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SHOULD JEWS REJOICE WHEN THIR
ENEMY FALLS?

S hould Jews rejoice when God punishes the enemies of the Jewish

people? When those who have inflicted suffering or death upon
Jews, individually or collectively, are seen to have met their prover-

bial "come-uppance," and have been subjected to God's just retribu-
tion for their cruelty, should a Jew suppress any feelings of happiness or
satisfaction that he might experience, even momentarily? Is it unworthy
of Jews to indulge in what some might condemn as satisfaction at the
misfortune of others?

On the one hand, there is an undeniable educational benefit to
teaching Jewish children, or, for that matter, adults, that Jews are so
principled and ethically sensitive that, as "rahmanim henei rahmanim,"
a habitually compassionate people, we feel bad even for our worst ene-
mies when God punishes them. What greater proof could there be that
we are a nation distinguished by selfless, and self-denying, moral stan-
dards? We not only suffer in silence, we also triumph in silence (or rela-
tive silence). On the other hand, there is the question of justice and
truth: when God, in His wisdom, punishes murderers or sadists, when
divine justice is meted out and (to paraphrase the Av haRahamim)
"vengeance for the spilled blood of His servants" is at last manifest,
why not praise God unreservedly? Why is it more becoming to God
that He reward the righteous than punish the wicked? And why should
a Jew not exult, celebrate or sing God's praises without reservation
when His justice is apparent to all Is there not equally an educational
benefit to teaching Jewish children that the righteous will indeed
rejoice when God causes the wicked to suffer in precise proportion to
their evil ways?

Put somewhat differently, in a historical context, is there anything
wrong with a Jew's praising God when a Nazi mass murderer is discov-
ered and sentenced to death, or a long-sought terrorist is killed when
his bomb explodes "accidentally"? Should a Jew repress his joy when an
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Inquisitor meets an early demise, or a Roman flayer of tannaitic flesh
dies in mysterious circumstances, or, for that matter, when a vicious
Egyptian taskmaster finds an agonizing, watery grave?

Of course, it is that last-mentioned instance which is crucial to for-
mulating an adequate answer to the question, for it is the salvation of
the Israelites and the demise of their Egyptian "hosts" at the Red Sea
that is the central text of the halakhic and midrashic treatment of this
issue.

The issue has traditionally been framed thus: why do we recite
only half Hallel on Hol haMoJed and the last days of Pesah? Why not
follow the procedure of Sukkot, when the entire Hallet is recited for the
duration of the Yom Tov?

Essentially, there have been two answers to this question, one
halakhic and the other midrashic. In the former, the Gemara in Ara-
khin (lOa-b) answers as follows: in Parshat Pinhas, the sacrifices of each
day of Sukkot are enumerated separately. It is as if each day is a separate
Yom Tov, with its own Hallelobligation. But in reference to the sacri-
fices of Pesah, the Torah simply says, "Similarly shall you do each day
for seven days" (Num. 28:18-25), i.e., each day's offering is to be iden-
tical to the others. It is as if each day of Pesah is merely an extension of
the first. Why the difference between the two hagim? According to
Rabbi Moses Soloveichik, each day of Sukkot contains its own fulfill-
ment of simha, hence its own full recitation of Hallel; on the other
hand, on Pesah there is one extended simha to cover all the days, hence,
having recited the full Hallet at the beginning, one is no longer
required to say it again. Thus on Sukkot we say the full Hallel through-
out, as opposed to Pesah, whose subsequent days require only the half
Hallet, in accordance with their derivative relationship to the first day
(or first and second days in the diaspora.) i

On the other hand, there is the midrashic response, found in the
much-quoted statement attributed to the Midrash Harninu.2

Said Shmuel ben Abba: "At the downfall of your enemy do not rejoice"

(Prov. 24:17)-this refers to the drowning of the Egyptians. At that

moment, the angels sought to sing God's praises. Said God: "The work
orMy hands drown in the sea, and you wish to sing songs before Me?"
Therefore we read the full Hallet only on the first day and night of
Pesah.

We find a similar text iii several talmudic passagt:,s,3 according to
which God silenced the angels. The source, according to the Gemara, is
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the verse, "They did not draw close to each other ("ze el ze") all night
long. "4 This can be understood as an oblique reference to the angels,
reflecting the familar words of the kedusha based on Isaiah 6: 3, which
describes the angels as normally calling out "ze el ze," "to each other,"

in praise of God. The use of the same term "ze et ze" at the Red Sea
teaches that on this occasion, they did not call out.

Based upon this midrash, Rabbi Joseph Karo, in Beit Yose!5 and
Shuthan Arukh,6 justifies the half Hallet on the latter days of Pesah as a
reflection of God's silencing the angels. Taz invokes the same rationale,7
as does Mishna Berura.8

Both of these explanations for the half Hallel have been elaborated
upon in a number of subsequent texts, including current halakhic litera-
ture.9 In regard to the midrash, it is important to note that the Gemara
in both Sanhedrin and Megilla does not link our recitation of the half
Hallet to the silencing of the angels. There, the question is merely whe-
ther God welcomes any rejoicing at the fall of the wicked. The rationale
of the silenced angels is considered, but then refuted by quoting R. Yosi
bar Hanina (in Sanhedrin) and R. Eleazar (in Megilla), who say, "True,
God Himself does not rejoice, but He does cause others to rejoice at
such an event." And, as Maharsha to Sanhedrin 39b says, Arakhin does
not mention this midrash at all, but only the halakhic rationale provided
by the Pesah sacrifices. Maharsha concludes that the Talmud rejects the
angel paradigm as the reason for the half Hallet. Indeed, the talmudic
position would appear to be that God does cause others to rejoice at
such times.1O

Similarly, Torah Temima questions the position of Beit Yose! and

others who invoke the angel paradigm-i In his opinion, God opposed
the song of the angels only while the Egyptians were dying. Thereafter,
he argues, using Mekhitta as his source, the angels were in fact permit-
ted to burst forth in song.12 He concludes that the correct reason for

the half Hallel is the daily repetition of the Pesah sacrifices.13

In fact, a number of midrashim state that God merely told the
angels to wait until after the Israelites (first men and then women) had
concluded their song, saying, "Let my children sing My praises first,
before My servants!" In other words, the divine concern was not so
much one of angelic insensitivity to Egyptian death, but rather one of
celestial deference to the Israelites.14

There is one additional interpretation of this mid1"ash that bears

directly on our conccrns. R. Mcnachem Kasher, in his Torah Sheleima, IS
quotes several textual variants of the midrash, all of which indicate that
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God silenced the angels throughout the night not on account of the
drowning of the Egyptians, but rather because the Israelites, with their
backs to the sea, were threatened. The angels, believing the Israelites
already saved, wanted to sing God's praises. God, however, informed
them that the Israelites had yet to emerge from the treacherous water
crossing. Kasher argues that this is in fact the correct reading of the
midrash, and that therefore the midrash does not at all imply disap-
proval of rejoicing at the destruction of the wicked.

A somewhat different approach to the issue is called for, one that
addresses some of the questions with which we began, but that first
poses some additional queries:

First, why it is that for the half Hallet, the paragraphs beginning
"Lo Lanu" (Psalms 115:1-11) and "Ahavti" (Psalms 116:1-11) were
chosen for omission? Better yet, if we are to imitate the angels, why do
we sing even the half Hallel-just as they withheld their praises at the
loss of life, should we too not remain silent altogether? Furthermore, it
is all well and good to say that God prevented the angels from song,
but why, then, did God not object to the Shirat haYam itself, the great
paean of praise to God sung by Moses and the Israelites on that very
occasion? Or, for that matter, why not silence the song of Miriam and
the other women on the same occasion?16 Finally, why did our Sages
assign such centrality and prominence to the Shirat haYam in the daily
prayers?

The beginnings of an answer to these questions can be found in
Maharal of Prague's Gevurot Hashem and his commentary to the Hag-
gada. i 7 He explains the significance of the Seder)s "Shefokh Hamatkha"
as follows: the wars of Gog and Magog will be fought not over the fate
of the Jewish people, but rather over the correct conception of God,
especially the notion that God governs Creation through personal prov-
idence (hashgaha peratit). The allance of nations will deny that provi-
dential power. Some among them might insist that God is too transcen-
dent and "perfect" to be affected by earthly concerns. They wil argue
for the existence of an intermediary, either human or divine, between us
and God. Others might claim that God is an impersonal, cosmic force
without knowledge of man. Such conceptions would release their god
from a lowly and "demeaning" concern with the fate of man.

For this reason, says Maharal, Shefokh Ha.matkha. asks that God

pour out His wraùl on Lhùsc iiaLIuiis whu neither know nor call on Him,
insofàr as they believe Him to be beyond human prayer. Such people, the
Haggada declares, should be destroyed f1.011 "beneaùi Gods heaven,"
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i.e., punished in a manner that proves them wrong, by exercising His
powers, precisely, "beneath the heaven."

Hence, says Maharal, the Haggada continues immediately after
this prayerful declaration with the familar paragraph of Hallet, Lo
Lanu, which the Gemara (Pesahim 118a) associates with the wars of
Gag and Magog, and which in this context bears repeating:

Not for our sake, dear God, not for our sake, rather give honor to Your
name, for Your compassion and Your truth. Why should the nations
say, "Where is their God?" when in fact our God is in heaven) doing
whatever He wishes, whereas their gods of silver and gold, the work of
man's hands, have mouths but do not speak, eyes that do not see, ears
that do not hear, noses that do not smell. . . . Let Israel put its trust in
God, Who is its Savior and Shield. . . ."

These words, says Maharal, reflect precisely the notion of Shefokh

Hamatkha: the nations who deny God's providence should be punished
not so much for what they do to the Jews, but for what they do to
God's name. Indeed, the psalmist declares, it is their idols who will be
proven mute, blind and deaf to the prayers of their followers, as
opposed to the ultimate vindication of the God of IsraeL.

With this as background, we are in a position to understand why
this particular paragraph of Hallet is omitted on the last days of Pesah,
for in commemorating ICeriyat Yam SuI, the paragraph would refer not
to some deferred messianic redemption, but to one where God's provi-
dential power was fully revealed. As Rabbi Naftali Zvi Yehuda Berlin,
Netsiv, explains (Ex. 14:31), the Israelites at that moment appreciated
the divine power to punish the wicked even more than they appreciated
their own redemption. Pointedly, the words that precede their renewed
belief in God and Moses are, "And Israel saw the great hand that God
did unto Egypt, and they feared God." What they saw (or better yet,
understood) was the significance of what God had done to Egypt,
above and beyond how He had saved IsraeL. As the Mekhilta puts it,
each Egytian was punished at that moment in precise proportion to
his deeds. And as our MaJariv prayer formulates it, "Et rodefeihem ve-et

soneJeihem bi-tJhomot tiba," "The pursuers and the haters of Israel in the

depths did He drown," i.e., besides the punishment of the Egyptians
who had pursued or oppressed them 44under orders," Israel saw the dif-
ferentiated punishment meted out to the haters of the Israelites, who
had acted with deliberate malice rather than merely "following or-
ders."18 And it is precisely this source offaith that is reflected in Tosefta

138



Basil Herring

Sota: "R. Yosi haGelili said, 'When they emerged from the water and
saw their enemies' carcasses spread out on the sea shore, they burst into

song. "'19 In other words, their exultation and the strengthening of their

faith emerged more from the punishment of the Egyptians than from
their own salvation.

Indeed, the Sages saw this very distinction embedded in the
Torah's narrative of the rendezvous of Moses and Yitro in the wake of
these events. In Exodus 18:8, Moses relates to Yitro "all that God had
done to Pharaoh and Egypt." In response, Yitro rejoices "at all the
good which God did for Israel in saving it from Egypt." Note well:
Moses emphasizes the destruction of the enemy, while Yitro focuses
exclusively on the salvation of IsraeL. Why the discrepancy? According
to the amora Shmuel, it was because Yitro was distressed at the demise
of the Egytians ("meitsar at ibud Mitsrayyim," Sanhedrin 94a). Moses

and the Israelites, on the other hand, recognized that it was precisely
the Egyptian come-uppance that pointed to God's providential hand.
As Rabbi B. Z. Benedict puts it, "It is the view of Hazat that the
Israelites were inspired by the divine spirit to sing at the drowning of
the Egyptians, while Yitro was seen by Hazat as defective, being inca-
pable of rejoicing at the destruction of the wicked of Egypt. "20

In sum, the events at the Red Sea, as recalled on the last days of
Pesah, became the very embodiment of a renewed faith in God's provi-
dence. Hence, on the latter days of Pesah, it is not appropriate to recite
the paragraph of Hallel that beseeches God to punish the wicked. There
is no place on such a day for the anguished cry of the persecuted Jew,

"Not for our sake, dear God, not for our sake, rather give honor to Your
name," or, "Why should the nations say, 'Where is their God?'" This is a
day of present vindication, not of blind faith in some future justice.

The major theme of the other paragraph omitted in "half Haller'
is similar:

"Afafuni hevlei mavet. . . ." The bonds of death encircle me, the con-
fines of the grave have found me; I find trouble and sorrow, I call out
in the name of God, "Please, God, save my soul!"

This is an anguished description of suffering and death, which calls
forth an affirmation of blind faith and trust despite an awful environ-

mt:nt. Clt:arly, such sentimt:nts are inappropriate to the latter days of
Pesah, incompatible with a sense of the tangible nearness of God.

Much more to the point is the opening paragraph of the Hallet,
which declares,
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High above all the nations is God, above the heavens is His glory. Who
is like the Lord our God, Who, while enthroned on high, lowers
Himself to see the heavens and the earth (Psalms 113).

The nations may have a concept of a God Who is so "high above
the heavens" that He cannot know man on earth. That is why they
deny His providence or must believe in some intermediary to overcome
an enormous separating distance. But Hashem Etokeinu, "Our God,"
i.e., the God of Abraham, while surely transcendent, "above and
beyond" the cosmos, is also providential in relation to man. He is infi-
nite in His majesty, but also all-knowing of man's actions and thoughts;
inscrutable and beyond our knowledge, but also just and compassion-
ate. This is the God that the Jew praises in Hallet when he witnesses the
death of the wicked.

Armed with this line of reasoning, we can well understand why
Moses and the Israelites sang the full-throated praises of God without
hesitation, a song that became the daily prayer of Israel for posterity; we
can understand why, on the latter days of Pesah, we sing only half
Hallel.21

One final question should be raised: if we adopt this approach,
how should we understand the verse in Proverbs 24: 17, which is the
foundation of the midrash? Afer all, it is a verse which forms the sub-
stance of an explicit mishna in Pirkei AVOt:22

Shmuel haKatan says, "When your enemy falls, do not rejoice; let your
heart not be glad when he stumbles," lest God see and it be evil in His
eyes, and He deflect His anger from him.

There are two possible answers. One, put forward by Midrash
Shmuet, explains that this exhortation applies only on the personal level,
e.g., in one's social or business affairs.23 It is not relevant in the public
realm, in reacting to the fate of the enemies of the Jews on religious or
national grounds. As elsewhere in Jewish law and thought, there is
room to distinguish between personal morality and aspirations on the
one hand, and matters of group or national desiderata on the other.24
According to Rav Kook, it was precisely because Shmuel haKatan was
able to make this distinction and avoid any personal considerations that
he was elected by Rabban Gal1licl to compose the vc-laAlalsl:inim para
graph of the Amida on behalf of all Israel, calling, as it does, for the
destruction of the wicked.25

But there is a second and perhaps more repercussive response:
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true, this verse stands opposed to rejoicing when the evil fall; but there
is a second verse in Proverbs: "When it goes well with the righteous,
the city rejoices, and when the wicked perish, there is joy! (U-va-avod
reshaJim rina)" (Proverbs 11:10). This verse, says Sanhedrin 39b, man-
dates the correct reaction of Jews, who should rejoice when lying wit-
nesses are put to death by the court for having viciously caused an inno-

cent man to be sentenced to death. Or, as the hasidic author of BeJer
Mayyim Hayyim comments in Parshat beShatah, it is not so much a
rejoicing at the demise of the wicked as it is a jubilation at the sanctifi-
cation of God's name, Whose power is thus abundantly demonstrated.26
From this perspective, Proverbs 11, rather than Proverbs 24, is the
more authoritative and normative, text.27

A most far-reaching interpretation to this verse is offered by the
Gaon ofVilna.28 According to the Gaon, while there is indeed rejoicing
when Israel is saved from its enemies (as in the first half of the verse), it
is the destruction of the evil enemy which occasions ultimate rejoicing
(as in the second half). The two cases in point are (a) the Exodus, fol-
lowed by the death of the Egyptians at the sea, and (b) the Purim story,
insofar as God first brought about the good of Mordekhai and then the
punishment of Haman. And while Mordekhai's elevation causes the
Jews to rejoice, it is only when they later witness the demise of Haman
that the people burst forth in praise of God. According to this interpre-
tation, the term rina would be translated as "praise" rather than "joy."

A similar verse, and interpretation, is found in Psalms 58:11. "The
righteous will rejoice when he beholds vengeance; he shall wash his feet
in the blood of the wicked." This, according to Nahmanides, reflecting
Midrash YèLamdeinu, refers to Moses, who (as recorded in Numbers
31:2) was granted the privilege of witnessing God's vengeance against
the Midianite nation, after which he would be "gathered unto his peo-
ple." It is remarkable that this would be the crowning reward granted
Moses in this world.

There is one other benefit in adopting this approach: it would an-
swer the question of why the Sages in the Mekhitta to Parshat beShatah

went to such extraordinary lengths to multiply the number of afflictions
suffered by the Egyptians at the Red Sea,29 and why that discussion was

so prominently recorded in the Haggada. The answer is clear: the
greater the punishment and suffering inflicted at the Egyptian demise,
the more reason for the Israelites to recite God's praises, and the more
compellng the grounds tor posterity to recite the Hallet that follows
this passage in the Haggada.

This approach, in many ways opposed to the rationale and impli-
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cations of the commonly quoted midrash, would argue, based on the
recital of the half Hallel, that there is indeed good reason to rejoice and
"praise the Lord" at the suffering and death of the incorrigibly, incur-
ably eviL. 30 Once it is seen that their fate is at the hand of God, and their
death, awfl as it may be, is timely confirmation of the cardinal princi-
ple of our faith in divine providence, such satisfaction, properly ex-
pressed, would be an entirely appropriate response on the part of the
believing Jew. And according to the Gemara (9b), King David would
wholeheartedly agree. For there we find the following passage:

David recited the first 103 chapters of Psalms before he proclaimed
Hallelu-ka for the first time. And it was only after he had witnessed the
destrction of the wicked that he reached that level, as it says, "When
the wicked are no more on the earth, my soul blesses God, Hallelu-ka! "

Hence we are to recite half Hallet rather than no Hallel, or the
full Hallet, on the latter days of Pesah. Hence Az Yashir at the Red Sea,
and its incorporation into the daily Shaharit service.

Moreover, we might say, such feelings are entirely in keeping with
God's optimal expectations of man qua man. As the Psalmist reminds
us, "Va-te-hasrehu meJat meElokim"; man is created by God to be "a lit-
tle lower than the angels" (Psalms 8:6). But he is not called upon to
strive for more than what is reasonable for a creature of flesh and blood,
to lose touch with his humanity. Thus, even if in the angelic domain it
be true that there ought not to be even a hint of "schadenfreude" in

observing the misfortunes of creatures of flesh and blood, such need
not be true of man. God, we might say, does not make demands upon
man that go beyond what man can reasonably be expected to fulfilL. 31

Is the rabbinic perspective here portrayed reflective of a lesser
moral vision? While the biblical and rabbinic teachings on this subject
can surely stand on their own merits, might we find compelling moral
arguments in their support?

A brief answer, one might suggest, is that it is a matter of horizon
and perspective. Withn a limited framework, and viewing the fate of the
individual in its own terms, perhaps it would be better to be less celebra-
tory and more sensitive to our common humanity, shared with even the
worst criminals. But on the larger canvas of a shared humanitarian com-
mitment to the eradication, or at least minimizing, of suffering and evil,
clIt rauuinic ptrsptctive has much in its favor. P¡'ttttitttlly speaking (and
that, surely, is the critical moral criterion), public exultation at the demise
of the wicked and open praise of the punitive power of God working in
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history surely reinforce positive human behavior in the eyes of the
onlooker, for its own sake and for the sake of its consequences. In the
real world, the world in which the Sages dwelled, it can well be argued
that for those predisposed to negative behavior, it is an acute awareness
of likely punishment that is most likely to deter cruel and criminal behav-
ior. And given the admitted paucity of demonstrable instances of divine
punishment, those that do occur ought to be appropriately, and publicly,
recognized as such. Perhaps it is ths to which they were referring when
they stated, "Whoever has compassion over the cruel, has no compassion
for those who are themselves compassionate. "32

To conclude, then: should Jews exalt when God finally punishes
His, and their, enemy? The answer, one can reasonably conclude, fol-
lowing a long and venerable list of precedents, starting with Moshe
Rabbeinu himself, is "yes." As long, that is, as the sentiment emanates
from a sense of renewed and invigorated faith in the providential pow-
ers of the God of our forefathers, He Who rewards the righteous and
punishes the wicked, each according to his just desserts.

NOTES

I express my thanks to Rabbi Dr. Norman Lamm, Rabbi Hershel Schachter,
Prof Shnayer Leiman, and Prof Shalom Carmy for their partcularly insightful
suggestions in reviewing an earlier version of this artcle, a summary of which
was published in Emunah Magazine, Spring/Summer 1997.

1. This distinction is reflected in the final berakha of the respective haftarot
for Shabbat Hol haMo)ed: on Sukkot it is "Me-kaddesh haShabbat veYisrael
ve-ha-zemanim~)' whereas on Pesah it is "Me-kaddesh haShabbat,)) with no

mention of Pesah at all.
2. While a collection by such a name is not extant, it is quoted by Tsidkiy-

yahu haRofe in his Shibbolei haLeket, Hil. Rosh Hodesh 174, and elsewhere
(see Yalkut Shimoni #654 and #960). Ginzberg, Legends of the Jews, voL. 6,
p. 12, establishes the source in Pesikta deRav Kahana #29, and not at all
in Midrash Harninu. For a similar statement, see Zohar to Exodus 14:20,
with the added comment that "anytime the wicked are destroyed, sadness

'1 "prevai s . . . .
3. Sanhedrin 39b, Megilla lOb.

4. Exodus 14:20. See Torah Temima and Tosefet Berakha to this verse.
5. Beit Yosefto Tur, Grah Hayyim 490.
6. Shulhan Arukh, Grah Hayyim 490:4.

7. Taz to Shuthan Arukh, Grah Hayyim 490:4
8. Mishna Berura to Shuthan Arukh Orah Hayyim 490:7.
9. See, for instance, B.Z. Benedict, "Hallet veShira," in Torah she-beAI Pe 25

(1984), pp. 106ff; Yehoshua Hager-Lau, HaHayyil ve-haHosen (Or
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Etzion, 1989), pp. 221-240; Yitshak Mirsky, Hegyonei Halakha (Mossad
Harav Kook, pp. 87ft, and Shlomo Wahrman, "HaMehayvim beDin Ami-
rat Hallel/' in HaDarom 64 (EluI5755), pp. 29ff.

10. IL should be noted that while this approach understands Arakhin to adopt
only the halakhic reason and not the midrashic one, Rabbi Joseph Solo-
veitchik (see Nefesh haRal', p. 296) was of the opinion that both explana-

tions are needed, for there are two reasons (two "me-hayvim") that would
normally require a full Hallel: (a) Simhat Yom Tol' should be expressed by
praising God, and (b) commemoration of a miracle should include God's
praises. The first does not apply on the last days of Pesah, as the single
expression of simha throughout the Yom Tov has already taken place on
the first days. But what of the commemoration of the miracle? Should that
not independently require the full Hallet? This, says Rabbi Soloveitchik, is
answered by the midrashic rationale: the miracle involved the sad loss of
life, hence God declared that the praises of Hallet would be inappropriate.

11. Torah Temima to Ex. 14:20. Others include Kol Bo (#52) and Drot
Hayyim (Pesah #5).

12. The verse says, "They did not approach each other all night long."
Similarly, Maharsha suggests that in subsequent anniversaries of the Red
Sea events, the angels themselves have indeed sung God's praises. As the
midrash says, God silenced the angels "at that moment."

13. Rabbi Epstein's father, Rabbi Yehiel Mikhel Epstein, in his classic work,
Arukh haShulhan, refers to the silencing of the angels but then adds, "This
reason is by way of homiletics, but the main reason, the one quoted by the
Gemara, is that the sacrifices of Pesah do not vaiy from day to day."

14. Tanhuma 60-61, Ex. Rabba 23:7, Eikha Rabba 24. Also Yalkut Shimoni
to Psalms 68 (#798) and to Exodus (#242). See Ginzberg, Legends, 3:32-

33 and 6:12.
15. Torah Sheleima, Exodus 14:20, #126, quoting Exodus Rabba 23:7, Me-

khilta Beshalah 5, Pirkei DeR. Eliezer 42, and Tanhuma Yashan to Besha-
lah 13.

16. Rabbi Hershel Schachter recalls hearing from Rabbi Joseph Soloveitchik in
the name of R. Hayyim of V olozhin that the Israelites were permitted to
sing because it behooves those who are themselves saved to burst fort in

praise. See Mirsky, p. 93.
17. See Gevurot Hashem, end of chapter 63, beginning of 64, and Haggada

shel Pesah leMaharal, p. 1 56ff.
18. See Rashi, Exodus 15:5, who follows the Mekhilta chapter 5 in explaining

the disparate terms used to describe how the Egyptians sank: like stone,
lead, or straw: viz., the more evil the deeds, the longer the suffering.

19. Tosefta Sota 6:2, with variations in Jerusalem Talmud Sota 5:2.
20. Benedict, op. cit., p. 116.
21. There is one caveat to all of this. Reb Meir Simha of Dvinsk, in Meshekh

Hokhma to Exodus 12:15, states that unlike all the other nations, Jews have
never established a Yom Tal' on the anniversaiy of a military victoiy. Purim
and Hanukka, he argues, were primarily intended to mark the salvation of
IsraeL. A similar view is found in the comments of Netsiv to Numbers
10: 10. In other words, while rejoicing on such occasions is correct, it does
not include an addition of a tèstival to the Jewish calendar to glorify mil-
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tary triumph. For further discussion of this point, see Hager-Lau, op. cit,
pp. 235ff.

While not the subject of this artcle, a word should be said as to the half
Hallet recited on Rosh Hodesh. Mishna Berura, quoting Arakhin, explains
that Hallet is required only on a Yom Top that prohibits labor. Thus, on
Rosh Hodesh there is no requirement to recite Hallet other than minhag,

custom, instituted by the Sages. To prevent any misrepresentation of that
custom as one required by law, only half Hallet is recited, with various cus-
toms as to which paragraphs are to be omitted. See Mishna Berura, 422:12.

22. Pirkei Avot4:20
23. Midrash Shmuel, Avot 4:24. This would reflect Ex. 23:4-5, with its exhor-

tation to the individual to assist the suffering animal belonging to his
enemy. See similarly Yalkut Shimoni to Proverbs 24.

24. A related instance of this distinction can be found in the nature of the con-
temporary obligation to destroy Amalek, as explained by Rabbi Joseph
Soloveitchik in the name ofReb Chaim of Brisk, as derived from Maimon-
ides. The Rav explained that the obligation stated in Deuteronomy is upon
individual Jews, whereas that in Exodus devolves upon the people as a
whole. Since Sanherev, the former duty has lapsed, but not the latter. Thus
today, we as a people, but not as individuals, are required to destroy Ama-
lek. In dealing with the arch-enemy of the Jewish people, what is permitted
(even commanded) to the community is forbidden to individuals. See Kol
Dodi Dofek, in Divrei Hagut veHa'arakha, pp. 49-50.

25. Rav A.I. Kook, Siddur Olat Re'iyya, voL. 1, p. 277, in reference to Berakhot
28a.

26. See Be'urei Hasidut leNakh, p. 156. I am indebted to Prof. Shnayer Lei-

man for this reference.
27. Similarly, see R. Pinhas of Korets, Pirush Sheivet miYhuda to Proverbs

11:10.
28. The Commentary of the Gaon Rabbeinu Eliyahu, Proverbs II: 10. I am

indebted to Professor Shalom Carmy for pointing out this reference.
29. According to R. Yosi haGelili, there were fift affictions at the Red Sea;

according to R. Eliezer, two hundred; according to R. Akiva, as many as
two hundred and fifty.

30. Of course, it would be better if the wicked were to repent and be cleansed
of their evil ways. Berakhot lOa records the observation of BefUria that we
should pray for end of "sin," not "sinners." See Nahalat YaJakov, who
explains the distinction between "hata'im" and "hoteJim," the former be-
ing those sinners who have reached the point where they are absolutely
one with their wicked ways, and the latter being those who can indeed be
separated from their behavior, so that it is their actions, and not them-
selves, which are eviL. Rabbi Hershel Schachter (Nefesh haRav, p. 278) dis-
tinguishes between two kinds of sinners: those like earthenware, which,
when rendered non-kosher, can only be broken, and those who, like metal
utensils, are entirely redeemable while yet whole. Our analysis here, and
the concept of legitimate rejoicing at the fall of the wicked, would apply
only to the former class of sinner.

31. For the kernel of this insight, I am indebted to Dr. Norman Lamm.
32. Sefer Hasidim 155, Midrash Shoher Tov 47:7.
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