Eliyahu who will precede Mashiach’s arrival by “restoring the heart of the fathers to their children and the heart of the children to their fathers” (Mal’achi, 3:24).
 Yitzchak and Eliyahu. Yes, indeed, it’s all about reuniting the “avos” and the “banim,” the sons and the fathers…           

How fitting, then, that- as mentioned just above- they both have such close ties to bris milah, the ritual circumcision representing the very first obligation that every Jewish father has towards his son (Kiddushin 29a)…  
Yitzchak, the virtual unknown. Pinchas/Eliyahu, the zealot. Perhaps considered somewhat contemplative, pensive individuals during their lifetimes—
But they’ll certainly be the main figures ‘laughing’ in the future…                        

� Beraishis, 5:1 (2:4); Noach 6:9, 11:10; Chayei Sarah, 25:12. 





� Rashi clearly advocates the word’s denotation (see the Sefer Zikaron- see also Rabbeinu Avraham ben HaRambam), although many commentaries- because the births of Yaakov and Eisav have not yet even occurred- prefer one of its several connotations. See also R’ Shlomo Kluger’s Kehillas Yaakov on Shavuos, drush 59, p. 413. In addition, see the Torah Temimah’s Tosefes Bracha, beginning of parshas Noach, and HaParsha L’Doroseha (Korman), beginning of both Noach and Toldos, that discuss why parshas Noach was named for the parsha’s protagonist while Toldos was not, even though they both begin in an identical fashion. See my essay, “The Names of the Parshiyos,” where I attempt to explain the uniqueness and common denominator of the five parshiyos named after specific individuals.


    


� Although it was stated earlier (Vayeira, 21:2) that indeed she “bore a son unto Avraham,” in the Torah’s recount of Yitzchak’s origins (here in Toldos), Sarah’s name is noticeably missing, while Hagar’s name was repeated when the Torah retraced Yishmael’s roots at the close of the previous parsha.      





� See also R’ Yosef Karo’s Maggid Meisharim, beginning of parshas Toldos.  





� The Ba’al HaTurim, Rokeach, and Nimukei HaRid all add that the gematria of “holid,” begot, equals that of “domeh,” similar to, for Yitzchak even looked just like his father (based on Bava Metzia 87a).   





� With slight variances, see Rashbam, Ramban, Ibn Ezra, Chizkuni, and Sforno. See also Bechor Schor and see R’ Saadia Gaon’s commentary. For an alternate (and quite interesting) approach, see the answer of the Maggid from Plotzk (disciple of the Gra) quoted in Yeshurun, vol. 9, p. 118, and in the Haggadah shel Pesach with the commentary of the Gra and his disciples (Machon HaGra), pp. 240-241 (quoting from the Maggid Tzedek).      





� See Nedarim 31a. For additional clarity into this brief passage of the gemara, see the Meshech Chochma’s comments in Vayeira, 22:1, and Vayeitzei, 28:13. See also R’ Moshe Eisemann’s A Pearl in the Sand, p. 79.


 


� See also the insight of R’ A. L. Baron in his Misamchei Lev, siman #44, p. 110.





� This insight was drawn from Pirkei Beraishis (Breur), vol. 2, pp. 482-483, which elaborates on this theme a bit further. 





� See my essay on parshas Vayeira, “Torahquest” (Part II), footnote #22, for a listing of sources regarding this point.


  


� In truth, the pasuk’s wording (“hai’sa”) indicates that Chava “was” the “Eim kol chai.” Why does Adam refer to her motherly status in the past tense? See Panim Yafos for an interesting interpretation.


 


� For alternate explanations, see Rabbeinu Bechaye and see the Chizkuni. See also the interesting “snake” association appearing in Chasam Sofer HaChadash, p. 8, and see R’ Y. M. Stern’s Otzar HaYedi’os, vol. 6, pp. 102-105. Regarding why she was called “Chava” as opposed to “Chaya,” see the remarks of the Ibn Ezra and the Alshich, and see the Gra in his commentary on Safra DiTz’ni’usa, p. 32b (di’fus yashan).    





� Zohar (see Shlah Hakadosh, Toldos Adam, p. 3)- “A’da’meh l’Elyon” (Yeshaya, 14:14): I will try to make myself comparable to G-d (see also the Netziv’s Ha’emek Davar on Beraishis, 1:26); Maharal (Tiferes Yisroel, chapter 3- see also his Drush al HaTorah)- “Adamah”: Just as the earth’s value is purely reflected in the immense potential for growth it harbors within, so too is man’s value determined by his ability to exercise his immense innate potential (see also Beraishis Rabba, 17:4, and Achas Sha’alti, vol. 2, p. 44); Kli Yakar (in Orach L’Chaim, p. 124)-“Adamah”: Man must be humble like the lowly earth; HaK’sav VihaKabbalah (parshas Balak, 23:19)- “Adamah”: Man must conquer the earthly aspects and physicality ingrained within his nature. (In contrast, the “ish” is inclined towards spirituality); R’ Hirsch (commentary on Beraishis, 1:26)- “Hadom raglai” (Yeshaya, 66:1): Man is the “footstool” of G-d, the resting place of the Shechina and the being charged with bringing down G-d’s infinite glory to the world below; R’ Shimshon Pincus (collected sichos on Sefiras Ha’omer, p. 206)- “Aleph”+ “Dam”: The joining of ruchniyus (“aleph”= osiyos “peleh”) and gashmiyus (symbolized by blood- “ki ha’dam hu ha’nefesh”)—and see also Mordechai Aram-Tzovah’s kuntrus, HaPikadon, p. 46. See also the esoteric remarks of the Rama MiPhano (Peninei HaRama MiPhano, Beraishis, 2:20 (p. 7)) regarding Adam as “Eid” (mist/cloud) + “Dam.” In addition, see Chaim shel Torah, parshas Beraishis, p. 53. The gemara in Sotah (5a) cites R’ Yochanan that “Adam” is rashei teivos, “eipher”/“dam”/“ma’rah,” implying- Rashi explains- that man is all hevel and thus should refrain from arrogance. See also the Ba’al HaTurim on parshas Beraishis, 1:26. See also R’ Munk’s The Wisdom in the Hebrew Alphabet, p. 48.           





� The wording of the medrash (Beraishis Rabba, 20:11) quoted by Rashi on 3:20.


 


� Regarding why Adam waited until after their sin before naming his wife the “eim kol chai,” see the remarks of R’ Binyamin Mi’Shklov (disciple of the Gra) in his Givi’e Givea Hakesef, published in Biurei HaGra (“mek’sav yad”), p. 237, and see the Netziv’s Ha’emek Davar and the commentary of R’ Hirsch.        





� For a poetic and detailed elaboration of the variegated concepts of fatherhood and motherhood in the Torah and their changing meanings through time, see R’ Soloveitchik’s Family Redeemed, pp. 105-109. See also Mi’lone HaRa’ayah (Kelner)- “Av”/“Eim”- quoting from R’ Kook’s Rosh Milin and Eiyn Ayah. 





� See Avodah Zara 9a, and an accompanying in-depth analysis in my essay “Torahquest”- Part I (Lech Lecha).


   


� See, especially, R’ Hirsch’s commentary where he explains the choice of “Chava” (as opposed to “Chaya”) which denotes giving spiritual life.


   


� See the interesting remarks of the Gra in his commentary on Mishlei, 31:2.    





� Parenthetically, see Drashos U’peirushei Rabbeinu Yonah al HaTorah, beginning of parshas Toldos, and see Rabbeinu Bechaye’s comments as well. 


 


� See also Minchas Menachem (Feivelson), vol. 2, p. 25.


 


� Sanhedrin 19b; see also 99b and Margoliyos HaYam’s comments there. 





� See Rashi on parshas Noach, 11:29.





� See the Maharal’s Tiferes Yisroel, chapter 34, and see Nefesh HaChaim, sha’ar 2, chapter 2- based on the Rashba (Chiddushei Aggados on Brachos 7a; Shu”t HaRashba, vol. 1 (#423), vol. 5 (#s 50, 51)). See also Rabbeinu Bechaye, Eikev, 8:10, and the Malbim in Artzos HaChaim, siman 5. 





� See the comments of the Ba’al HaTurim on parshas Ki Seitzei, 21:17— since the firstborn receives a double portion, the letters comprising his title are those that represent the idea of ‘double.’ The same idea is also noted by the Gra—see Peninim MiShulchan HaGra (second edition, p. 351, and see the accompanying footnote). See also Igeres HaTiyul (brother of the Maharal), cheilek ha’remez, p. 75, and the accompanying insights of the Tiyul B’Pardes.  





� See also R’ Hutner’s comments (and the Gra he quotes therein) in his Pachad Yitzchak on Pesach, ma’amar 62 (#2), and ma’amar 81 (#4). See also R’ Moshe Eisemann’s introduction to his commentary on Pirkei Avos, p. x (and footnote #2). The beis/chof/raish combination- in various conjugations- not only forms the root of “bechor” and “bracha”(and see Li’machar A’tir, parshas Toldos, 27:36), but also of the clearly related words, “b’raicha,” a spring that emerges from one point only to continue expanding as it rises (and see the B’nei Yissaschar’s Igra D’Kallah, parshas Naso, 6:23); “harkava,” grafting, extending off of a plant and thus continuing its blessing; and “merkava,” the chariot that restores the king’s sense of glory and fame while on the road, while also extending it far beyond the limits of his immediate kingdom (see Pachad Yitzchak, Pesach, ma’amar 81, #2 (and end of #4)).     





� Perhaps the absence of teaching Torah is also subtly reflected in the name used to describe a mother- “eim.” R’ Moshe Shapiro explains why the “aleph”-“mem” combination is used to comprise the word, “im,” the concise Hebrew word that means “if.” The insertion of a condition within an existing reality is to demonstrate that we are unsure if the statement is undoubtedly true. Absolute “emes” demands that something be completely true from beginning to end, from its “aleph” through “mem”- which represents the middle of the aleph-beis- and finally reaching “tuf,” the concluding letter in the Hebrew alphabet. (See Rashi’s remarks on Shabbos 55a- “chosmo shel HaKB”H emes,” and Devarim Rabba, 1:10.) A condition, therefore, is labeled “im” (“aleph”-“mem”) for the statement is not fully true until it has been seen through all the way to “tuf,” until it is clear that, even in the future, the statement will still hold true. 





Perhaps we could borrow the thought with regard to the similar word “eim,” also comprised of those very same two letters.  A mother, though extremely instrumental in both her child’s physical and spiritual growth, cannot fully guarantee the child a future filled with only “emes,” for he needs to be taught “tuf,” [the letter representing] Torah/ “emes” (Shabbos 104a), and that is the responsibility of the child’s father. Hence, the mother can indeed develop her child fully from his beginning to the middle (“eim”); his final development, though, depends on the missing “tuf,” the Torah taught by his father that alone will bring him to the absolute “emes.” How interesting, then, that in a totally unrelated context, R’ Avraham Schorr notes that the gematria of the letter “tuf” spelled out in full (tuf/vav) is equivalent to “Shi’al avicha vi’ya’gedcha” (im ha’kollel)—see his HaLekach Vi’haLevuv, 5762, parshas Vayigash (p. 71). Subsequently, I came across R’ Mandelbaum’s MiMa’amakim (Vayeitze, p. 179) which also connects “eim” to “im” but takes a different approach to explaining the correlation. For yet another- and quite enlightening- approach to the title of “eim” (and that of “av”), see R’ Y. I. Chaver’s Magen Vi’Tzina, p. 65. 





� See also the Rokeach’s remarks on Vayeitze, 30:3- “Vi’ebaneh gam anochi…”. The Torah Temimah also discusses the connection of “ben” to “binyan,” as well as that of “bas” to “bayis,” in his Tosefes Bracha on parshas Bamidbar, 1:2. See also his Baruch She’amar on Tefillos HaShana, p. 278.  





� Take special note of the concept in the gemara referred to as a “binyan av,” and see how Shu”t HaRif (#1) explains the usage of “av” in contrast to the usage of “eim” appearing in the principle of “yeish eim li’mikra.” See also Toras HaRishonim on maseches Succah (Arieli, Mossad HaRav Kook), p. 83, citing Rabbeinu Bechaye (V’zos HaBracha, 33:8) and the Otzar Hakavod of Rabbeinu Tordos Avulefia. In addition, see R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s Dover Tzedek (18b), and see the Ben Ish Chai’s Shu”t Torah Lishma (Sod Yesharim), #519. See also B’nei Yissaschar, Ma’amarei Chodesh Elul, ma’amar 2, #7.        





� See also Oznayim L’Torah’s comments on the parsha’s opening pasuk.  





� See Maharal, Chiddushei Aggados, vol. 1, p. 142, and see the Gra on Mishlei, 23:15. See also R’ Yisroel Issar’s Menucha U’Kedusha, sha’ar he’tefilla (section 1, siman 1 (p. 45), and siman 31 (p. 92)). See especially R’ Yosef Yehuda Bluch’s Shiurei Da’as, vol. 1, ma’amar “Zechus Avos,” p. 205, explaining “B’ra kar’a d’avuha.” See also the Netziv’s comments in Ha’amek Davar on Vayechi (48:14). Parenthetically, it is quite interesting to note that this well-known phrase attributed to Chazal actually appears nowhere in all of Shas. A similar phrase referring to a yoresh does, however, appear in Eruvin (70b), and yet another similar statement can be found in Rashi to Kesuvos (92b- “kiba’al chov”). Regarding why specifically the metaphor of the knees (“kar’ei”) is used, see R’ Y. M. Stern’s Otzar HaYedi’os, vol. 1, p. 37.  





� On the pasuk in Re’eh (13:7), “…[or your friend] who is like your own soul…,” Rashi quotes the Sifrei (#87) that explains these words as referring to one’s father. (See, however, Haga’os HaGra there.) In addition, see the terminology of the Sefer HaChinuch in mitzvah #498, and the similar expression appearing in the commentary of R’ Ovadia from Bartenura on Edyos, 2:9.     





� See the Maharal’s Gur Aryeh, ad. loc., and his comments in Netzach Yisroel, chapter 5. In addition, see Gevuros Hashem, chapter 71, and Tiferes Yisroel, chapter 26, regarding the connection between the outpouring of offspring and the midas ha’din, the midah associated with Yitzchak.   





� See the Ramban’s terminology towards the end of his comments on the parsha’s opening pasuk. See also the Sforno on Vayeitze, 30:6, the remarks of R’ E. M. Bluch in his Peninei Da’as (p. 65), and Peninim MiShulchan Gavoa quoting the Brisker Rav. 





� Regarding the nature of the content of what Avraham imparted to his many disciples, see the Maharsha’s Chiddushei Aggados on Bava Basra 91a (“oso ha’yom”). 





� See also the terminology expressed by R’ Hutner in Reshimos Lev, Purim, 5730, #7 (p. 300). 





� Interesting to note is that the Jewish nation, although also a tribe, a people, etc., is almost never referred to as an “umah” throughout Tanach, the lone exception being Yeshayahu, 51:4. See the Torah Temimah’s Tosefes Bracha on parshas Bamidbar, 1:2 (pp. 6-7). 


  


� We must also not overlook the point made by the Maharsha (Chiddushei Aggados, Sanhedrin 12a), that “umos” is clearly connected with “eim”-- but to the exclusion of any real “av”/“ben” relationship. (This naturally fits well with what we have been articulating all along.) With respect to yichus, the “Umos HaOlam,” in fact, have their genealogical ties linked to the “eim” and not the “av”: “…Li’umosam,” as opposed to B’nei Yisroel’s “…Li’beis avosam.” (See also Rishpei Torah, parshas Bamidbar (p. 286), quoting Otzar HaSheimos.) In his commentary on Rus Rabba (2:3), the Radal even notes that there is no reason for a non-Jew to mourn the loss of a father, as clearly evident in the medrash there.      





� See also the approach of R’ Yitzchak Arieli (author of Einayim L’Mishpat), appearing in his Shiras HaGeulah commentary on the Haggadah, p. 97, and see the approach of Rav Elyashiv cited in Derech Sicha, end of parshas Bo (p. 248). 


 


� Why specifically nine months is a point discussed by the Maharal in his Nesivos Olam, nesiv ha’tzeddaka, chapter 3, p. 145. See also R’ Shimshon Pincus’s Brachos BiCheshbon, p. 31. 


 


� It comes as no surprise, therefore, to find that the world’s dominant religion is predicated on origins couched in a myth of a supernatural conception. In Christianity, there are no real ties to an honorable past, no connection- at its very roots- to a meaningful “tish’a yarchei leida.” Their ‘founder’ is not to be viewed as the natural offspring of his parents’ union, as he sets out to pave entirely new roads with a blind eye to any past foundations. Indeed the notion of our nine months of pregnancy serves to further highlight that we are merely “binyanim” built atop greater and stronger others.





� See Isaac Asimov’s Book of Facts, p. 320.





� This last idea was based on R’ Aharon Lopiansky’s Time Pieces, p. 187.





� Perhaps interesting to note is that we find the similar idea in the general name given for animals: “bi’heima.” Rabbeinu Meyuchas (Beraishis, 1:24)- and see also the Maharal’s Tiferes Yisroel (chapter 3)- writes that the word “bi’heima” is essentially a conjugation of the two smaller words, “bah” (“in it”) and “mah.” The animal, lacking any sense of spirituality and a truly elevated purpose, causes the onlooker to immediately question, “bah mah?”- “what is in you?”-- in your being, there is no true sense of a higher purpose in life. What you see is what you get…      





� See also the interesting “k’sav yad” cited in the Chida’s Midbar Ki’deimos, p. 145.  





� Yet another connection of an “eim” to her “ben” is seen by the following: In his comments on Vayeitzei, 29:16, the Rokeach notes that the havara, the pronunciation, of “ben” is the same as in “eim.” Both the mother and son share the opening sound of the “tzei’rei,” while the “av” and his daughter, “bas,” share the opening “pa’tach” sound. The Rokeach understands the connections based on the gemara in Niddah (31a) that the gender of the ensuing offspring is determined by who is mazria first.  





� See footnote 12. See also R’ Yitzchak Isaac Chaver’s Magein V’tzina, p. 65, where he explains the titles of “av” and “eim” based on their gematria values. Regarding the “eim,” it takes forty days for the “tzuras ha’vlad,” the fetus’ form, to be completed (Niddah 30a); beginning with the forty-first day, therefore, the woman can already be labeled an “eim”- the gematria of forty-one- for she is now carrying a fetus with a tzura. I subsequently found that the Rokeach already noted the same with regards to the eim— see his commentary on Megillas Esther, 2:7. There he also offers a gematria to explain the title of “av,” a different one than that offered by R’ Y. I. Chaver. 


� See, especially, R’ Avraham Eliyahu Kaplan’s Bi’Ikvos HaYir’ah, p. 125.





� See the interesting comments of the HaK’sav VihaKabbala regarding the naming of the wells. And why name wells altogether? See Bi’Ikvos HaYir’ah, pp. 126-127. 





� See also the remarks of the Sefer HaEshkol, vol. 2, #40.





� See Rambam, Hilchos Avodah Zara, 1:3. 





� See footnote #18 of last week’s essay.  Regarding the overall passivity of Yitzchak, see also Pachad Yitzchak on Succos, ma’amar 18.


  


� See Avos d’R’ Nosson, 2:5.  





� Brachos 26b. Parenthetically, see R’ Yosef Engel’s remarks in his Beis HaOtzer, ma’areches “aleph-beis,” klal aleph, #7.





� For some differences and further elaboration, see the Maharal’s Nesivos Olam (nesiv ha’avodah, chapter 3, p. 83), R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s Tzidkas HaTzaddik (#222), Lev Eliyahu, vol. 1 (parshas Veyeitze, ma’amar 21), and Da’as Chochma U’mussar, vol. 2 (ma’amar 46). See also R’ Joseph Elias’s note in his commentary to R’ Hirsch’s The Nineteen Letters, letter #8, p. 120.  





� Take careful note of the Rambam’s terminology in Hilchos Melachim, 9:1. He writes that Avraham davened Shacharis and Yaakov davened Arvis, while regarding Yitzchak no tefilla is even mentioned by name. The Rambam simply states: “And Yitzchak [separated ma’aser] and added another tefilla towards the end of the day. Yitzchak merely added another tefilla on to the day already begun with Shacharis. (See also the remarks of the Tosfos Yeshonim on Yuma 28b.) 





� See also R’ Nissan Alpert’s Limudei Nissan, vol. 1, pp. 232-233.


 


� See also the comments of R’ Hutner in his Sefer Zikaron, reshimos inyanim shonim, p. 392 (#22), and see the Ozrover Rebbe’s Be’er Moshe, Chayei Sarah, p. 535 (and Toldos, p. 573). 





� Typically, the “av” (zachar) is referred to as the mashpia and the “eim” (ni’keiva) as the mikabel, echoing their roles in the physical union. (See R’ Eliyahu HaKohen’s Minchas Eliyahu, chapter 2, p. 30, and Afikei Mayim on Chanukah/Purim, p. 45.) However, we note the following regarding Yitzchak: While the midah of an ish is usually ahava (“av” is connected with “ahava,” an expression of meaningful hashpa’a upon another), Yitzchak’s midah was, of course, “yir-ah” (“pachad Yitzchak”), the same midah associated with an isha: “Isha yir-as Hashem he tis’hallal”- Mishlei, 31:30. (See Emunas Eliezer on Purim, chapter 5.) We even find the mystical concept of Yitzchak being “me’sitra d’nukvah” (ni’keiva- female) before the Akeida- see R’ Eliyahu HaKohen’s Medrash Talpiot (“Yitzchak”) quoting the sefer Korban Shabbos, and see the Rama MiPhano’s Gilgulei Neshamos (#121), and the Ohr HaChaim’s comments on 18:10, 22:20, and 25:19 (and R’ Shlomo Ganzfried’s Sefer Apiryon and R’ Yaakov Ginzburg’s (from Prague) Zerah Yaakov, beginning of parshas Chayei Sarah). See also R’ Yaakov Emden’s remark in his Ya’aveitz commentary on the Pesach Haggadah regarding the plague of locusts and its connection to Yitzchak. It should therefore not come as such a surprise to witness Yitzchak playing more the role of a mikabel than of a mashpia (at least up to, and including, the Akeida). In addition, see R’ Hutner’s Pachad Yitzchak on Yom Kippur, ma’amar 15.


 


� See also the insight of R’ Moshe Feinstein in Drash Moshe, Vi’idos Vi’asifos, drush 2, pp. 404-405. See also R’ M. Einstadter’s Yesodos, pp. 86-87.  





� Netzach Yisroel, chapter 13. In addition, see how the Maharal explains Yitzchak’s midas ha’din based on this very point.  





� Gevuros Hashem, chapter 8. 





� See the Ba’al HaTurim on 6:3.





� See also Toldos, 28:3.





� See Bechoros 45a. 





� In truth, even with the Ba’al HaTurim’s additional insight aside, the reader certainly can not dismiss the obvious juxtaposition of “El Shaddai” to the command of “pi’rei u’rivei.” 





� Megaleh Amukos, ofen 76. 





� “Av” and “ben” join together to form “even” (“aleph”/“(b)veis”/“nun”), a stone, that which is symbolic of the closest and tightest bond imaginable. This idea, based on Targum Onkelos and Rashi to Vayechi, 49:24, is discussed more at length in my essay on parshas Vayeishev, “The Guardian of Continuity.”





� Reuven’s name also contains the “beis”-“nun” combination  (at its end only), but see Vayeitzei, 29:33.





� See the remarks of the Rokeach on 35:11.  





� See also Yerushalmi Brachos, 1:6, R’ Nissim Gaon’s commentary to Brachos 13a (quoting from Mechilta d’R’ Yishmael and the Yerushalmi), the Chida’s Nachal Kedumim, parshas Lech Lecha, 19:9, and R’ Hutner’s Pachad Yitzchak, Succos, ma’amar 5. See also R’ M. Belsky’s Citadel and Tower:Quest for Jewish Majesty, vol. 1, pp. 179-180.





� See especially Sifsei Chaim on the Moadim, vol. 2, pp. 341-342. See also the Beis Yisroel (Ger), Pesach, 5732, 5733. 





� See the Shlah’s (and his father’s) Eimek Bracha, pp. 239-241, and see also R’ Gedalyah Schorr’s Ohr Gedalyahu, Shemini Atzeres, p. 30. (See also Sefer Sarasi (Weinbaum), p. 52.) Regarding the correlation of Yitzchak to specifically Shavuos, see, however, the sources I cited in the footnotes at the end of “Aquatic Perfection” on parshas Beraishis. See also R’ Aharon Lopiansky’s Time Pieces, p. 207.  





� See also Rabbeinu Bechaye’s Kad HaKemach, “atzeres” (p. 294).


 


� See the Ramban’s introduction to Sefer Shemos. See also R’ Shmuel Auerbach’s Ohel Rachel on the Moadim, p. 131.


 


� Pirkei Avos, 6:2; Bamidbar Rabba, 10:21; Kallah Rabbasi, beginning of chapter 8. 





� Shemos Rabba, 15:11. The Zohar (vol. 3, 18a), however, posits that the Akeida took place on Rosh HaShana.    





� See R’ Yitzchak Isaac from Zutchka’s Nachal Yitzchak on Vayeira, 21:3-4, which discusses the interconnection of laughter and Yitzchak’s midas ha’din (“pachad Yitzchak”).   





� Beraishis Rabba, 53:7; Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer, chapter 32.


 


� We will soon also be quoting from the Zohar (vol. 1, 96a), that the yud (10) prefix in Yitzchak’s name alludes to the combination of the two respective letter hehs (5+5) that were added on to his parents’ names. Once again, the focus is Yitzchak as merely the product and continuation of his parents. 





� Interesting to note is that, while we find crying by Avraham (Chayei Sarah, 23:2) and by Yaakov (Vayeitzei, 29:11), we never find any crying by Yitzchak, the man of laughter…   





� See also R’ Soloveitchik’s Chameish Drashos, pp. 70-71, where he discusses Yitzchak’s mockery of the people as a living testimony to the ideal relationship between father and son.   





� See his Magein Vi’Tzina, p. 66, and his Ohr Torah commentary on the sefer Ma’alos HaTorah, p. 252. See also Ta’amei HaMinhagim, Succos/Z’man Simchaseinu, p. 321, quoting the Divrei Shaul. In his Nesivos Olam, nesiv gemillus chasadim, chapter 4 (p. 161), the Maharal discusses a similar idea regarding “simcha.”





� To possibly understand the true intent of Avraham and Yaakov, see the Ben Yehoyada there and see the sefer Yalkut Chodosh, p. 34, #15. In addition, see R’ Tzaddok HaKohen’s Pri Tzaddik, parshas Va’eschanan, #16. See also Tiferes Shlomo, parshas Vayikra (p. 152); Yalkut HaGirshuni; and see Achas Sha’alti, vol. 2, p. 35. 





� See also the Gra’s Peirush Al Kama Aggados, end of #23 (R’ Aharon Feldman’s Hebrew edition), p. 115.


 


� He separates himself not only from his father, but from all the other “shepherds” as well, to save the Jewish People—see Succah 52b and Rashi (“shiv’a ro’im u’shi’moneh ni’si’chim”).


  


� Perhaps the most striking of all is that Yitzchak is the one who stood- first and foremost- for the attribute of strict justice, and yet he is the one seeking G-d’s mercy in light of all the sins of the Jewish People. How are we to reconcile this episode with the fact that Yitzchak is regarded as the pillar of middas ha’din? See the Iyun Yaakov (in the Ein Yaakov), R’ Moshe Feinstein’s Drash Moshe, likutim on Shas, and R’ Gedalya Schorr’s Ohr Gedalyahu, parshas Toldos, p. 89. (See also Pri Tzaddik, ibid.) In addition, see R’ Moshe Eisemann’s HaYom Haras Olam: A Machzor Companion, pp. 27-28. 





� See also the comments of R’ Mattisyahu Solomon in his Matnas Chaim on the Moadim, pp. 202-204. 





� Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer, chapter 31. 





� See the Maharal’s Drush al HaTorah, p. 33. 





� Tikkunei Zohar Chodosh, #26 (and Hashmatos HaZohar 252b). See Radal on Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer, chapter 31. See also the Megaleh Amukos, parshas Vayechi (Blotnik edition, p. 201), and see the Me’or Einayim on parshas Ha’azinu, p. 223. See Afikei Mayim, Purim, p. 138; R’ Mandelbaum’s MiMa’amakim, parshas Toldos, p. 133; and R’ Margolis’s Emunas Eliezer, Purim, p. 171, which all address the deeper intent of the Zohar’s statement. (See also Living Inspired (Tatz), p. 32.) In addition, see the Chida’s interpretation in his Divash L’fe, ma’areches “yud,” #10.





� See Beraishis Rabba, 56:7, and take note of the absence of Yitzchak’s name—perhaps because this Yitzchak= “keitz chai” never really lived in our world… 





� Midbar Ki’deimos, ma’areches “yud,” #1. See also the Yalkut Reuveini, parshas Beshalach, which he quotes regarding Yitzchak’s tefillos for the Jewish People.   





� Midbar Ki’deimos (ibid.), and see his Divash L’fe (ibid.). See especially the Chasam Sofer’s Sefer HaZikaron, p. 71, where he cites the same gematria and ties it in beautifully to Yitzchak’s argument in the gemara in Shabbos (89b) of “palga a’lai u’palga alecha.” (See my essay on Pesach/Shavuos where it is discussed at length.) See also the Me’or V’Shemesh on haftoras Nachamu (end of parshas Va’eschanan).    





� See Rabbeinu Ephraim, beginning of parshas Pinchas. See also the Chida’s Divash L’fe, ma’areches “peh,” #4, #12, and #24. In addition, see the brief remarks of the Lev Simcha from Ger, end of parshas Pinchas (p. 261).





� Pirkei d’R’ Eliezer, chapter 47 (see also end of chapter 29—and see the comments of the Prisha, Y”D, 265:11, #25); Yalkut Shimoni, beginning of parshas Pinchas (#771); Zohar (vol. 1, 93a; vol. 3, 215a); Medrash Shochar Tov on Tehillim, 63:3. The Targum Yonasan ben Uziel, Pinchas, 25:12, cited above. See also Rashi, Bava Metzia 114b; Ba’al HaTurim, Pinchas, 25:12; Pa’anei’ach Raza, Pinchas, 25:11. See also Sha’ar HaGilgulim, hakdama 36, and Eitz Chaim, sha’ar kri’as shema, chapter 1. See also Megaleh Amukos (on Va’eschanan), ofen 161; the Rama MiPhano’s Asarah Ma’amaros, ma’amar Eim Kol Chai, 3:28; and B’nei Yissaschar, Ma’amarei Chodshei Kisleiv-Teives: ma’amar 3 (#6), and ma’amar 4 (#32). In addition, see Shu”t R’ Azriel Hildesheimer, likutim on the parsha (Pinchas), and see R’ Chanoch HaKohen Ehrentreu’s Kometz HaMincha (Pinchas). See also Maharitz Chiyus on Sotah 13a. In addition, see R’ Shalom HaKohen Weiss’s introduction (p. 8) to the mahadura tinyana of the Megaleh Amukos he published. (Many other sources cite the Pinchas/Eliyahu relationship as well, but it should be noted that it is not universally agreed upon.) 





� Allow me to share an interesting phenomenon: In a totally different context, the B’nei Yissaschar (ma’amarei chodshei Tamuz/Av, ma’amar 1 (#4)), notes that the gematria of “Pinchas/Eliyahu” equals that of “ayin+ayin” (the two eyes). Arriving as the gilgul of Yitzchak, perhaps the Pinchas/Eliyahu combination needed to be misakein the “blindness” (both the literal and figurative) of Yitzchak Avinu whose two eyes failed (on a dak she’bi’dakus level) to properly see the depths of Eisav’s wickedness. (See the Zohar, vol. 2, 46b, Beraishis Rabba, 85:1 (and 65:5), and Pesikta d’R’ Kahana, 3:41, associating Yitzchak’s blindness with having loved Eisav and having gazed at his wickedness.) And thus “Pinchas/Eliyahu”’s gematria equals that of [Yitzchak’s] two eyes, as it was the Pinchas turned Eliyahu who opened up his eyes- “Va’yar Pinchas…”- to see and take action against the wicked Kazbi and Zimri when no one else would step forward…       





� In addition, see the gematria cited by the Panim Yafos at the beginning of parshas Pinchas.


 


� See the Ran’s commentary on the Rif, Avodah Zara 20b (6a in the da’pei ha’Rif, “Yerushalmi”)— and see Pachad Yitzchak on Pesach, ma’amar 52, #8.  





� Therein lay his ni’kudas ha’avhus— see Pachad Yitzchak, Succos, ma’amar 12; Pesach, ma’amar 49; Chanukah, ma’amar 5.  





� See also Likutei HaGra, “os yud”-#5 (appearing on p. 71). Keeping in mind that the other horn of Yitzchak’s ram was blown during Matan Torah (see Tur, OC”H, #417), see also the comments of R’ Elya Weintraub in his HaTekufa B’sa’aras Eliyahu (ma’amar 6, #12), as another interesting connection emerges…    





� See especially the Maharal’s comments in Netzach Yisroel, chapter 63.





� Gur Aryeh, beginning of parshas Nitzavim.  





� How appropriate, as well, that when one weds an unsuitable woman- thus causing the ensuing children to be adversely affected, either being forbidden to marry into the kahal or stained with a p’gam or the like- it is specifically Eliyahu who “assists” HaKB”H in meting out punishment (see Kiddushin 70a; Derech Eretz Rabba, end of chapter 1). The individual whose job it is to reunite fathers and children is one who takes part in administering justice to those fathers who cause their children to be distanced from them and others…       





