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Chapter VI: Toldot (Gen. 25:19-28:9) 
 
Essay 4. Was David bloodthirsty? 
 

, כְּיוֹן שֶׁרָאָה שְׁמוּאֵל אֶת דָּוִד אַדְמוֹנִי נִתְיָירֵא אָמַר זֶה שׁוֹפֵ˂ דָּמִים כְּעֵשָׂו, "וַיִּשְׁלַח וַיְבִיאֵהוּ וְהוּא אַדְמוֹנִי"עַל פָּסוּק  יַלְקוּט
קָשֶׁה וְכִי לאֹ הָיָה לוֹ לִהְיוֹת כָּ˂ וַהֲלאֹ   ל."ה עֵשָׂו מִדַּעַת עַצְמוֹ הוּא הוֹרֵג אֲבָל זֶה מִדַּעַת סַנְהֶדְרִין הוּא הוֹרֵג עכ"אָמַר לוֹ הקב
 .אלִירֹ  "הָיָה לוֹ מֶה־" , שֶׁהָיָה לוֹ לַעֲשׂוֹת הַרְבֵּה מִלְחָמוֹת עִם אוֹיְבָיו וּ"כִּי דָּמִים רַבִּים שָׁפַכְתָּ "כְּתִיב בְּדָוִד  

  
Yalkut Shimoni, on the verse in which the prophet, Samuel, meets David and is 

commanded by G-d to anoint him as the future king, “So they sent and brought him. He was 
ruddy-cheeked, bright-eyed, and handsome. And the L-rd said, ‘Rise and anoint him, for this is 
the one.’ ”1 “When Samuel saw that David was ruddy, he was afraid and said: ‘This one will 
shed blood, like Esau.’ The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to him, ‘Esau killed at his own 
initiative, but this one kills at the initiative of Sanhedrin.’ ”2 

This is difficult to understand. Wasn’t it supposed to be this way? After all, it is written 
about David: “You have shed much blood.”3 He was supposed to fight many wars with his 
enemies, so “what happened to him,”4 to Samuel, to be afraid? 

 
וַיֵּצֵא הָרִאשׁוֹן "מִדְרָשׁ עַל פָּסוּק  וְיֵשׁ לוֹמַר שֶׁזֶּה הָאַדְמִימוּת אֵינוֹ סִימָן שֶׁיִּהְיֶה שׁוֹפֵ˂ דָּמִים לְבַד, אֶלָּא שֶׁמִּזְגוֹ רַע, כִּדְאִיתָא בְּ 

וְאָמַר,  "אַדְמוֹנִי נִתְיָירֵא  אַדְמוֹנִי  דָּוִד  כְּשֶׁרָאָה שְׁמוּאֵל אֶת  וְלָכֵן  נִידָּתָהּ,  אַף כִּי הָאֱמֶת הוּא שֶׁיֵּשׁ לוֹ לַעֲשׂוֹת    שֶׁשָּׁתָה כָּל דָּם 
רוֹמֶזֶת עַל זֶה, וְהֵשִׁיב    "אַדְמוֹנִי"הַרְבֵּה מִלְחָמוֹת, עִם כָּל זֶה לאֹ הָיָה לוֹ לִיטַנֵּף וּלְטָמֵא נִשְׁמָתוֹ כְּעֵשָׂו בְּדָם נִּידָּה, כְּמוֹ שֶׁמִּלַּת  

  .'ה עֵשָׂו מִדַּעַת עַצְמוֹ וְכוּ"לוֹ הקב
 
One can say that this redness is not necessarily a sign that he is a bloodshedder, but 

rather that his nature is bad, as is stated in the Midrash on the verse, “The first one emerged 
red, like a hairy mantle all over; so they named him Esau,”5 which explains that in the womb, 
Esau drank all the blood of her menstruation,6 i.e., he absorbed the moral contamination from 
his mother, creating a violent nature. Therefore, when Samuel saw that David was ruddy, he 
became afraid and said: “Even though the truth is that he will have to engage in many wars, 

 
* English translation: Copyright © 2024 by Charles S. Stein. Additional essays at https://www.zstorah.com  
1 I Sam. 16:12. 
2 Yalkut Shimoni, parashat Toldot, remez 110:24; Yalkut Shimoni on Nach 124:9; Gen. Rabbah 63:8. 
3 I Chron. 22:8. 
4 Ex. 32:1, 32:23. 
5 Gen. 25:25. 
6 Yalkut Shimoni, parashat Toldot, remez 110:25. 
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nonetheless, he should not stain and defile his soul like Esau, with the blood of menstruation.” 
The word “ruddy” alludes to this. The Holy One, Blessed be He, responded to him: “Esau 
killed at his own initiative, etc.” 

 
מִשּׁוּם דְּאָמְרִינַן   "אַדְמוֹנִי"רוּץ הוּא זֶה וְלָמָּה שָׁתָה דָּוִד דָּם נִידָּה, וְיֵשׁ לוֹמַר דִּלְעוֹלָם לאֹ שָׁתָה, וְלָמָּה קָרְאוּ  ין קָשֶׁה מַה תֵּ יוַעֲדַיִ 

וּבִרְצוֹנוֹ   ,אֵם שֶׁל אִשָּׁה מָלֵא דָּם עוֹמֵד וּמִמֶּנּוּ יוֹצֵא לְמָקוֹר נִידָּתָהּ  ,"חַיִּים וָחֶסֶד עָשִׂיתָ עִמָּדִי"בְּמִדְרָשׁ פָּרָשַׁת תַּזְרִיעַ עַל פָּסוּק  
עֲשִׂירִי)    'ג פ" וּבְסֵפֶר עֲשָׂרָה מַאֲמָרוֹת (מַאֲמָר חֲקוֹר דִּין ח  כ." פָּה שֶׁל לְבָנוֹת בְּתוֹכוֹ וּמִיָּד הַוָּלָד נוֹצָר עיה הוֹלֶכֶת טִ "שֶׁל הקב

פָּה שֶׁהִזְרִיעַ אָבִיו בְּשָׁעָה שֶׁהָיָה שׁוֹתֶה בְּכוֹס זֶה וְנוֹתֵן עֵינָיו וְלִבּוֹ  יכָּתַב שֶׁנֶּפֶשׁ דָּוִד הָיְתָה מִתְקַשָּׁה לָצֵאת לְהִתְלַבֵּשׁ בְּאוֹתָהּ טִ 
רָה לִשְׁמָהּ  ישֶׁאָבִיו צַדִּיק גָּמוּר וְכָל מַעֲשָׂיו לְשֵׁם שָׁמַיִם, וְהִבְטִיחוּ עַל דַּעַת אִמּוֹ שֶׁעָשְׂתָה בְּזֶה עֲבֵ   וֹשְּׂריבִּ ה "בְּכוֹס אַחֵר, וְהקב

 ל. "עכ
 
Yet this remains difficult: What kind of answer is this, and why did David drink the 

blood of menstruation? One can say that he never actually drank it, and so why is he called 
“ruddy,” because it is said in the Midrash, parashat Tazria on the verse, “You created life 
and kindness for me”7: “A woman’s womb is filled with blood, and from there it emerges and 
goes to the place of her menstruation. By the will of the Holy One, Blessed be He, a white 
drop goes and falls inside it; immediately the fetus is formed.”8 

In the book Asara Ma’amarot (Ma’amar Chakor Din, part 3, section 10) it is written 
that although Yishai and his wife had many children, he began to have concerns about whether his 
grandfather Boaz had been correct to marry Ruth, the convert from Moab. Yishai thought that 
perhaps he was unworthy to remain married to his wife, and he planned to instead have a child 
with his maidservant. However, she secretly switched places with his wife, and she became 
pregnant. At this point, the soul of David was struggling to emerge and to be clothed in that 
drop that his father had sowed when he was drinking from one cup, i.e., having relations with 
his wife, but directing his eyes and heart towards another cup, i.e., thinking that he was with 
his maidservant. The Holy One, Blessed be He, informed [David’s soul] that his father was a 
completely righteous man and that all his actions were for the sake of Heaven, and assured 
him that, regarding his mother, that the offense she committed, tricking Yishai by changing 
places with the maidservant, was done for the sake of Heaven.  

 
דָּה שֶׁבְּתוֹ˂ הָאֵם שֶׁל  נַת הַמִּדְרָשׁ הִנֵּה כֹּל הַנּוֹלָדִים נוֹצְרִים מִיָּד שֶׁנִּזְרְעוּ וְאֵינָם מִתְעַכְּבִים כְּלוּם תּוֹ˂ אוֹתוֹ דָּם נִיווְזוֹ הִיא כַּוָּ 

לָצֵאת לְהִתְ  נַפְשׁוֹ מִתְקַשָּׁה  דָּוִד שֶׁנִּתְעַכֵּב שָׁם הַרְבֵּה לְפִי שֶׁהָיְתָה  עַל כֵּן קָלְטָה הִטִּיפָה אוֹתוֹ הַצֶּבַע    ,'לַבֵּשׁ וְכוּהָאִשָּׁה, אֲבָל 
פָּה נוֹצַר הַוָּלָד  ינֶּפֶשׁ בְּאוֹתָהּ הַטִּ אַדְמוֹנִי וְהָיָה דּוֹמֶה כְּמִי שֶׁשָּׁתָה אוֹתוֹ דָּם, וְהָאֱמֶת הוּא שֶׁלּאֹ שָׁתָה כְּלוּם, שֶׁלְּאַחֵר שֶׁנִּכְנְסָה הַ 

פָּה שֶׁלּוֹ שָׁתָה מֵרְצוֹנוֹ דָּם נִדָּתָהּ שֶׁל אִמּוֹ,  ימַה שֶׁאֵין כֵּן עֵשָׂו שֶׁאַף לְאַחֵר שֶׁנִּכְנְסָה הַנֶּפֶשׁ בְּטִ   וּנְפָרֵשׁ מֵהַדָּם שֶׁיֵּשׁ בָּאֵם הָאִשָּׁה, 
  הָכִי הוֹרֵג מִדַּעַת סַנְהֶדְרִין.  וּמִשּׁוּם הָכִי הוֹרֵג נָמֵי מִדַּעַת עַצְמוֹ, מַה שֶׁאֵין כֵּן דָּוִד שֶׁקָּלַט הַצֶּבַע שֶׁלּאֹ כִּרְצוֹנוֹ וּמִשּׁוּם

 
And this is the meaning of the Midrash: Here, all the beings that are born are 

immediately created as soon as they are sown, and they do not delay at all within the 
menstrual blood of the mother. However, regarding David—whose soul was delayed there for 
a long time because it was struggling to emerge and be clothed—the drop he absorbed took 

 
7 Job 10:12. 
8 Lev. Rabbah 14:9. 
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on a reddish hue from the niddah blood because of the delay, and it appeared as though he had 
drunk that blood. But the truth is that he drank nothing, for after the soul entered that drop, 
the fetus was formed and separated from the blood that was in the mother. This is not the 
case with Esau, who, even after the soul entered his drop, willingly drank his mother’s 
menstrual blood. Therefore, he killed by his own will, whereas David, who absorbed the color 
unwillingly, killed by the authority of the Sanhedrin.  

 
סַּנְהֶדְרִין וְלאֹ  בְּ שֶׁהָיָה לוֹ לָדוּן אֶת אוּרִיָּה    'הן קָשֶׁה וַהֲלאֹ אַף דָּוִד הָרַג שֶׁלּאֹ בְּסַנְהֶדְרִין, דְּאָמְרִינַן בְּמַסֶּכֶת שַׁבָּת פֶּרֶק  יאֲבָל עֲדַיִ 

מוֹרֵד    דָּנוּ. אִם  הַדִּין  שֶׁבְּעִקָּר  לוֹמַר  לְדוּנוֹ  בַּ וְיֵשׁ  צָרִי˂  לָאובְּ מַלְכוּת  אוֹ  מַחֲלסַּנְהֶדְרִין  מִצִּינוּ  וְהָרַמְבָּ וֹ ,  תּוֹסָפוֹת  בֵּין  ם,  "קֶת 
וּמִדִּבְרֵי    מֵהִלְכוֹת מְלָכִים) נִרְאֶה דְּלאֹ בָּעֵי סַנְהֶדְרִין כְּלָל, שֶׁכָּתַב סְתָם, יֵשׁ לְמֶלֶ˂ רְשׁוּת לְהוֹרְגוֹ,  'ם (בְּפֶרֶק ג"שֶׁמִּדִּבְרֵי הָרַמְבָּ 

ית דִּין  ) נִרְאֶה דִּסְבִירָא לְהוּ דְּצָרִי˂ לְדוּנוֹ בְּסַנְהֶדְרִין אֶלָּא דְּלאֹ דָּיְינִינַן לֵי כִּשְׁאָר חַיָּיבֵי מִיתוֹת בֵּ ו"תּוֹסָפוֹת בְּסַנְהֶדְרִין (דַּף ל
ם דְּאֵין צָרִי˂ לְדוּנוֹ בְּסַנְהֶדְרִין כְּלָל, וְהַנָּבִיא הוֹכִיחוֹ שֶׁהָיָה לוֹ  " וּמֵעַתָּה אֶפְשָׁר לוֹמַר שֶׁדָּוִד עָשָׂה מַעֲשֶׂה כִּסְבַרָת הָרַמְבָּ   ש."וְעי

, אֲבָל מִכָּל מָקוֹם לאֹ נִקְרָא  "וְהִצִּילוּ הָעֵדָה   . . .  וְשָׁפְטוּ הָעֵדָה" לַחוּשׁ לִסְבַרָת הַתּוֹסָפוֹת כְּדֵי לְהַצִּיל נֶפֶשׁ מִיִּשְׂרָאֵל דִכְתִיב בָּהוּ  
 שֶׁהָרַג מִדַּעַת עַצְמוֹ, אֶלָּא שֶׁסָּבַר שֶׁהַדִּין הוּא כָּ˂. 

 
But it is still difficult, and in fact, for even David killed someone without the 

Sanhedrin’s approval, as it is said in tractate Shabbat, chapter 5 (56a), that he should have 
judged Uriah in the Sanhedrin, but they did not judge him. It can be said that in principle, 
if someone rebels against the monarchy, it is a question whether they should be judged by 
the Sanhedrin or not. We find a disagreement between Tosafot and the Rambam on this 
matter. From the words of the Rambam (in chapter 3 of the Laws of Kings, halacha 8), it 
appears that he does not require the Sanhedrin at all, as he writes generally that the king has 
the authority to kill him. But from the words of Tosafot in tractate Sanhedrin (page 36a, 
commentary on the word “Rabba”), it appears that they hold that the person should be judged 
by the Sanhedrin, but we do not judge him as we do with other capital offenders by the court. 
See there.  

And now, it is possible to say that David acted according to the opinion of the 
Rambam, who holds that there is no need for him to be judged by the Sanhedrin at all. 

However, the prophet rebuked him, saying that he should have considered the view 
of Tosafot, in order to save the life of a Jew, as it is written, “the assembly shall decide between 
the slayer and the blood-avenger in such cases; The assembly shall protect the killer from the 
blood-avenger, and the assembly shall restore him to the city of refuge to which he fled, and there 
he shall remain until the death of the high priest who was anointed with the sacred oil.”9 But in 
any case, it is not considered that he killed by his own will, but rather that he believed the 
law to be such.  

 

 
9 Num. 35:24–25. 
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בְּחֶרֶב  לִיהָרֵג  שֶׁדִּינוֹ    מַלְכוּתבַּ , וְלָמָּה דַּוְקָא בְּחֶרֶב, כְּדֵי לְהַרְאוֹת שֶׁהָיָה מוֹרֵד  "אֵת אוּרִיָּה הַחִתִּי הִכִּיתָ בַחֶרֶב"וּבְזֶה יוּבַן הַפָּסוּק  
צָרִי˂ לוֹמַר שֶׁהוֹאִיל שֶׁהַטַּעַם שֶׁמּוֹרֵד    ם, וְלָמָּה לאֹ חָשַׁשְׁתָּ לִסְבַרָת הַתּוֹסָפוֹת כְּדֵי לְהַצִּיל נֶפֶשׁ,"דַּוְקָא כְּמוֹ שֶׁפָּסַק שָׁם הָרַמְבָּ 

נַת דָּוִד הָיְתָה וכַּוָּ ב מִיתָה הוּא מִפְּנֵי שֶׁזִּלְזֵל בִּכְבוֹדוֹ שֶׁל מֶלֶ˂, הוּא הַדִּין שֶׁאֵין לוֹ לְמֶלֶ˂ לְזַלְזֵל בְּעַצְמוֹ, וְכָאן שֶׁ יבְּמַלְכוּת חַיָּ 
אֹתוֹ הָרַגְתָּ בְּחֶרֶב בְּנֵי  ". אֲבָל מַאי טַעֲמָא  בְּסַנְהֶדְרִיןשֶׁת פָּנִים לְדוּנוֹ  וֹהָיָה לְ˃ בּ  בֶּרֶת מִמֶּנּוּ,וּלִיקַח אֶת אִשְׁתּוֹ שֶׁהָיְתָה כְּבָר מְע

 הַר.וֹשֶׁשֵּׁם עֲבוֹדָה זָרָה הָיָה חָקוּק עַל אוֹתָהּ הַחֶרֶב כִּדְאִיתָא בְּז "עַמּוֹן
 
With this, we can understand the verse in which Nathan criticized David: “You have 

struck Uriah the Hittite with the sword; you took his wife and made her your wife and killed 
him by the sword of the Ammonites.”10 David ordered Uriah to the frontlines against the 
Ammonites, where it was almost certain that he would be killed, as indeed happened. Why did he 
kill him specifically with the sword? To show that he was rebelling against the monarchy, and 
his punishment was to be killed by the sword, just as the Rambam rules there.  

Why didn’t you consider the view of Tosafot, in order to save a life? We must say that 
since the reason a rebel against the monarchy is sentenced to death is because he has belittled 
the honor of the king, it follows that the king himself should not belittle his own honor. Here, 
since David’s intent was to take the wife of Uriah, who was already pregnant with his child, 
it would have been a disgrace to David to judge [Uriah] in the Sanhedrin. But why is it that 
Nathan criticized David by saying, “you killed him by the sword of the Ammonites.” Because 
[the sword] had idolatry engraved on it, as is stated in the Zohar: 

On each of the swords of the children of Amon, a crooked serpent was 
engraved, an image of a dragon, which is their idol. The Holy One, Blessed be He, 
said, you have empowered that abomination. For when the children of Amon killed 
Uriah together with many of the children of Yisrael, the sword of the children of 
Amon grew strong at that time, and much strength was added to that idol and 
abomination. 

- Zohar II:107a 
 

 הַנָּבִיא לְדָוִד עַל זֶה שְׁמַע מִינַּהּ שֶׁהַדִּין הוּא שֶׁצָּרִי˂  ם הַנִּזְכָּר לְמַעְלָה, דְּהָא מִדְּהוֹכִיחַ " ן יֵשׁ לְדַקְדֵּק בִּסְבַרָת הָרַמְבָּ יאָמְנָם עֲדַיִ 
ד בְּמַלְכוּת וּמִשּׁוּם הָכִי הָיָה צָרִי˂ לְדוּנוֹ בְּסַנְהֶדְרִין  וֹן כְּלָל לִמְרווְיֵשׁ לוֹמַר דְּהָכָא שָׁאנֵי, שֶׁאוּרִיָּה לאֹ נִתְכַּוֵּ   לְדוּנוֹ בַּסַּנְהֶדְרִין.

וּמִטַּעַם זֶה אֶפְשָׁר    ד בּוֹ.וֹנוּ הֵיכָא שֶׁמְכַוֵּין וַדַּאי לִמְרואִם נִקְרָא מוֹרֵד בַּמַּלְכוּת אוֹ לאֹ, וּכְשֶׁאָנוּ אוֹמְרִים שֶׁיֵּשׁ רְשׁוּת לְמֶלֶ˂ הַיְ 
נַת מֶרֶד, כְּמוֹ  ור בְּלאֹ כַּוָּ וֹב מִיתָה אַף אִם יַעֲבייֵּ וּוּי לְשִׁמְעִי, כְּדֵי שֶׁיִּתְחַ ימֶר הַשְּׁבוּעָה עַל צִ וֹצְרַ˂ שְׁ˄מֹה לְהוֹסִיף חוּלוֹמַר שֶׁה

  שֶׁבֶּאֱמֶת כֵן הָיָה הַמַּעֲשֶׂה.
 
However, there is still a question on the reasoning of Maimonides mentioned above, 

for the prophet rebuked David for this, which implies that the law is that he should have been 
judged by the Sanhedrin. It can be said that here it is different, since Uriah did not intend to 
rebel against the monarchy at all. Therefore, it was necessary to judge him in the Sanhedrin 
to determine whether he could be considered a rebel against the monarchy or not. When we 
say that the king has the authority to kill, this applies only when the person is clearly 
intending to rebel.  

 
10 II Sam. 12:9. 
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For this reason, it can be said that Solomon had to add the severity of the oath to the 
command to Shimei, so that he would be liable for death even if he transgressed without the 
intent of rebellion, as in fact happened in this case. This refers to I Kings, chapter 2, where 
David explained that Shimei had insulted him,11 but then upon later meeting him, David swore 
that he would not [personally] have him killed. However, at the end of his life, David instructed 
his son, Solomon, to take revenge for him, saying: “So do not let him go unpunished; for you are 
a wise man and you will know how to deal with him and send his gray hair down to Sheol in 
blood.”12 Solomon ordered Shimei to move to Jerusalem and remain there, but after 3 years Shimei 
left. When he returned, Solomon had him executed.13 

 
הַכָּתוּב   מַשְׁמָעוּת  אֶפְשָׁר לוֹ  "וְעַתָּה אַל־תְּנַקֵּהוּ"וְזֶהוּ  אִי  עַוְלָתָה בּוֹ  יִמְצָא  אִם לאֹ  וְהָא  יְּנַקֵּהוּ  מְצַוֶּה לוֹ שֶׁלּאֹ  דְּאֵי˂  וְקָשֶׁה   ,

כְּמוֹ שֶׁכְּבָר חֵטְא וְזִלְזֵל    , אֲבָל הוּא אֵינוֹ אִישׁ חָכָם וְלִפְעָמִים יִהְיֶה תּוֹעֶה בְּשׁוֹגֵג,"כִּי אִישׁ חָכָם אָתָּה"לַהֲמִיתוֹ, וְעַל זֶה תֵּירֵץ, 
  ."עֲווֹנֹתָיו יִלְכְּדֻנוֹ"כִּי  "מַה־שֶּׁהָיָה הוּא שֶׁיִּהְיֶה" בְּדָוִד, וּגְמִירִי אֵין אָדָם חוֹטֵא אֶלָּא אִם כֵן נִכְנָס בּוֹ רוּחַ שְׁטוּת, וּ 

 
This is the meaning of the verse, “So do not let him go unpunished.” This is difficult 

to understand, for how can he command that he not be absolved, when if no guilt is found in 
him, it is impossible to kill him? About this, it is explained, “You are a wise man,” but Shimei 
is not a wise man, and sometimes he may err unintentionally, as he already sinned and 
insulted David. We learn that a person does not sin unless a spirit of folly enters him.14 “What 
has been will be,”15 for “the wicked man’s sins will trap him.”16 

 

י אוֹמֵר שֶׁהַגֵּט כְּרִיתוּת שֶׁהָיָה כּוֹתֵב אִישׁ לְאִשְׁתּוֹ הָיָה עַל תְּנָאַי אִם  "דְּרַשִׁ   ,ת"י וְר", דְּהִנֵּה נֶחֶלְקוּ רַשִׁ אַחֶרֶתבְּדֶרֶ˂    אִי נָמֵי
י דְּאָמַר "אַלִּיבָּא דְּרַשִׁ בְּסַנְהֶדְרִין  וּבְעַל חִידּוּשֵׁי אַגָּדוֹת תֵּירֵץ לָמָּה לאֹ דָּנוּ    ת סוֹבֵר שֶׁהָיָה גֵּט גָּמוּר בְּצִנְעָא."יָמוּת בְּמִלְחָמָה, וְר

לאֹ הָיָה גֵּט לְמַפְרֵעַ מִפְּנֵי שֶׁלּאֹ הָיָה מֵת בְּמִלְחָמָה,  בְּסַנְהֶדְרִין  שֶׁאִם הָיָה דָּן אוֹתוֹ    שֶׁהַגֵּט הָיָה עַל תְּנָאַי אִם יָמוּת בְּמִלְחָמָה,
  ל. "יפִין עכת שֶׁאוֹמֵר שֶׁהָיָה גֵּט גָּמוּר בְּצִנְעָא יֵשׁ לוֹמַר שֶׁלּאֹ דָּנוּ בַּסַּנְהֶדְרִין שֶׁלּאֹ יאֹמְרוּ בָּא עָלָיו בַּעֲקִ "וּלְדִבְרֵי ר

 
Alternatively, it can be explained in another way. Behold, Rashi and Rabbeinu Tam 

disagree—Rashi says that the bill of divorce that a man wrote to his wife was conditional, 
that if he dies in battle, it would take effect. But Rabbeinu Tam holds that it was a complete 
bill of divorce, written secretly.17  

And the author of Chiddushei Aggadot, i.e., the Maharsha, explained why they did not 
judge him in the Sanhedrin according to Rashi, who says the bill of divorce was conditional 
on his death in battle. He said that if they had judged him in the Sanhedrin, the bill of divorce 
would not have been valid retroactively, because he did not die in battle. But according to 
Rabbeinu Tam, who says it was a complete bill of divorce, one can say they did not judge him 
in the Sanhedrin so that they would not say they acted indirectly against him.  

 
11 As related in II Sam. 16:13. 
12 I Kings 2:9. 
13 I Kings 2:36–46. 
14 Sotah 3a. 
15 Eccl. 1:9. 
16 Prov. 5:22. 
17 Shabbat 56a, commentary on “Get”. 
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הַפָּסוּק,   נְפָרֵשׁ  בַחֶרֶב"וּבְזֶה  הִכִּיתָ  הַחִתִּי  אוּרִיָּה  בְּמַלְכוּת,  "אֵת  מוֹרֵד  שֶׁהָיָה  מִפְּנֵי  בְּחֶרֶב,  וְלָמָּה  לְּ˃  ",  לָקַחְתָּ  וְאֶת־אִשְׁתּוֹ 

וְאִם כֵּן    ת שֶׁהַגֵּט הָיָה גֵּט גָּמוּר,"רוּשׁ רידֶם שֶׁיָּמוּת אוּרִיָּה, שְׁמַע מִינַּהּ דִּסְבִירָא לָ˂ כְּפֵ וֹלּוּ קי, דְּמַשְׁמָע כְּבָר לְקָחָהּ אֲפִ "לְאִשָּׁה
י דְּהַגֵּט הָיָה עַל תְּנָאַי, אִם יָמוּת בַּמִּלְחָמָה יִהְיֶה גֵּט, וְאִם  "רוּשׁ רַשִׁ ידְּנִרְאֶה דִּסְבִירָא לָ˂ כְּפֵ   "הָרַגְתָּ בְּחֶרֶב בְּנֵי עַמּוֹןוְאֹתוֹ  "לָמָּה  

  י אוֹ כְּרַבֵּינוּ תָּם. ", וְעַל כֵן עָבַדְתָּ תַרְתֵּי דְּסִתְרָן אַהֲדָדֵי אוֹ כְּרַשִׁ "בְּחֶרֶב בְּנֵי עַמּוֹן"לָאו לאֹ יִהְיֶה גֵּט, וּבִשְׁבִיל זֶה הָרַגְתָּ אוֹתוֹ 
 
With this, we can explain the verse of Nathan’s criticism: “You have struck Uriah the 

Hittite with the sword”—and why with the sword? Because he was a rebel against the 
monarchy. “You took his wife and made her your wife”—which implies that he already took 
her even before Uriah died. From this, we can infer that you follow the explanation of 
Rabbeinu Tam, that the bill of divorce was a complete bill of divorce. 

But if so, why is it that “you killed him by the sword of the Ammonites”? This suggests 
that you follow the explanation of Rashi, that the bill of divorce was conditional, that if he 
dies in battle, it would be valid, but if not, it would not be valid. For this reason, you killed 
him with the sword of the Ammonites. Thus, you acted in a way that contradicts itself, 
whether according to Rashi or according to Rabbeinu Tam. 

 
* * * 


