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This week’s parsha begins with an account of the 
materials that were donated for the building of 
the mishkan and its component parts, as we read: 

“These are the accountings of the mishkan of the testimony 
which were counted by Moshe “ (Shemos 36:21). Rabbi 
Kalonymus Kalman HaLevi Epstein, in his commentary 
Maor VaShemesh, notes the use of the word ‘eileh,’ - 
these - rather than ‘ve-eileh’ - and these. The rabbis tell 
us that whenever it says eileh in the Torah, without the 
connecting vav, that which immediately precedes this word 
is being rejected. What, then, is being rejected here? Rabbi 
Epstein suggests that there is an allusion here to the fact 
that even after the destruction of the mishkan, and later 
the Temple, we are later able to draw spiritual sustenance 
through studying the sections of the Torah that discuss its 
construction. These sections carry within them this ability, 
to infuse us with the spirituality inherent in the mishkan 
and the mikdash. However, in order to benefit from them 
in this way, we must invest a great amount of effort in 
our study, and, each time we approach these sections, we 
must study them as if we have never studied them before. 
Therefore, whenever we approach these sections of the 
Torah, we need to leave behind our previous efforts at 
learning them, and read them completely anew. That is 
why the word eileh which implies a rejection of that which 
proceeds, is employed here by the Torah. While this 
explanation is inspirational, it does not seem to be the real 
implication of the word eileh in this context, since it does 
not relate to anything in the actual text of the Torah that 
actually precedes this section, but to the efforts one makes 
to study this section. I would, therefore, like to suggest a 
different approach. 

The Midrash Shemos Rabbah at the end of parshas 
Pekudei (52:5), mentions that there was a ‘kipas 

ha-cheshbonos,’ or ‘ Arch of Accounts,’ outside of 
Yerusholayim, where people would go to make their 
monetary calculations, or, in modern parlance, to balance 
their books. The reason for this, says the midrash, is that 
sometimes the person’s finances may turn out to be in 
arrears, which will cause him distress, and Yerusholayim is 
a place of happiness and rejoicing, as King David wrote of 
the city, “Beautiful in situation, the joy of the whole earth” 
(Tehillim 48:3). One may then ask, if this is so in regard 
to Yerusholayim, it must certainly be so in regard to the 
site of the mishkan, especially according to the Rambam, 
who says that Yerusholayim is an extension of the temple. 
Certainly the mishkan is not place of distress. Why, then, 
was an accounting made before its construction? Perhaps 
this is the reason for the Torah writing ‘eileh’ in connection 
with the accounting being made. The midrash (Shemos 
Rabbah, 51:8) tells us that the word eileh used here is 
in contrast to the word ‘eileh’ used in connection with 
the incident of the golden calf, or eigel, when the people 
said ‘these are your gods, Yisroel’ (Shemos, 32:4). The 
materials donated for the mishkan, in fact, came to atone 
for the donations made for the eigel. Thus, the word ‘eileh,’ 
aside from the fact that it is the same word that was used 
in connection with the eigel, also has the connotation of 
rejecting that which precedes it, namely, the accounting 
made at the sin of the eigel. The accounting for the 
mishkan, then, far from being a cause for distress, was a 
cause for celebration, because it signified the atonement 
the people achieved for the sin of the eigel, and the joy they 
had in contributing towards the building of the mishkan. 

Rabbi Epstein, in fact, does mention the possibility that 
the word ‘eileh,’ as implying a rejection of what preceded, 
is a reference to the eigel, but rejects that explanation, 
because that incident is recorded in parshas Ki Sisa, not 

Balancing the Books
Rabbi Josh Hoffman
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in Vayakheil, which immediately precedes our parsha. 
However, perhaps we can maintain this explanation, 
because the traumatic effect of the incident of the eigel 
had far-ranging repercussions, whose residual effect was 
still felt at the time of the accounting made by Moshe. 
Rabbi Mordechai Rogov, zt”l, who served for many years 
as a Rosh Yeshiva in the Hebrew Theological College in 
Chicago, mentions, in his Ateres Mordechai, the midrash 
concerning the kipas ha-cheshbonos that was located 
outside of Yerusholayim, and explains it as referring, on 
a broader plane, to moral reckonings of events in Jewish 
history. People who do not recognize God’s providence in 
history become distressed over events that occur in their 
lives as well as in the lives of the Jewish people, in general. 
Someone who understands that these events are brought 
about through divine providence will not be distressed. 
Yerusholayim, and the holy Temple, are places where God’s 
providence is more evident than elsewhere, and any doubts 
a person may have come only as a result of his looking at 
the events from the point of view of the natural order of 
things. In Yerusholayim, where divine providence is more 
evident, and a person realizes that the fortunes of the 
Jewish nation are beyond the natural order of things, he 
will not be led to distress when viewing the state they are 
in. 

Rav Yoef Dov Soloveitchik, zt”l, also understood this 
midrash in a broader way. In 1967, after the great victory 
of the Six Day War, he received a letter from a teacher of 
high school girls in Israel, asking why he, who had spoken 
and written so eloquently of the great importance of 
the State of Israel for the Jewish people, had not moved 
there. Rav Soloveitchik answered that, in fact, he and his 
wife had decided to divide their time between Boston 
and Israel, spending six months a year in the Holy Land. 
However, he said, his wife had died a few months previous 
to his receiving the letter, and he was still in a tremendous 
state of depression over her passing. He then referred 
to the midrash about the kipas ha-cheshbonos outside 
Yerusholayim, and argued that if even the distress caused 
by an adverse monetary situation was enough to keep 
a person from entering Yerusholayim, due to its nature 
as a place of joy, how much more so should his state of 
depression over the loss of his wife prevent him from 

entering (see MiPninei HoRav, by Rav Tzvi Shachter, pages 
198-199, for more on this letter). With the remarks of Rav 
Rogov and Rav Soloveitchik in mind, we can return to our 
original question. 

The incident of the golden calf, as we noted, had 
a traumatic effect on the Jewish people. We have had 
occasion, in the past (Netvort to Vayakheil-Pekudei, 5759), 
to discuss the remarks of Ramban in his commentary to 
Vayakheil, as expanded upon by Rav Aharon Lichtenstein, 
in which he says that the gathering of the people described 
in the beginning of that parsha implies a reconciliation of 
the people with God, with Moshe, and with each other. 
The death of so many people as a result of the tragic 
incident, and their distancing from God, still reverberated 
among them, and there was a need to overcome these 
effects in order for a proper mood of joy to be attained for 
the forthcoming inauguration of the mishkan, which the 
midrash refers to as an actual wedding day between God 
and his people. The reckoning of the material donated for 
the mishkan, then, constituted a rejection of the earlier 
contributions made to the eigel, and, on a broader plane, 
served to negate all of the reckonings and calculations 
the people had been making in the shadow of that tragic 
event. In this way, they were readying themselves for the 
day of their greatest joy, the inauguration of the mishkan. 
Perhaps, in this light, we can give an additional reason for 
the delay of that inauguration from the completion of the 
work, which took place on the twenty-fifth of Kislev, until 
the first of Nissan in the following year. In the past (see 
Netvort to parshas Pekudei, 5763), we explained this delay 
on the basis of the remarks of Rabbi Yosef Salant, in his 
Be’er Yosef, who wrote that since the sin of the eigel was 
a result of the impatience of the people when Moshe did 
not return when they expected him too, they needed to 
inculcate the quality of patience within themselves as part 
of their atonement for that incident. However, in light of 
our current discussion, perhaps we can add that another 
reason for the delay was to give the people additional 
time to rise above the distress caused by the incident of 
the eigel, so that they would be in a state of joy when the 
time of the inauguration finally arrived, as fitting for that 
culminating moment in the life of the nation.
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On Jewish Character
Rabbi Lord Jonathan Sacks 

Pekudei has sometimes been called the accountant’s 
parsha, because that is how it begins, with the 
audited accounts of the money and materials 

donated to the Sanctuary. It is the Torah’s way of teaching 
us the need for financial transparency.

But beneath the sometimes dry surface lie two 
extraordinary stories, one told in last week’s parsha, the 
other the week before, teaching us something deep about 
Jewish nature that is still true today.

The first has to do with the sanctuary itself. G-d told 
Moses to ask people to make contributions. Some brought 
gold, some silver, some copper. Some gave wool or linen 
or animalskins. Others contributed acacia wood, oil, spices 
or incense. Some gave precious stones for the High Priest’s 
breastplate.What was remarkable was the willingness with 
which they gave:

The people continued to bring freewill offerings morning 
after morning. So all the skilled workers who were doing all the 
work on the sanctuary left what they were doing and said to 
Moses, “The people are bringing more than enough for doing 
the work the Lord commanded to be done.”

So Moses gave an order and they sent this word 
throughout the camp: “No man or woman is to make 
anything else as an offering for the sanctuary.” And so the 
people were restrained from bringing more, because what 
they already had was more than enough to do all the work. 
(Ex. 36: 3-7)

They brought too much. Moses had to tell them to stop. 
That is not the Israelites as we have become accustomed to 
seeing them, argumentative, quarrelsome, ungrateful. This 
is a people that longs to give.

One parsha earlier we read a very different story. The 
people were anxious. Moses had been up the mountain 
for a long time. Was he still alive? Had some accident 
happened to him? If so, how would they receive the Divine 
word telling them what to do and where to go? Hence their 
demand for a calf – essentially an oracle, an object through 
which Divine instruction could be heard.

Aaron, according to the most favoured explanation, 
realised that he could not stop the people directly by 
refusing their request, so he adopted a stalling manoeuvre. 

He did something with the intention of slowing them 
down, trusting that if the work could be delayed, Moses 
would reappear. This is what he said:

Aaron answered them, “Take off the gold earrings that your 
wives, your sons and your daughters are wearing, and bring 
them to me.” (32: 2)

According to the midrash he thought this would create 
arguments within families and the project would be 
delayed.

Instead, immediately thereafter, without a pause, we 
read:

So all the people took off their earrings and brought them to 
Aaron. (32: 3)

Again the same generosity.
Now, these two projects could not be less alike. One, the 

Tabernacle, was holy. The other, the calf, was close to being 
an idol. Building the Tabernacle was a supreme mitzvah; 
making the calf was a terrible sin. Yet their response was 
the same in both cases. Hence this comment of the sages:

One cannot understand the nature of this people. If they 
are appealed to for a calf, they give. If appealed to for the 
Tabernacle, they give.[Yerushalmi Shekalim 1, 45]

The common factor was generosity. Jews may not always 
make the right choices in what they give to, but they give.

In the twelfth century, Moses Maimonides twice 
interrupts his customary calm legal prose in his law code, 
the Mishneh Torah, to make the same point. Speaking 
about tzedakah, charity, he says:

“We have never seen or heard about a Jewish community 
which does not have a charity fund.” [Laws of Gifts to the poor, 
9: 3]

The idea that a Jewish community could exist without a 
network of charitable provisions was almost inconceivable. 
Later in the same book, Maimonides says:

We are obligated to be more scrupulous in fulfilling 
the commandment of tzedakah than any other positive 
commandment because tzedakah is the sign of the righteous 
person, a descendant of Abraham our father, as it is said, 
“For I know him, that he will command his children . . . to do 
tzedakah” . . .

If someone is cruel and does not show mercy, there are 
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The Book of Shmos concludes with the assembly 
of the Mishkan by Moshe Rabbeinu and the 
dramatic appearance of God’s cloud of glory on the 

Mishkan.
Rashi (on 39:33) quotes the Tanchuma which explains 

that the Jews were unable to erect the Mishkan due to the 
immense weight of its planks, whereupon they brought 
it to Moshe, who was subsequently was commanded by 
Hashem to assemble it. (God left this task to Moshe, as 
he did not participate in other aspects of constructing the 
Mishkan.) When Moshe asked Hashem how it would 
be humanly possible to erect such a weighty structure, 
Hashem replied that Moshe should perform the physical 
movements of erecting the Mishkan, and it would 
miraculously go up.

Since, after all, Moshe’s strength was not required 
to assemble the Mishkan, why was it necessary for 
him specifically to erect it? Furthermore, is there any 
symbolism in the inability of humans to assemble the 
Mishkan and its supernatural assembly?

In light of the fact that the Mishkan served to rectify 
the Chet Ha-Egel (Sin of the Calf), I suggest that the act 
of erecting the Mishkan must be seen as relating in detail 
to that sin. Just as Moshe was told that the second set of 
Luchos (Tablets) was to be carved by him, rather than by 
God, and God was then to inscribe the Aseres Ha-Dibros 

(Ten Commandments) on the man-made slabs, so, too, the 
Mishkan’s completion necessitated Moshe’s human effort, 
and Divine action accomplished the total feat. The message 
(as I explained in Parshas Ki Sisa) is that Bnei Yisroel had 
taken God’s presence for granted, and they needed to 
display effort in their desire to regain their closeness with 
Hashem. They had to recognize that God’s will and actions 
are beyond human comprehension and that fulfillment of 
Torah is based on God’s terms and conditions. Thus, the 
Jews were commanded to build the Mishkan as a show 
of desire to connect with God. However, the Jews had to 
realize that despite their efforts (i.e. building the glorious 
Mishkan), God remains in ultimate control and authority. 
Therefore, the Luchos and the Mishkan - which completed 
the rapprochement with Hashem - were divinely 
completed at the point that human effort ended, for this 
was a statement and demonstration of God’s authority and 
human limitation, which were the lessons to be embodied 
so as to rectify the Chet. 

Thus, since Moshe was charged with teaching the Jews 
the above lesson - first by smashing the first set of Luchos, 
which the Bnei Yisroel did not deserve, and then by 
carving the second Luchos, which Hashem inscribed - he 
was designated to complete the lesson via the erection of 
the Mishkan.

Moshe’s Assembly of the Mishkan
Rabbi Avraham Gordimer 

sufficient grounds to suspect his lineage, since cruelty is found 
only among the other nations . . .

Whoever refuses to give charity is called Belial, the same 
term which is applied to idol worshippers. [Laws of Gifts to the 
poor, 10: 1-3]

Maimonides is here saying more than that Jews give 
charity. He is saying that a charitable disposition is written 
into Jewish genes, part of our inherited DNA. It is one 
of the signs of being a child of Abraham, so much so that 
if someone does not give charity there are “grounds to 
suspect his lineage.” Whether this is nature or nurture or 
both, to be Jewish is to give.

There is a fascinating feature of the geography of the 
land of Israel. It contains two seas: the Sea of Galilee and 
the Dead Sea. The Sea of Galilee is full of life. The Dead 
Sea, as its name implies, is not. Yet they are fed by the same 
river, the Jordan. The difference is that the Sea of Galilee 
receives water and gives water. The Dead Sea receives 
but does not give. To receive but not to give is, in Jewish 
geography as well as Jewish psychology, simply not life.

So it was in the time of Moses. So it is today. In virtually 
every country in which Jews live, their charitable giving is 
out of all proportion to their numbers. In Judaism, to live is 
to give.
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Kavannah for Mitzvot and “LeSheim Yichud”
Rabbi Michael Taubes 

As the curtain rises on Parshat Vayakhel, Moshe 
assembles the nation in order to convey God’s 
commandments concerning the construction of 

the Mishkan.
When introducing the description of the fashioning 

of the special garments to be worn by Aharon, the Torah 
states that they were made ka’asher tzivah Hashem et 
Moshe, as Hashem had commanded Moshe (Shemot 
39:1). The Ohr HaChaim there (s.v. ka’asher) writes 
that the people who actually worked on producing these 
garments would in fact declare verbally while they were 
working that they were doing so ka’asher tzivah Hashem 
et Moshe, as would the people who worked on producing 
all of other the various items for the Mishkan while they 
did their work. It is for this reason, he explains, that this 
particular phrase appears so many times in this parashah, 
which describes many of the details concerning the 
completion of the fashioning of the different items used 
in the Mishkan. As an aside, it is interesting to note that 
the Yerushalmi in Berachot (4:3, 33b) points out that 
the above phrase appears a total of eighteen times in this 
parashah (see Pnei Moshe, s.v. beparashat mishkan sheini 
and the other commentaries there), thus representing a 
basis for our having specifically eighteen berachot in the 
daily Shemoneh Esrei (see Mareh HaPanim there, s.v. 
keneged).

Along similar lines, the Rambam stresses (Hilchot 
Beit HaBechirah 1:20) that all of the vessels used in 
the Mikdash had to be made especially for the sake of 
the Mikdash, though he does not say anything about 
the need for a verbal declaration. Nonetheless, the idea 
of verbalizing one’s specific intent for a mitzvah when 
preparing something that will be used in the performance 
of a mitzvah is indeed found in connection with a number 
of other areas of halachah. Regarding tzitzit, for example, 
the Gemara in Menachot (42b) states that the strings 
must be spun l’shmah, that is, specifically for the sake of 
the mitzvah of tzitzit, and the Rambam rules accordingly 
(Hilchot Tzitzit 1:11). The Shulchan Aruch (Orach Chaim 
11:1) writes that this means that the person doing the 
spinning should declare at the beginning of the spinning 
process that it is being done for the sake of the mitzvah of 
tzitzit; the Mishnah Berurah (No. 4) explains that a clear 

verbal statement is necessary because mere mental intent is 
insufficient here.

Similarly regarding the parchment which will be used 
for tefillin or for a Sefer Torah, the Gemara in Gittin (54b) 
implies that it must be tanned (part of the preparation 
process) for the specific sake of the mitzvah and the 
Rambam (Hilchot Tefillin 1:18) indicates this as well. 
In this case, though, the Shulchan Aruch (Orach Chaim 
32:8) states only that it is “good” for one to verbalize at 
the beginning of this process that he is doing it for the 
sake of the mitzvah of tefillin or Sefer Torah; the Mishnah 
Berurah (No. 24) thus rules here that mental intent would 
suffice if one did not verbalize anything. (As to why that is 
so, see Shuchan Aruch HaRav there No. 31 who explains 
that we are more lenient regarding tanning because it is 
not as clear there that intent for the sake of the mitzvah 
is indispensable; the Pri Megadim there, Eishel Avraham 
No. 13, notes that the requirement to do the tanning 
specifically for the sake of the mitzvah is MideRabbanan 
and thus not as stringent. See, however, Shulchan Aruch 
Yoreh De’ah 271:1 with Shach No. 3).

Based on that same Gemara in Gittin, along with an 
earlier Gemara there (45b) which suggests that if the 
tanning of the parchment for tefillin or for a Sefer Torah 
must be done for the sake of the mitzvah, then the writing 
of the letters of the tefillin or of the Sefer Torah must 
certainly be done for the sake of the mitzvah, the Rambam 
(Hilchot Tefillin 1:15) writes that the scribe must have 
the proper intent and write for the specific sake of the 
mitzvah at least when writing one of the names of Hashem. 
The Shulchan Aruch (Orach Chaim 32:19) rules that 
when beginning to write tefillin, the scribe should state 
verbally that he is writing for the sake of the sanctity of 
tefillin and then when writing each name of Hashem, he 
should declare that he is writing for the sake of the sanctity 
of Hashem’s name. The Rama there disagrees with this 
latter point, arguing that one declaration at the beginning 
suffices for everything (see also Shulchan Aruch Yoreh 
De’ah 274:1); the Mishnah Berurah (No. 95) asserts that 
mere mental intent will not be enough in this case.            

The common denominator in the above examples is that 
they are all cases where someone is preparing an item for 
eventual use in the performance of a mitzvah. But what of 
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someone who is about to actually perform a mitzvah – is 
there any value to making an oral declaration that he is 
doing this action specifically for the sake of a mitzvah? 
The Chida, in his Sefer Avodat HaKodesh (Moreh B’Etzba 
1:1), rules that prior to the performance of any mitzvah 
one should recite a certain formula (known by its opening 
words as “LeSheim Yichud”) which announces that he 
is about to do an act for the sake of Hashem, despite 
the opposition to this text voiced by some (see Sha’arei 
HaKodesh there  No. 1) . The Malbim as well, in his Sefer 
Artzot HaChaim (HaMeir LaAretz 25:29), endorses this 
practice, writing that all G-d fearing and pious people are 
accustomed to saying it.

The Noda BeYehudah, however (Shu”t Noda BeYehudah 
Mahadura Kamma, Yoreh De’ah 93 and, more briefly, 
Mahadura  Tinyana, Orach Chaim 107), records a strong 
opposition to the practice of reciting “LeSheim Yichud” 
prior to the performance of a mitzvah, saying that it is a 
bad thing that has become popular and affirming that no 
such prayer is mentioned anywhere in any early sources 
such as the Gemara, Midrashim, or the early Halachic 
authorities. He thus considers it highly improper to 
innovate new prayers at this time, especially in light of the 
deteriorated level of Torah observance and knowledge 
in general. Moreover, he notes that it is absolutely 
unnecessary to make any sort of advance declaration that 
one is performing a particular mitzvah for the sake of 
Hashem, as that is self-evident from the very act of the 
mitzvah itself. A student of the Noda BeYehudah, in one of 
his teshuvot (Shu”t Teshuvah MeAhavah 1:1, s.v. ume’id 

ani; see also 1:90, s.v. vehineih ra’iti), reports that his rebbe 
felt so strongly about this that he once did not want to lend 
his etrog on Sukkot to someone who was planning to say 
this prayer prior to performing the mitzvah.

Another point made by the Noda BeYehudah (in the 
first of the aforementioned teshuvot) is that although one 
may argue that by reciting “LeSheim Yichud” one will be 
able to generate the proper kavannah, the proper intent 
for the mitzvah, he maintains that the berachah instituted 
by Chazal to be recited before one performs a mitzvah 
suffices to engender all the necessary kavannah for that 
mitzvah. Indeed, it is worth noting that the Ritva, in his 
commentary to the Gemara in Pesachim (Chidushei 
HaRitva to Pesachim 7b s.v. kol hamitzvot), writes that 
the very purpose of reciting a berachah before performing 
a mitzvah is to declare that this act is being done because 
it is in fact a fulfillment of a Divine command, and by 
reciting the berachah, one is uniting his soul, whose 
service of Hashem is reflected by this oral declaration, 
with his body, whose service of Hashem is reflected by his 
actions. Perhaps with this in mind, the Noda BeYehudah 
later acknowledges there that when performing a mitzvah 
which does not have any berachah associated with it, he 
himself states that he is doing this act in order to fulfill 
the commandment of the Creator. He remains opposed, 
however, to the formal “LeSheim Yichud” text. Given that 
there are authorities on each side of the issue as to whether 
or not it is appropriate to recite “LeSheim Yichud” before 
doing a mitzvah, each person should adhere to his own 
custom and that of his family and community.  

Mishkan and Mashkon
Rabbi Dovid Gottlieb 

As we approach the completion of the Mishkan 
the Torah summarizes the donations made to its 
construction as well as the various components 

– of the structure itself as well as the priestly vestments – 
which these contributions were used for. Introducing this 
summary the verse declares, “Eleh pekudei ha-mishkan, 
mishkan ha-edus asher pukad al pi Moshe,” these are 
the accountings of the Tabernacle, the Tabernacle of the 
testimony, which were counted by the word of Moshe 

(Shemos 38:21). The obvious difficulty with this verse 
is the apparent redundancy of the words “ha-mishkan, 
mishkan” – after all, the same point could have been 
conveyed with a single reference to the Mishkan. Why the 
repetition? 

In answering this question Rashi cites the teaching of 
the Midrash (Tanchuma #5) that the phrase is actually a 
reference to the future destruction of the Beis Ha-Mikdash. 
Playing on the similarity between the words “Mishkan” 
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and “mashkon” (spelled almost identically in Hebrew), 
the Midrash suggests the double language is an allusion to 
the fact that both temples will one day be “nismashkein,” 
taken as “collateral” for the sins of the Jewish people. This 
explanation creatively expresses the well-known idea that 
Hashem “took back” the Beis Ha-Mikdash as a result of our 
iniquity. Beyond the similar sound and spelling of the two 
words, however, a number of commentators wonder why 
the metaphor of a mashkon, collateral, was chosen as the 
medium for this message. 

Rav Yaakov Kamenetzky (Emes Le’Yaakov) suggests 
that the Midrash is highlighting the Jewish people’s strong 
connection – despite our wayward ways – to the Beis 
Ha-Mikdash. R. Yaakov demonstrates this point by way of 
an illustration. If a person falls on hard times and doesn’t 
have the funds to repay a debt he might raise capital by 
liquidating certain assets which, especially given the 
circumstances, he realizes aren’t really necessary. If this 
proves insufficient then at some point he might have no 
choice but to sell even more essential belongings. And if 
even this is not enough he might eventually be forced to 
part with his most prized possession – a wedding ring, for 
example – but even then he would only be willing to offer 
the item as a collateral so that hopefully one day he would 
be able to redeem and re-obtain his beloved possession.  

Similarly, by describing the destruction of the Beis 
Ha-Mikdash as collateral, R. Yaakov explains, the Midrash 
is highlighting that the Jewish people viewed the Beis 
Ha-Mikdash as something so beloved and important that 
even when it was taken away from them it was done as a 
mashkon, something whose absence was temporary and 
reversible.  

A different, almost opposite, explanation is offered by 
Rav Zalmele Volozhiner (brother of the legendary Rav 
Chaim). He points out that when previously discussing the 
laws of mashkon the Torah admonishes the creditor not to 
hold on to the debtor’s personal effects at times when those 
items are needed (Shemos 22:25-26). For example, Rashi 
notes that if day – or work – clothing is used as collateral 
and the debtor has nothing else to wear during the day, 
then the creditor must return the garment each morning. 
(See Bava Metzia 114b for further elaboration.) 

In light of this ruling R. Zalmele wonders why hasn’t 
God “returned” the Beis Ha-Mikdash? After all, if a 
mashkon must be returned when it is needed then certainly 
the Beis Ha-Mikdash, which the Midrash compares to a 

mashkon and which is so obviously needed, should have 
been given back to us?

R. Zalmele answers poignantly that the answer to this 
question can be found in the Torah text itself, which 
explains that the reason the creditor must return the 
collateral is because, “if he cries out to Me I shall listen, for 
I am compassionate” (v. 26). In other words, the absence 
of the collateral is so painful that the debtor cries out in 
distress and, as a result, Hashem’s compassion is aroused 
thereby requiring a return – if only temporarily – of the 
mashkon.  

The inescapable conclusion, notes R. Zalmele, is that 
the reason that Hashem has not “returned” our collateral 
and rebuilt the Beis Ha-Mikdash must be because we are 
not appropriately anguished over its absence and we have 
not cried out for its return. Were we to “cry out to” God 
over the Churban Ha-Bayis and if we would truly feel that 
there is something missing in our lives God would have no 
choice but to respond and “return” the Beis Ha-Mikdash – 
“I shall listen, for I am compassionate.” 

We thus have two different lessons which can be learned 
from the Midrash’s comparison of the destruction of the 
Beis Ha-Mikdash to a mashkon. R. Yaakov explained that 
it highlights the people’s appreciation of the Beis Ha-
Mikdash whereas R. Zalmele suggested that it indicates 
that we aren’t sufficiently pained by this void in our lives. 
While at first glance these two explanations seem to 
contradict one another – do the Jewish people care about 
the Beis Ha-Mikdash or not? – perhaps there’s actually 
no conflict; rather, it seems likely that at the time of the 
Churban the nation was certainly pained and, therefore, 
hoped that this was only a temporary setback, but over the 
course of our two millennia long galus we have lost the 
love and we become numbed to the loss. As a result we no 
longer cry over the absence of the Beis Ha-Mikdash and, 
therefore, Hashem feels no obligation to “return” it to us.  

While this conclusion is somewhat painful to 
acknowledge it is also hopeful in that it means that the 
rebuilding of the Beis Ha-Mikdash is ultimately in our 
hands – and hearts; if we want it badly enough we can have 
it once again.
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Answering the Call
Rabbi Shmuel Silber

It is the end; the end of the book of Exodus and the end 
of a narrative that has spanned four and a half parshios 
(Torah portions).  So much time, so many words have 

been devoted to describing every last detail of the Mishkan 
(Tabernacle) and its sacred utensils.  Why?  Why spend 
so much time describing a structure that was to serve the 
spiritual needs of our people for a relatively short amount of 
time.  The Mishkan accompanied us in the desert and was to 
be replaced by the Beis HaMikdash (Temple).  The Mishkan 
had a very limited usefulness – so why does the text devote 
so much time to every last detail?  Why must we know every 
last cubit?  Why must we know the final collection amounts 
of gold, silver and jewels?  God is exceptionally measured in 
what He decides to include in His sacred text.  What are we 
to learn from the inclusion and repetition of the Mishkan 
details?

When describing the craftsmen who would work with 
the precious metals and stones the Torah states, “Every man 
whose heart uplifted him came, and everyone whose spirit 
inspired him to generosity brought the offering of the Lord 
for the work of the Tent of Meeting, for all its service, and for 
the holy garments (Exodus 35:21).”  What is the meaning 
of this phrase “N’sao Libo, whose heart uplifted him?” The 
creation of the Mishkan and fabrication of the utensils 
required great skill.  An individual had to devote himself 
to learn proper techniques and apprentice under a master 
teacher. 

The Ramban (Rabbi Moshe ben Nachman, 1194-1270) 
writes: “There was no one among them (the people) who 
learned these skills from a teacher.  They received no formal 
training.  Rather, they found within themselves (their 
nature) that they could perform these tasks and they came 
before Moshe and said, ‘We will do whatever the master 
requires’.”

The Ramban explains that our ancestors did not possess 
the requisite skills to build the Mishkan.  For two hundred 
and ten years they were slave laborers and beasts of burden.  
They never apprenticed or trained to perform these 

specialized tasks.  But when the call came, they answered it.  
When Moshe said he needed people to build the Mishkan, 
these “craftsmen” stepped forward.  What training did they 
have?  None.  What skills did they bring to the table?  None.  
But deep down they felt they could do it.  They felt that if 
they reached inward they would find the necessary abilities 
and skills to accomplish the necessary tasks.  This is the 
meaning of “N’sao Libo, whose heart uplifted him” – their 
hearts lifted them above their current realities to allow them 
to believe they could do and be more. 

Perhaps, this is why the Torah goes into such great 
detail regarding the Mishkan.  When we see the intricacies 
and details associated with this temporary structure we 
are amazed.  When we try to imagine a huge block of 
gold being hewn into an Aron (Ark of the Covenant) or 
Kohanic vestments where each thread is made of twenty 
four smaller threads, we are overwhelmed by the skills and 
talents required to produce such magnificent results.  Only 
a team of experienced artisans could have undertaken such 
a task.  Yet we know that this Mishkan was produced by our 
ancestors, men and women forged in the pit of Egyptian 
slavery.  Men and women who knew they had to answer the 
call when they were needed.  Men and women who believed 
they could be more.  When Moshe needed their help, they 
stepped forward and believed that someway, somehow they 
would rise to the occasion and meet the challenge.

There are times when we find ourselves in circumstances 
that seem daunting and overwhelming.  We feel that we are 
in over our head and we stand ready to throw our hands 
up in the air and admit defeat.  Sometimes, God places us 
in challenging circumstances because He wants us to step 
forward, dig deep and find the tools, abilities and talents that 
until now have remained unknown and dormant.  If I find 
myself in the midst of a particular challenge it means that I 
have the ability to meet it.  We each must find the strength 
to be an Ish Asher N’Sao Libo; we must believe in ourselves, 
believe in our abilities and answer the call of life.


