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Quarrelsome quorum quandaries*
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Do not profane My Holy Name, and | will be sanctified amongst the Children of Israel; | am Hashem Who
sanctifies you?

A fundamental principle in Judaism is that declarations of holiness need a quorum?. In other words,
kaddish, kedusha, Torah reading, the Kohanic blessings, and the like, all require ten adult male Jews be
present. The idea is that when we sanctify Hashem’s name, it needs to be done in a public fashion, with
a minimum of ten men. How do we know this? A rather ironic source.

The Babylonian Talmud derives* this using a form of hermeneutical exegesis called a “gezeiras shava”®.
When similar words appear in different contexts, that gives the Sages license to learn laws from one
context to the other. The word TN, amongst, appears in the context of sanctifying Hashem’s name. The

word 70 also appears in the context of the rebellion of Korach, who made a terrible desecration of

Hashem’s name. Hashem told Moshe: “Distance yourself from amongst this wicked assembly”®. Since in

that context “amongst” is referring to an assembly of people, and we know from elsewhere’ that the
minimum number of people in an assembly is ten Jews, we derive that to sanctify Hashem’s name we
need ten Jews. This is ironic because these spies created a terrible desecration of Hashem’s name, and it
is from them that we derive how to sanctify Hashem’s name.

Now, due to this problem?, the Jerusalem Talmud® has a difference source for the requirement of a
quorum. When Yaakov’s family ran out of food during a terrible famine, he sent ten of his sons to Egypt
to get food. The verse there says: “The Children of Israel went to collect food amongst the comers”®,
The problem, however, with this approach is that the verse also mentions “the comers” to Egypt. They
were not Jews, but Egyptians and Canaanites. Still, the Yerushalmi saw fit to learn from there that ten
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Jewish men are required for sanctifying Hashem’s name?!. This source lacks the issue of Korach’s
rebellion being a desecration of Hashem’s name.

Now, we have a principle that all the gezeira shavas were given to Moshe at Sinai. The way it was given
over is that the words connecting the different contexts were given, but not their exact locations?. It is
up to the Sages to figure out which contexts to connect using this list of words. That means that Moshe
was told that the word “amongst” in the Torah is to be used to connect two different contexts to learn
new laws.

This leads to an interesting hypothetical analysis. At Mount Sinai, Korach and his band hadn’t yet started
their rebellion. They still had free will, and it could have been that they wouldn’t have desecrated
Hashem’s name. What then would the source of a quorum be? It couldn’t be, “distance yourself from
amongst this wicked assembly”, as we have it. Seemingly it would have been a different, more positive
verse. Perhaps: “cleave yourself amongst this righteous assembly”, or the like. If so, there’s no reason to
reject the derivation of a quorum from Korach. In this alternate reality, it could be a very fitting source
for sanctifying G-d’s name. There would be no need to learn from the sons of Yaakov. In fact, the verse
from Korach resolves the issue of the other verse, which requires us to ignore the Egyptians and
Canaanites which are mentioned.

According to this, we have a new way to read our verse from this week’s parsha. “Do not profane My
Holy Name”. That is, if Korach and his assembly don’t commit a terrible desecrating of G-d’s name, then:
“I will be sanctified amongst the Children of Israel”. Meaning, we can then learn the source for
sanctifying Hashem’s name with a quorum from “the Children of Israel”. l.e., the source from Korach
and ten Jews, and not the source of “the comers” to Egypt. Namely, the Egyptians and Canaanites.

Good Shabbos
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