There are other instances in Tanach where a character’s emotional state affects how he
hears what someone says, while an objective reader can see how the character’s perception
differs from what was actually said.
For example, towards the end of Parshat Toldot, Yaakov is sent by Yitzchak to Padan Aram.
The verb used is "vayishlach" (Bereishit 28:5 – “פ ַדֶּנ ָה אֲר ָם
ּ ְ  ו ַי ֵּלֶך,שלַח יִצְחָק אֶת יַעֲקֹב
ׁ ְ ִ ּ )”וַי,
which means “he sent him” - as one would send a friend or child off on a trip.
However, in the next sentence, the Torah records the story from Esav's viewpoint, and states that
“Esav saw that Yitzchak sent him off” (“פ ַדֶּנ ָה אֲר ָם
ּ ש ַלּח אֹתֹו
ׁ ִ ְ  ו, כִּי בֵרַך ְ יִצְחָק אֶת יַעֲקֹב,ש ׂו
ָ ֵ)”ו ַי ּ ַר ְא ע
– using the word "shilach," a stronger form of the verb which has the implication “go, get
out of here!” and is certainly much more negative. Esav would like to think that Yaakov is a
criminal not only from Esav’s own perspective, but from his father’s too.
In Esav’s case as in Achav’s, personal emotions skew perceptions of others’ behavior and
motivations.
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Food for thought:
1. ““ – ”סַר ו ְזָעֵףsullen and displeased”- Do you recall these or similar words with
other characters in the Tanach? How do various instances of individual emotion
affect perceptions or behaviors?
2. What is the difference in the meaning of these two phrases?
• Mishpat hamelech – used by Samuel in 1 Samuel 8:11
• Mishpat hamelucha – as in 1 Samuel 10:25
(See also Rambam in Hilchos Melachim 4:6. How does he translate the word “ ”יקחin 1 Samuel 8:14?)
Have a pleasant Shabbat.
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Torah Thoughts from the YIGC Community
In this issue Sarah Rudolph analyzes the nature of Joseph’s coat, as well as
the moral and theological effect of this gift. Dr. Jeffrey Lautman presents a
close reading of King Achav’s conflict with Navot, a passage which illustrates
how depression can distort memory.

SHADES OF MEANING IN YOSEF’S COAT

Sarah Rudolph
When I teach the story of Yosef, I like to start by asking my students to tell me what they already know;
almost invariably, the answers involve Yaakov giving Yosef a “coat of many colors” because he was the
favorite son. This famous detail is offered in many translations of the Torah, Jewish and Christian alike;
for instance, the King James Version, Jewish Publication Society, and others. However, if we look at the
original Hebrew phrase, ketonet passim, and commentaries on it, we find that this translation is far from
the only possible meaning.1
Leaving aside the question of precisely what sort of garment a “ketonet” is (a coat, cloak, or tunic of some
kind), let us consider some of the approaches to understanding the descriptive word, passim. What was
special about this particular ketonet?
From what I have seen, the only major Jewish commentator to take the “many-colored” approach is
Radak (Rabbi David Kimchi, 1160-1235, Provence). He explains that passim is the plural form of pas,
“piece”: Yaakov made Yosef a garment out of pieces of differently-colored fabric. Radak then addresses
the significance of this garment to the story, here too representing the interpretation most of us have
always learned: “The ketonet was beautiful, and this caused them to hate him…”2
While this is a nice, neat explanation that makes for good school projects, it raises some questions. One
difficulty is that the meaning of “pas” is debatable; the very pasuk on which Radak bases his understanding
of the word is subject to differing explanations.3 In fact, Bereishis Rabbah 84:8 offers no less than five
1. For one notable counter-example to the translations mentioned above, see the Artscroll
Stone Tanach, which follows Rashi’s explanation and says the gift was “a fine woolen tunic.”
2. The text of Radak:
, והיתה הכתונת עשויה פס אחד מצבע אחד ופס אחד מצבע אחר,פסים מענין פס ידיו
כמו כלי מילת שעשוים פסים פסים; והיתה הכתונת נאה וזה היה
.גורם לו שישנאו אותו מלבד שהיה מדבר עליהם רע אל אביהם
3. See Daniel 5:5 and commentaries there, as well as Ibn Ezra on Bereishis 37:3 – and the
passage from Bereishis Rabbah cited below.

different interpretations of the term “ketonet passim,” based on four distinct explanations of the word
“pas.”4 I would like to examine two of these.
One interpretation translates “pas” as “palm of the hand”5 and explains that ketonet passim means a
garment with remarkably long sleeves that “reached the palm of his hand.” This interpretation implies
a deeper understanding of the significance of the garment. After all, who wears sleeves that reach the
palms? Certainly not hard-working, simple folk, as anyone who has tried to wash dishes in long sleeves
can attest. Rather, long sleeves are worn by royalty, by those free from menial labor. If we understand
Yaakov’s gift this way, we can better understand the brothers’ resentment: perhaps they felt the gift was
a status symbol, marking Yosef as a ruler over his brothers. This concern was reinforced by Yosef’s dreams
and is stated explicitly in the brothers’ reaction to the first dream: “hamaloch timloch aleinu…” – “Will
you surely rule over us?!” (37:8). And if we consider this explanation in light of views that the brothers
knew they were all intended to be forebears of the “chosen” nation,6 then such a gift would have seemed
inappropriate on a national / religious plane as well.
Both Radak’s translation as “piece” and Chazal’s translation as “palm” could be classified as peshat,
straightforwardly textual explanations of a difficult phrase. Although the latter is found in a compilation
referred to as “midrash,” both have their roots in the words of Tanach as understood in their immediate
context, and certainly make sense on a normal human plane – hallmarks of peshat interpretation. The
final explanation I would like to consider is the fourth in the midrash, and is very much not peshat:
. פ"א פוטיפר; סמ"ך סוחרים; יו"ד ישמעאלים; מ"ם מדינים:פסים על שם צרות שהגיעוהו
“Passim” – Named after the troubles that befell him: P – Potiphar; S – socharim [merchants];
I – Ishmaelites; M – Midianites.
According to this explanation, the reason we have trouble translating “passim” is that it is not actually a
word; rather, it is an acronym. The end of perek 37 relates that Yosef was sold from one group to another,
until he found himself in the hands of Potiphar in Egypt.7 According to this midrashic explanation, that
series of sales was already hinted to in the very beginning of the story. Perhaps more shockingly, the hint
is contained in the gift Yaakov gave to his most beloved son!
By explaining passim as an acronym, the midrash calls our attention to this unusual word and suggests
the Torah chose it to hint at deeper concepts than simply a description of the physical item Yaakov gave
Yosef.
The Maharal, in his Gur Aryeh commentary on Rashi (37:3), writes the following about this midrash:
 ובמלת... הביא לו צרות אלו... בשביל שהיה מוסיף לו את כתונת הפסים:בא לומר לך
 מפני כי סוף המעשה הוא תחלת,"פסים" הוזכר פוטיפר ראשונה
. והוא העיקר; לכך הקדימו הכתוב, והשם יתברך רצה שירד למצרים,המחשבה
It comes to tell you: Because [Yaakov] added the ketonet passim for Yosef [beyond what the
brothers received]… he brought these troubles upon him… In the word “passim,” Potiphar
is mentioned first [although he was actually the last to buy Yosef] because the end of the
4. Here is the full text of that passage in the midrash:
 ד"א פסים שהיתה דקה וקלה ביותר ונטמנת בפס,פסים שהיתה מגעת עד פס ידו
 פסים על שם צרות, פסים שהפיסו עליה איזה מהם יוליכה לאביו ועלת ליהודה,יד
 רבי, ד"א פסים,שהגיעוהו פ"א פוטיפר סמ"ך סוחרים יו"ד ישמעאלים מ"ם מדינים
,שמעון בן לקיש בשם רבי אלעזר בן עזריה (תהלים סו) לכו וראו מפעלות אלהים
 למה וישנאו אותו בשביל שיקרע,וכתיב בתריה (שם תהלים ס"ו) הפך ים ליבשה
.הים לפניהם פסים פס ים
5. Again, see Daniel 5:5, and Ibn Ezra.
6. For one instance of this concept in midrashic tradition, consider this passage from
Vayikra Rabbah 36:
אברהם יצא ממנו ישמעאל וכל בני קטורה; יצחק יצא ממנו עשו וכל אלופי אדום; אבל
 הה"ד (בראשית מב) "כלנו בני איש אחד נחנו. כל בניו צדיקים-  מטתו שלימה,יעקב."
This passage could indicate that the brothers’ words, “we are all sons of one man,”
illustrate their awareness that they would all be part of the Jewish heritage – unlike
some of the children of Avraham and Yitzchak.
7. An analysis of who sold Yosef, to whom, is beyond the scope of this essay. See pesukim
25-36, with Rashbam and others. See also Gur Aryeh on 37:3 regarding the relationship
between the words “socharim” and “Midyanim,” as understood in this midrash.

incident is the beginning in thought: Hashem, may He be blessed, wanted Yosef to be brought
to Egypt and that is the main thing; therefore, Scripture placed it first.
I see two messages in the Gur Aryeh’s understanding of our midrash. The first is that we need to
take great care in our actions, lest their consequences turn out to be the opposite of those intended.
We might assume that Yaakov made this special garment for his favorite son with the intention of doing
something good for him, but it ended up having precisely the opposite effect.
Second, however, is that when we think of opposites, we can also remember that what seems to us
to be the end of a story is, in G-d’s eyes, really the beginning. We might not know why things happen
to us, and we might not be able to foresee all the unintended results of our own actions – but there is
One who does, and He will make sure the big picture turns out right. As Yosef himself points out to his
brothers, the entire story of their jealousy and behavior towards him ultimately saved them all from
famine: ““ – ”כי למחיה שלחני אלקים לפניכםFor G-d sent me before you, to sustain life” (Bereishis 45:5).

IS YOUR FILTER DEPRESSED?

Dr. Jeffrey Lautman
I would like to share with you some of the thoughts and ideas generated by a recent class
after the YIGC Hashkama Minyan. Please note that we meet weekly, and all are welcome and
invited to attend.
The class focused on the first six sentences of the 21st chapter of the Book of Kings I.
However, in order to understand a new chapter, you often have to start with a transition
sentence from the last chapter, so let me first set the stage:
At the end of Chapter 20, the king, Achav, has just been chastised by a prophet and informed
that a fate of death awaits him. So what does Achav do?
; סַר ו ְזָעֵף,שׂרָאֵל עַל בֵּיתֹו
ְ ִ מלֶך ְ י
ֶ ְ  מג ו ַי ֵּלֶך43 And the king of Israel went to his house sullen
.שֹמְרֹונ ָה
ׁ , ו ַי ּ ָבֹאjjj
and displeased, and came to Samaria.1
What strikes you as unusual in this sentence?
This is a wonderful example of a transition sentence.
Not only does the pasuk tell us the geographical location of the king, but it also – unusually, as
the Tanach rarely describes characters’ emotional states – tells us his psychological location.
Both "locations,” geographical and emotional, play a critical role in the next chapter.
What is the significance of "?"ו ַי ּ ָבֹא סַר ו ְזָעֵף
Fortunately for our class, psychiatrist Dr. Sara Goldman was present. She pointed out that the
king’s behavior is consistent with depression.
Now, let us study the development of Achav’s depression in the first six sentences of the next
chapter. Pay close attention to what is said and what is heard.
כֶר ֶם הָי ָה
ּ ,אלֶּה
ֵ ה
ָ הדְּבָר ִים
ַ אחַר
ַ , א ו ַיְהִי1 And it came to pass after these things, that
Navot the Jezreelite had a vineyard, which
אצֶל
ֵ שׁר בְּי ִזְרְעֶאל
ֶ ֲ א,ל ְנ ָבֹות הַי ִּזְרְעֵאל ִי
was in Jezreel, by the palace of Achav, king
.שֹמְרֹון
ׁ ְ מלֶך
ֶ ,חאָב
ְ א
ַ הֵיכ ַל
of Samaria.
תּנ ָה לִּי
ְ חאָב אֶל נ ָבֹות ל ֵאמֹר
ְ א
ַ  ב ו ַיְדַבֵּר2 And Achav said to Navot, saying: 'Give me
 כִּי הּוא,מך ָ ו ִיהִי ל ִי לְג ַן יָר ָק
ְ ְ כ ַר
ּ אֶת
your vineyard, that I may have it for a garden
,תּיו
ָ ח
ְ ת
ַ ּ ָ תּנ ָה לְך
ְ א
ֶ ְ  ו,אצֶל בֵּיתִי
ֵ קָרֹוב
of herbs, because it is near my house; and
,ָ בְעֵינ ֶיך
ּ מּּנּו; אִם טֹוב
ֶ מ
ִ כֶר ֶם טֹוב
ּ
I will give you a better vineyard in its place;
.מחִיר ז ֶה
ְ תּנ ָה לְך ָ כֶסֶף
ְ א
ֶ
or, if it seems good to you, I will give you
its price in money.'
,’ חָל ִיל ָה לִּי מֵה:חאָב
ְ א
ַ  אֶל, ג וַיֹ ּאמֶר נ ָבֹות3 And Navot said to Achav: 'The Lord forbid
.ְ חל ַת אֲבֹתַי לָך
ֲ ַ תּי אֶת נ
ִ ת
ִּ מ
ִ
it me, that I should give the inheritance of
my fathers to you.'
1. Translations are based on JPS 1917, from www.mechon-mamre.org;
some have been modernized.

,חאָב אֶל בֵּיתֹו סַר ו ְזָעֵף
ְ א
ַ ד ו ַי ּ ָבֹא
אל ָיו נ ָבֹות
ֵ שׁר דִּבֶּר
ֶ ֲהדּ ָב ָר א
ַ עַל
ָ תּן לְך
ֵ א
ֶ  לֹא, וַיֹ ּאמֶר,הַי ִּזְרְעֵאל ִי
;חל ַת אֲבֹותָי
ֲ ַ אֶת נ
,סּב אֶת פָּנ ָיו
ֵ ַ ּ  ו ַי,טּתֹו
ָ מ
ִ  עַל,שכַּב
ְׁ ִּ ו ַי
.אכ ַל לָחֶם
ָ וְלֹא

4 And Achav came into his house sullen and
displeased because of the matter which Navot
the Jezreelite had spoken to him; for he had
said: 'I will not give you the inheritance of my
fathers.' And he laid down on his bed, and
turned away his face, and would eat no bread.

;שּׁתֹו
ְ א
ִ  אִיזֶבֶל,אל ָיו
ֵ תבֹא
ָ ּ ַ  ה ו5 But Jezebel his wife came to him, and said to
סר ָה
ָ ָ חך
ֲ  מַה ז ֶּה רּו,אל ָיו
ֵ תדַבֵּר
ְּ ַ ו,
him: 'Why is your spirit so sullen, that you eat
. אֹכֵל לָחֶם,ָ וְאֵינְך
no bread?'
 כִּי אֲדַבֵּר אֶל נ ָבֹות,ָאל ֶיה
ֵ ו ַיְדַבֵּר
תּנ ָה לִּי אֶת
ְ הַי ִּזְרְעֵאל ִי וָאֹמַר לֹו
,תּה
ָ א
ַ חפֵץ
ָ  אֹו אִם,בְכֶסֶף
ּ ָ מך
ְ ְ כ ַר
ּ
,תּיו; וַיֹ ּאמֶר
ָ ח
ְ ת
ַ ּ תּנ ָה לְך ָ כֶר ֶם
ְ א
ֶ
.כ ַרְמִי
ּ תּן לְך ָ אֶת
ֵ א
ֶ לֹא

 ו6 And he said unto her: 'Because I spoke to Navot
the Jezreelite, and said to him: Give me your
vineyard for money; or, if it please you, I will
give you another vineyard in its place; and he
answered: I will not give you my vineyard.'

The first sentence describes the two characters’ points of origin, highlighting the demarcation
of Navot’s historical land rights.
In the second sentence, we have the offer by the king for the purchase of the vineyard of
Navot. Note that the king does not attempt to confiscate the land or even use a legal ploy like
eminent domain. Rather, he offers him the choice of a better vineyard or a very good price.
Would you interpret this as a positive instance of being kind and generous, or as a surprising
and possibly negative case of a king not being very king-like?
To give you some background, consider that Samuel warned the nation explicitly that this is
what a king will do (I Samuel 8:14):
כ ַרְמֵיכֶם
ּ ש ׂדֹותֵיכֶם וְאֶת
ְ  יד וְאֶת14 And he will take your fields, and your vineyards,
;קּח
ָ ִ  הַּטֹובִים י,ו ְז ֵיתֵיכֶם
and your oliveyards, even the best of them,
. לַעֲבָד ָיו,ו ְנָתַן
and give them to his servants.
Note that at the beginning of this speech (1 Samuel 8:11), Samuel used the phrase
"mishpat hamelech." This loosely translates to “the king’s rule,” but it uses the Hebrew root
for “justice” – indicating that it is just for a king to do such a thing. If Achav had the right to
simply seize the land, why did he not do it? This lack of assertiveness does not stem from
Achav’s kind nature, but is typical of depression and prepares the reader for further indications
of Achav’s worsening emotional state.
The third sentence of our story records Navot’s refusal. His refusal is not about the king,
but rather emphasizes the fact that the land was given to him by G-d. The powerful phrase,
“'“( ”חלילה לי מהthe Lord forbid it me”) shows that the refusal stems from deep emotion
and religious commitment on Navot’s part; it is ingrained in him that this land should not ever
be transferred to anyone.
Now, look at the fourth sentence. How we do break it up? Note that the beginning and end
of the sentence both reveal the emotional and psychological state of the king. He comes back
to his house in a state of depression - and this causes him to reverse the order of Navot’s
words, at the center of the verse. No longer is it primarily about land being given by God, but
in Achav’s perception, it is personal: “I will not give YOU the land of my fathers” – though I
might give it to somebody else.
Reacting to Navot’s response as he remembers it, Achav retreats to his bed, turns away from
the world, and refuses to eat. This behavior indicates a worsening of the depression, which
will only cause him to further misconstrue the words of Navot.
In the fifth and sixth sentences, Jezebel enters the scene. In recounting the story to her, the
whole concept of this land belonging to Navot’s fathers is dropped. In addressing his situation
to Jezebel, Achav portrays himself as the wronged victim in this story. This will then stimulate
his wife to take action.

different interpretations of the term “ketonet passim,” based on four distinct explanations of the word
“pas.”4 I would like to examine two of these.
One interpretation translates “pas” as “palm of the hand”5 and explains that ketonet passim means a
garment with remarkably long sleeves that “reached the palm of his hand.” This interpretation implies
a deeper understanding of the significance of the garment. After all, who wears sleeves that reach the
palms? Certainly not hard-working, simple folk, as anyone who has tried to wash dishes in long sleeves
can attest. Rather, long sleeves are worn by royalty, by those free from menial labor. If we understand
Yaakov’s gift this way, we can better understand the brothers’ resentment: perhaps they felt the gift was
a status symbol, marking Yosef as a ruler over his brothers. This concern was reinforced by Yosef’s dreams
and is stated explicitly in the brothers’ reaction to the first dream: “hamaloch timloch aleinu…” – “Will
you surely rule over us?!” (37:8). And if we consider this explanation in light of views that the brothers
knew they were all intended to be forebears of the “chosen” nation,6 then such a gift would have seemed
inappropriate on a national / religious plane as well.
Both Radak’s translation as “piece” and Chazal’s translation as “palm” could be classified as peshat,
straightforwardly textual explanations of a difficult phrase. Although the latter is found in a compilation
referred to as “midrash,” both have their roots in the words of Tanach as understood in their immediate
context, and certainly make sense on a normal human plane – hallmarks of peshat interpretation. The
final explanation I would like to consider is the fourth in the midrash, and is very much not peshat:
. פ"א פוטיפר; סמ"ך סוחרים; יו"ד ישמעאלים; מ"ם מדינים:פסים על שם צרות שהגיעוהו
“Passim” – Named after the troubles that befell him: P – Potiphar; S – socharim [merchants];
I – Ishmaelites; M – Midianites.
According to this explanation, the reason we have trouble translating “passim” is that it is not actually a
word; rather, it is an acronym. The end of perek 37 relates that Yosef was sold from one group to another,
until he found himself in the hands of Potiphar in Egypt.7 According to this midrashic explanation, that
series of sales was already hinted to in the very beginning of the story. Perhaps more shockingly, the hint
is contained in the gift Yaakov gave to his most beloved son!
By explaining passim as an acronym, the midrash calls our attention to this unusual word and suggests
the Torah chose it to hint at deeper concepts than simply a description of the physical item Yaakov gave
Yosef.
The Maharal, in his Gur Aryeh commentary on Rashi (37:3), writes the following about this midrash:
 ובמלת... הביא לו צרות אלו... בשביל שהיה מוסיף לו את כתונת הפסים:בא לומר לך
 מפני כי סוף המעשה הוא תחלת,"פסים" הוזכר פוטיפר ראשונה
. והוא העיקר; לכך הקדימו הכתוב, והשם יתברך רצה שירד למצרים,המחשבה
It comes to tell you: Because [Yaakov] added the ketonet passim for Yosef [beyond what the
brothers received]… he brought these troubles upon him… In the word “passim,” Potiphar
is mentioned first [although he was actually the last to buy Yosef] because the end of the
4. Here is the full text of that passage in the midrash:
 ד"א פסים שהיתה דקה וקלה ביותר ונטמנת בפס,פסים שהיתה מגעת עד פס ידו
 פסים על שם צרות, פסים שהפיסו עליה איזה מהם יוליכה לאביו ועלת ליהודה,יד
 רבי, ד"א פסים,שהגיעוהו פ"א פוטיפר סמ"ך סוחרים יו"ד ישמעאלים מ"ם מדינים
,שמעון בן לקיש בשם רבי אלעזר בן עזריה (תהלים סו) לכו וראו מפעלות אלהים
 למה וישנאו אותו בשביל שיקרע,וכתיב בתריה (שם תהלים ס"ו) הפך ים ליבשה
.הים לפניהם פסים פס ים
5. Again, see Daniel 5:5, and Ibn Ezra.
6. For one instance of this concept in midrashic tradition, consider this passage from
Vayikra Rabbah 36:
אברהם יצא ממנו ישמעאל וכל בני קטורה; יצחק יצא ממנו עשו וכל אלופי אדום; אבל
 הה"ד (בראשית מב) "כלנו בני איש אחד נחנו. כל בניו צדיקים-  מטתו שלימה,יעקב."
This passage could indicate that the brothers’ words, “we are all sons of one man,”
illustrate their awareness that they would all be part of the Jewish heritage – unlike
some of the children of Avraham and Yitzchak.
7. An analysis of who sold Yosef, to whom, is beyond the scope of this essay. See pesukim
25-36, with Rashbam and others. See also Gur Aryeh on 37:3 regarding the relationship
between the words “socharim” and “Midyanim,” as understood in this midrash.

incident is the beginning in thought: Hashem, may He be blessed, wanted Yosef to be brought
to Egypt and that is the main thing; therefore, Scripture placed it first.
I see two messages in the Gur Aryeh’s understanding of our midrash. The first is that we need to
take great care in our actions, lest their consequences turn out to be the opposite of those intended.
We might assume that Yaakov made this special garment for his favorite son with the intention of doing
something good for him, but it ended up having precisely the opposite effect.
Second, however, is that when we think of opposites, we can also remember that what seems to us
to be the end of a story is, in G-d’s eyes, really the beginning. We might not know why things happen
to us, and we might not be able to foresee all the unintended results of our own actions – but there is
One who does, and He will make sure the big picture turns out right. As Yosef himself points out to his
brothers, the entire story of their jealousy and behavior towards him ultimately saved them all from
famine: ““ – ”כי למחיה שלחני אלקים לפניכםFor G-d sent me before you, to sustain life” (Bereishis 45:5).

IS YOUR FILTER DEPRESSED?

Dr. Jeffrey Lautman
I would like to share with you some of the thoughts and ideas generated by a recent class
after the YIGC Hashkama Minyan. Please note that we meet weekly, and all are welcome and
invited to attend.
The class focused on the first six sentences of the 21st chapter of the Book of Kings I.
However, in order to understand a new chapter, you often have to start with a transition
sentence from the last chapter, so let me first set the stage:
At the end of Chapter 20, the king, Achav, has just been chastised by a prophet and informed
that a fate of death awaits him. So what does Achav do?
; סַר ו ְזָעֵף,שׂרָאֵל עַל בֵּיתֹו
ְ ִ מלֶך ְ י
ֶ ְ  מג ו ַי ֵּלֶך43 And the king of Israel went to his house sullen
.שֹמְרֹונ ָה
ׁ , ו ַי ּ ָבֹאjjj
and displeased, and came to Samaria.1
What strikes you as unusual in this sentence?
This is a wonderful example of a transition sentence.
Not only does the pasuk tell us the geographical location of the king, but it also – unusually, as
the Tanach rarely describes characters’ emotional states – tells us his psychological location.
Both "locations,” geographical and emotional, play a critical role in the next chapter.
What is the significance of "?"ו ַי ּ ָבֹא סַר ו ְזָעֵף
Fortunately for our class, psychiatrist Dr. Sara Goldman was present. She pointed out that the
king’s behavior is consistent with depression.
Now, let us study the development of Achav’s depression in the first six sentences of the next
chapter. Pay close attention to what is said and what is heard.
כֶר ֶם הָי ָה
ּ ,אלֶּה
ֵ ה
ָ הדְּבָר ִים
ַ אחַר
ַ , א ו ַיְהִי1 And it came to pass after these things, that
Navot the Jezreelite had a vineyard, which
אצֶל
ֵ שׁר בְּי ִזְרְעֶאל
ֶ ֲ א,ל ְנ ָבֹות הַי ִּזְרְעֵאל ִי
was in Jezreel, by the palace of Achav, king
.שֹמְרֹון
ׁ ְ מלֶך
ֶ ,חאָב
ְ א
ַ הֵיכ ַל
of Samaria.
תּנ ָה לִּי
ְ חאָב אֶל נ ָבֹות ל ֵאמֹר
ְ א
ַ  ב ו ַיְדַבֵּר2 And Achav said to Navot, saying: 'Give me
 כִּי הּוא,מך ָ ו ִיהִי ל ִי לְג ַן יָר ָק
ְ ְ כ ַר
ּ אֶת
your vineyard, that I may have it for a garden
,תּיו
ָ ח
ְ ת
ַ ּ ָ תּנ ָה לְך
ְ א
ֶ ְ  ו,אצֶל בֵּיתִי
ֵ קָרֹוב
of herbs, because it is near my house; and
,ָ בְעֵינ ֶיך
ּ מּּנּו; אִם טֹוב
ֶ מ
ִ כֶר ֶם טֹוב
ּ
I will give you a better vineyard in its place;
.מחִיר ז ֶה
ְ תּנ ָה לְך ָ כֶסֶף
ְ א
ֶ
or, if it seems good to you, I will give you
its price in money.'
,’ חָל ִיל ָה לִּי מֵה:חאָב
ְ א
ַ  אֶל, ג וַיֹ ּאמֶר נ ָבֹות3 And Navot said to Achav: 'The Lord forbid
.ְ חל ַת אֲבֹתַי לָך
ֲ ַ תּי אֶת נ
ִ ת
ִּ מ
ִ
it me, that I should give the inheritance of
my fathers to you.'
1. Translations are based on JPS 1917, from www.mechon-mamre.org;
some have been modernized.

,חאָב אֶל בֵּיתֹו סַר ו ְזָעֵף
ְ א
ַ ד ו ַי ּ ָבֹא
אל ָיו נ ָבֹות
ֵ שׁר דִּבֶּר
ֶ ֲהדּ ָב ָר א
ַ עַל
ָ תּן לְך
ֵ א
ֶ  לֹא, וַיֹ ּאמֶר,הַי ִּזְרְעֵאל ִי
;חל ַת אֲבֹותָי
ֲ ַ אֶת נ
,סּב אֶת פָּנ ָיו
ֵ ַ ּ  ו ַי,טּתֹו
ָ מ
ִ  עַל,שכַּב
ְׁ ִּ ו ַי
.אכ ַל לָחֶם
ָ וְלֹא

4 And Achav came into his house sullen and
displeased because of the matter which Navot
the Jezreelite had spoken to him; for he had
said: 'I will not give you the inheritance of my
fathers.' And he laid down on his bed, and
turned away his face, and would eat no bread.

;שּׁתֹו
ְ א
ִ  אִיזֶבֶל,אל ָיו
ֵ תבֹא
ָ ּ ַ  ה ו5 But Jezebel his wife came to him, and said to
סר ָה
ָ ָ חך
ֲ  מַה ז ֶּה רּו,אל ָיו
ֵ תדַבֵּר
ְּ ַ ו,
him: 'Why is your spirit so sullen, that you eat
. אֹכֵל לָחֶם,ָ וְאֵינְך
no bread?'
 כִּי אֲדַבֵּר אֶל נ ָבֹות,ָאל ֶיה
ֵ ו ַיְדַבֵּר
תּנ ָה לִּי אֶת
ְ הַי ִּזְרְעֵאל ִי וָאֹמַר לֹו
,תּה
ָ א
ַ חפֵץ
ָ  אֹו אִם,בְכֶסֶף
ּ ָ מך
ְ ְ כ ַר
ּ
,תּיו; וַיֹ ּאמֶר
ָ ח
ְ ת
ַ ּ תּנ ָה לְך ָ כֶר ֶם
ְ א
ֶ
.כ ַרְמִי
ּ תּן לְך ָ אֶת
ֵ א
ֶ לֹא

 ו6 And he said unto her: 'Because I spoke to Navot
the Jezreelite, and said to him: Give me your
vineyard for money; or, if it please you, I will
give you another vineyard in its place; and he
answered: I will not give you my vineyard.'

The first sentence describes the two characters’ points of origin, highlighting the demarcation
of Navot’s historical land rights.
In the second sentence, we have the offer by the king for the purchase of the vineyard of
Navot. Note that the king does not attempt to confiscate the land or even use a legal ploy like
eminent domain. Rather, he offers him the choice of a better vineyard or a very good price.
Would you interpret this as a positive instance of being kind and generous, or as a surprising
and possibly negative case of a king not being very king-like?
To give you some background, consider that Samuel warned the nation explicitly that this is
what a king will do (I Samuel 8:14):
כ ַרְמֵיכֶם
ּ ש ׂדֹותֵיכֶם וְאֶת
ְ  יד וְאֶת14 And he will take your fields, and your vineyards,
;קּח
ָ ִ  הַּטֹובִים י,ו ְז ֵיתֵיכֶם
and your oliveyards, even the best of them,
. לַעֲבָד ָיו,ו ְנָתַן
and give them to his servants.
Note that at the beginning of this speech (1 Samuel 8:11), Samuel used the phrase
"mishpat hamelech." This loosely translates to “the king’s rule,” but it uses the Hebrew root
for “justice” – indicating that it is just for a king to do such a thing. If Achav had the right to
simply seize the land, why did he not do it? This lack of assertiveness does not stem from
Achav’s kind nature, but is typical of depression and prepares the reader for further indications
of Achav’s worsening emotional state.
The third sentence of our story records Navot’s refusal. His refusal is not about the king,
but rather emphasizes the fact that the land was given to him by G-d. The powerful phrase,
“'“( ”חלילה לי מהthe Lord forbid it me”) shows that the refusal stems from deep emotion
and religious commitment on Navot’s part; it is ingrained in him that this land should not ever
be transferred to anyone.
Now, look at the fourth sentence. How we do break it up? Note that the beginning and end
of the sentence both reveal the emotional and psychological state of the king. He comes back
to his house in a state of depression - and this causes him to reverse the order of Navot’s
words, at the center of the verse. No longer is it primarily about land being given by God, but
in Achav’s perception, it is personal: “I will not give YOU the land of my fathers” – though I
might give it to somebody else.
Reacting to Navot’s response as he remembers it, Achav retreats to his bed, turns away from
the world, and refuses to eat. This behavior indicates a worsening of the depression, which
will only cause him to further misconstrue the words of Navot.
In the fifth and sixth sentences, Jezebel enters the scene. In recounting the story to her, the
whole concept of this land belonging to Navot’s fathers is dropped. In addressing his situation
to Jezebel, Achav portrays himself as the wronged victim in this story. This will then stimulate
his wife to take action.

different interpretations of the term “ketonet passim,” based on four distinct explanations of the word
“pas.”4 I would like to examine two of these.
One interpretation translates “pas” as “palm of the hand”5 and explains that ketonet passim means a
garment with remarkably long sleeves that “reached the palm of his hand.” This interpretation implies
a deeper understanding of the significance of the garment. After all, who wears sleeves that reach the
palms? Certainly not hard-working, simple folk, as anyone who has tried to wash dishes in long sleeves
can attest. Rather, long sleeves are worn by royalty, by those free from menial labor. If we understand
Yaakov’s gift this way, we can better understand the brothers’ resentment: perhaps they felt the gift was
a status symbol, marking Yosef as a ruler over his brothers. This concern was reinforced by Yosef’s dreams
and is stated explicitly in the brothers’ reaction to the first dream: “hamaloch timloch aleinu…” – “Will
you surely rule over us?!” (37:8). And if we consider this explanation in light of views that the brothers
knew they were all intended to be forebears of the “chosen” nation,6 then such a gift would have seemed
inappropriate on a national / religious plane as well.
Both Radak’s translation as “piece” and Chazal’s translation as “palm” could be classified as peshat,
straightforwardly textual explanations of a difficult phrase. Although the latter is found in a compilation
referred to as “midrash,” both have their roots in the words of Tanach as understood in their immediate
context, and certainly make sense on a normal human plane – hallmarks of peshat interpretation. The
final explanation I would like to consider is the fourth in the midrash, and is very much not peshat:
. פ"א פוטיפר; סמ"ך סוחרים; יו"ד ישמעאלים; מ"ם מדינים:פסים על שם צרות שהגיעוהו
“Passim” – Named after the troubles that befell him: P – Potiphar; S – socharim [merchants];
I – Ishmaelites; M – Midianites.
According to this explanation, the reason we have trouble translating “passim” is that it is not actually a
word; rather, it is an acronym. The end of perek 37 relates that Yosef was sold from one group to another,
until he found himself in the hands of Potiphar in Egypt.7 According to this midrashic explanation, that
series of sales was already hinted to in the very beginning of the story. Perhaps more shockingly, the hint
is contained in the gift Yaakov gave to his most beloved son!
By explaining passim as an acronym, the midrash calls our attention to this unusual word and suggests
the Torah chose it to hint at deeper concepts than simply a description of the physical item Yaakov gave
Yosef.
The Maharal, in his Gur Aryeh commentary on Rashi (37:3), writes the following about this midrash:
 ובמלת... הביא לו צרות אלו... בשביל שהיה מוסיף לו את כתונת הפסים:בא לומר לך
 מפני כי סוף המעשה הוא תחלת,"פסים" הוזכר פוטיפר ראשונה
. והוא העיקר; לכך הקדימו הכתוב, והשם יתברך רצה שירד למצרים,המחשבה
It comes to tell you: Because [Yaakov] added the ketonet passim for Yosef [beyond what the
brothers received]… he brought these troubles upon him… In the word “passim,” Potiphar
is mentioned first [although he was actually the last to buy Yosef] because the end of the
4. Here is the full text of that passage in the midrash:
 ד"א פסים שהיתה דקה וקלה ביותר ונטמנת בפס,פסים שהיתה מגעת עד פס ידו
 פסים על שם צרות, פסים שהפיסו עליה איזה מהם יוליכה לאביו ועלת ליהודה,יד
 רבי, ד"א פסים,שהגיעוהו פ"א פוטיפר סמ"ך סוחרים יו"ד ישמעאלים מ"ם מדינים
,שמעון בן לקיש בשם רבי אלעזר בן עזריה (תהלים סו) לכו וראו מפעלות אלהים
 למה וישנאו אותו בשביל שיקרע,וכתיב בתריה (שם תהלים ס"ו) הפך ים ליבשה
.הים לפניהם פסים פס ים
5. Again, see Daniel 5:5, and Ibn Ezra.
6. For one instance of this concept in midrashic tradition, consider this passage from
Vayikra Rabbah 36:
אברהם יצא ממנו ישמעאל וכל בני קטורה; יצחק יצא ממנו עשו וכל אלופי אדום; אבל
 הה"ד (בראשית מב) "כלנו בני איש אחד נחנו. כל בניו צדיקים-  מטתו שלימה,יעקב."
This passage could indicate that the brothers’ words, “we are all sons of one man,”
illustrate their awareness that they would all be part of the Jewish heritage – unlike
some of the children of Avraham and Yitzchak.
7. An analysis of who sold Yosef, to whom, is beyond the scope of this essay. See pesukim
25-36, with Rashbam and others. See also Gur Aryeh on 37:3 regarding the relationship
between the words “socharim” and “Midyanim,” as understood in this midrash.

incident is the beginning in thought: Hashem, may He be blessed, wanted Yosef to be brought
to Egypt and that is the main thing; therefore, Scripture placed it first.
I see two messages in the Gur Aryeh’s understanding of our midrash. The first is that we need to
take great care in our actions, lest their consequences turn out to be the opposite of those intended.
We might assume that Yaakov made this special garment for his favorite son with the intention of doing
something good for him, but it ended up having precisely the opposite effect.
Second, however, is that when we think of opposites, we can also remember that what seems to us
to be the end of a story is, in G-d’s eyes, really the beginning. We might not know why things happen
to us, and we might not be able to foresee all the unintended results of our own actions – but there is
One who does, and He will make sure the big picture turns out right. As Yosef himself points out to his
brothers, the entire story of their jealousy and behavior towards him ultimately saved them all from
famine: ““ – ”כי למחיה שלחני אלקים לפניכםFor G-d sent me before you, to sustain life” (Bereishis 45:5).

IS YOUR FILTER DEPRESSED?

Dr. Jeffrey Lautman
I would like to share with you some of the thoughts and ideas generated by a recent class
after the YIGC Hashkama Minyan. Please note that we meet weekly, and all are welcome and
invited to attend.
The class focused on the first six sentences of the 21st chapter of the Book of Kings I.
However, in order to understand a new chapter, you often have to start with a transition
sentence from the last chapter, so let me first set the stage:
At the end of Chapter 20, the king, Achav, has just been chastised by a prophet and informed
that a fate of death awaits him. So what does Achav do?
; סַר ו ְזָעֵף,שׂרָאֵל עַל בֵּיתֹו
ְ ִ מלֶך ְ י
ֶ ְ  מג ו ַי ֵּלֶך43 And the king of Israel went to his house sullen
.שֹמְרֹונ ָה
ׁ , ו ַי ּ ָבֹאjjj
and displeased, and came to Samaria.1
What strikes you as unusual in this sentence?
This is a wonderful example of a transition sentence.
Not only does the pasuk tell us the geographical location of the king, but it also – unusually, as
the Tanach rarely describes characters’ emotional states – tells us his psychological location.
Both "locations,” geographical and emotional, play a critical role in the next chapter.
What is the significance of "?"ו ַי ּ ָבֹא סַר ו ְזָעֵף
Fortunately for our class, psychiatrist Dr. Sara Goldman was present. She pointed out that the
king’s behavior is consistent with depression.
Now, let us study the development of Achav’s depression in the first six sentences of the next
chapter. Pay close attention to what is said and what is heard.
כֶר ֶם הָי ָה
ּ ,אלֶּה
ֵ ה
ָ הדְּבָר ִים
ַ אחַר
ַ , א ו ַיְהִי1 And it came to pass after these things, that
Navot the Jezreelite had a vineyard, which
אצֶל
ֵ שׁר בְּי ִזְרְעֶאל
ֶ ֲ א,ל ְנ ָבֹות הַי ִּזְרְעֵאל ִי
was in Jezreel, by the palace of Achav, king
.שֹמְרֹון
ׁ ְ מלֶך
ֶ ,חאָב
ְ א
ַ הֵיכ ַל
of Samaria.
תּנ ָה לִּי
ְ חאָב אֶל נ ָבֹות ל ֵאמֹר
ְ א
ַ  ב ו ַיְדַבֵּר2 And Achav said to Navot, saying: 'Give me
 כִּי הּוא,מך ָ ו ִיהִי ל ִי לְג ַן יָר ָק
ְ ְ כ ַר
ּ אֶת
your vineyard, that I may have it for a garden
,תּיו
ָ ח
ְ ת
ַ ּ ָ תּנ ָה לְך
ְ א
ֶ ְ  ו,אצֶל בֵּיתִי
ֵ קָרֹוב
of herbs, because it is near my house; and
,ָ בְעֵינ ֶיך
ּ מּּנּו; אִם טֹוב
ֶ מ
ִ כֶר ֶם טֹוב
ּ
I will give you a better vineyard in its place;
.מחִיר ז ֶה
ְ תּנ ָה לְך ָ כֶסֶף
ְ א
ֶ
or, if it seems good to you, I will give you
its price in money.'
,’ חָל ִיל ָה לִּי מֵה:חאָב
ְ א
ַ  אֶל, ג וַיֹ ּאמֶר נ ָבֹות3 And Navot said to Achav: 'The Lord forbid
.ְ חל ַת אֲבֹתַי לָך
ֲ ַ תּי אֶת נ
ִ ת
ִּ מ
ִ
it me, that I should give the inheritance of
my fathers to you.'
1. Translations are based on JPS 1917, from www.mechon-mamre.org;
some have been modernized.

,חאָב אֶל בֵּיתֹו סַר ו ְזָעֵף
ְ א
ַ ד ו ַי ּ ָבֹא
אל ָיו נ ָבֹות
ֵ שׁר דִּבֶּר
ֶ ֲהדּ ָב ָר א
ַ עַל
ָ תּן לְך
ֵ א
ֶ  לֹא, וַיֹ ּאמֶר,הַי ִּזְרְעֵאל ִי
;חל ַת אֲבֹותָי
ֲ ַ אֶת נ
,סּב אֶת פָּנ ָיו
ֵ ַ ּ  ו ַי,טּתֹו
ָ מ
ִ  עַל,שכַּב
ְׁ ִּ ו ַי
.אכ ַל לָחֶם
ָ וְלֹא

4 And Achav came into his house sullen and
displeased because of the matter which Navot
the Jezreelite had spoken to him; for he had
said: 'I will not give you the inheritance of my
fathers.' And he laid down on his bed, and
turned away his face, and would eat no bread.

;שּׁתֹו
ְ א
ִ  אִיזֶבֶל,אל ָיו
ֵ תבֹא
ָ ּ ַ  ה ו5 But Jezebel his wife came to him, and said to
סר ָה
ָ ָ חך
ֲ  מַה ז ֶּה רּו,אל ָיו
ֵ תדַבֵּר
ְּ ַ ו,
him: 'Why is your spirit so sullen, that you eat
. אֹכֵל לָחֶם,ָ וְאֵינְך
no bread?'
 כִּי אֲדַבֵּר אֶל נ ָבֹות,ָאל ֶיה
ֵ ו ַיְדַבֵּר
תּנ ָה לִּי אֶת
ְ הַי ִּזְרְעֵאל ִי וָאֹמַר לֹו
,תּה
ָ א
ַ חפֵץ
ָ  אֹו אִם,בְכֶסֶף
ּ ָ מך
ְ ְ כ ַר
ּ
,תּיו; וַיֹ ּאמֶר
ָ ח
ְ ת
ַ ּ תּנ ָה לְך ָ כֶר ֶם
ְ א
ֶ
.כ ַרְמִי
ּ תּן לְך ָ אֶת
ֵ א
ֶ לֹא

 ו6 And he said unto her: 'Because I spoke to Navot
the Jezreelite, and said to him: Give me your
vineyard for money; or, if it please you, I will
give you another vineyard in its place; and he
answered: I will not give you my vineyard.'

The first sentence describes the two characters’ points of origin, highlighting the demarcation
of Navot’s historical land rights.
In the second sentence, we have the offer by the king for the purchase of the vineyard of
Navot. Note that the king does not attempt to confiscate the land or even use a legal ploy like
eminent domain. Rather, he offers him the choice of a better vineyard or a very good price.
Would you interpret this as a positive instance of being kind and generous, or as a surprising
and possibly negative case of a king not being very king-like?
To give you some background, consider that Samuel warned the nation explicitly that this is
what a king will do (I Samuel 8:14):
כ ַרְמֵיכֶם
ּ ש ׂדֹותֵיכֶם וְאֶת
ְ  יד וְאֶת14 And he will take your fields, and your vineyards,
;קּח
ָ ִ  הַּטֹובִים י,ו ְז ֵיתֵיכֶם
and your oliveyards, even the best of them,
. לַעֲבָד ָיו,ו ְנָתַן
and give them to his servants.
Note that at the beginning of this speech (1 Samuel 8:11), Samuel used the phrase
"mishpat hamelech." This loosely translates to “the king’s rule,” but it uses the Hebrew root
for “justice” – indicating that it is just for a king to do such a thing. If Achav had the right to
simply seize the land, why did he not do it? This lack of assertiveness does not stem from
Achav’s kind nature, but is typical of depression and prepares the reader for further indications
of Achav’s worsening emotional state.
The third sentence of our story records Navot’s refusal. His refusal is not about the king,
but rather emphasizes the fact that the land was given to him by G-d. The powerful phrase,
“'“( ”חלילה לי מהthe Lord forbid it me”) shows that the refusal stems from deep emotion
and religious commitment on Navot’s part; it is ingrained in him that this land should not ever
be transferred to anyone.
Now, look at the fourth sentence. How we do break it up? Note that the beginning and end
of the sentence both reveal the emotional and psychological state of the king. He comes back
to his house in a state of depression - and this causes him to reverse the order of Navot’s
words, at the center of the verse. No longer is it primarily about land being given by God, but
in Achav’s perception, it is personal: “I will not give YOU the land of my fathers” – though I
might give it to somebody else.
Reacting to Navot’s response as he remembers it, Achav retreats to his bed, turns away from
the world, and refuses to eat. This behavior indicates a worsening of the depression, which
will only cause him to further misconstrue the words of Navot.
In the fifth and sixth sentences, Jezebel enters the scene. In recounting the story to her, the
whole concept of this land belonging to Navot’s fathers is dropped. In addressing his situation
to Jezebel, Achav portrays himself as the wronged victim in this story. This will then stimulate
his wife to take action.

There are other instances in Tanach where a character’s emotional state affects how he
hears what someone says, while an objective reader can see how the character’s perception
differs from what was actually said.
For example, towards the end of Parshat Toldot, Yaakov is sent by Yitzchak to Padan Aram.
The verb used is "vayishlach" (Bereishit 28:5 – “פ ַדֶּנ ָה אֲר ָם
ּ ְ  ו ַי ֵּלֶך,שלַח יִצְחָק אֶת יַעֲקֹב
ׁ ְ ִ ּ )”וַי,
which means “he sent him” - as one would send a friend or child off on a trip.
However, in the next sentence, the Torah records the story from Esav's viewpoint, and states that
“Esav saw that Yitzchak sent him off” (“פ ַדֶּנ ָה אֲר ָם
ּ ש ַלּח אֹתֹו
ׁ ִ ְ  ו, כִּי בֵרַך ְ יִצְחָק אֶת יַעֲקֹב,ש ׂו
ָ ֵ)”ו ַי ּ ַר ְא ע
– using the word "shilach," a stronger form of the verb which has the implication “go, get
out of here!” and is certainly much more negative. Esav would like to think that Yaakov is a
criminal not only from Esav’s own perspective, but from his father’s too.
In Esav’s case as in Achav’s, personal emotions skew perceptions of others’ behavior and
motivations.
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Food for thought:
1. ““ – ”סַר ו ְזָעֵףsullen and displeased”- Do you recall these or similar words with
other characters in the Tanach? How do various instances of individual emotion
affect perceptions or behaviors?
2. What is the difference in the meaning of these two phrases?
• Mishpat hamelech – used by Samuel in 1 Samuel 8:11
• Mishpat hamelucha – as in 1 Samuel 10:25
(See also Rambam in Hilchos Melachim 4:6. How does he translate the word “ ”יקחin 1 Samuel 8:14?)
Have a pleasant Shabbat.
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Torah Thoughts from the YIGC Community
In this issue Sarah Rudolph analyzes the nature of Joseph’s coat, as well as
the moral and theological effect of this gift. Dr. Jeffrey Lautman presents a
close reading of King Achav’s conflict with Navot, a passage which illustrates
how depression can distort memory.

SHADES OF MEANING IN YOSEF’S COAT

Sarah Rudolph
When I teach the story of Yosef, I like to start by asking my students to tell me what they already know;
almost invariably, the answers involve Yaakov giving Yosef a “coat of many colors” because he was the
favorite son. This famous detail is offered in many translations of the Torah, Jewish and Christian alike;
for instance, the King James Version, Jewish Publication Society, and others. However, if we look at the
original Hebrew phrase, ketonet passim, and commentaries on it, we find that this translation is far from
the only possible meaning.1
Leaving aside the question of precisely what sort of garment a “ketonet” is (a coat, cloak, or tunic of some
kind), let us consider some of the approaches to understanding the descriptive word, passim. What was
special about this particular ketonet?
From what I have seen, the only major Jewish commentator to take the “many-colored” approach is
Radak (Rabbi David Kimchi, 1160-1235, Provence). He explains that passim is the plural form of pas,
“piece”: Yaakov made Yosef a garment out of pieces of differently-colored fabric. Radak then addresses
the significance of this garment to the story, here too representing the interpretation most of us have
always learned: “The ketonet was beautiful, and this caused them to hate him…”2
While this is a nice, neat explanation that makes for good school projects, it raises some questions. One
difficulty is that the meaning of “pas” is debatable; the very pasuk on which Radak bases his understanding
of the word is subject to differing explanations.3 In fact, Bereishis Rabbah 84:8 offers no less than five
1. For one notable counter-example to the translations mentioned above, see the Artscroll
Stone Tanach, which follows Rashi’s explanation and says the gift was “a fine woolen tunic.”
2. The text of Radak:
, והיתה הכתונת עשויה פס אחד מצבע אחד ופס אחד מצבע אחר,פסים מענין פס ידיו
כמו כלי מילת שעשוים פסים פסים; והיתה הכתונת נאה וזה היה
.גורם לו שישנאו אותו מלבד שהיה מדבר עליהם רע אל אביהם
3. See Daniel 5:5 and commentaries there, as well as Ibn Ezra on Bereishis 37:3 – and the
passage from Bereishis Rabbah cited below.
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