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Parashat Korach 2026 
 
In Parashat Korach, the rebellion begins with a phrase that sounds almost reasonable, 
even holy: “You have gone too far! For all the community are holy, all of them, and 
Adonai is in their midst. Why then do you raise yourselves above Adonai’s 
congregation?” (Numbers 16:3) 
 
Moses answers by turning the same phrase back toward Korach and his company: 
“You have gone too far, sons of Levi!” (Numbers 16:7) 
 
The Hebrew phrase is ַםכֶלָ־בר , literally something like “too much for you” or “enough for 
you.” What’s fascinating is that the conflict escalates not only because people disagree, 
but because the same language gets thrown back and forth. The words become weapons, 
and once that happens, the conversation changes. 
 
What are some real-world examples where language itself escalates a conflict? 
 
Text 1: June 9, 1954: The McCarthy Hearings 
U.S. Army Chief Counsel Joseph Welch vs. Senator Joseph McCarthy 
 
Welch: Until this moment, Senator, I think I never really gauged your cruelty or your 
recklessness. Fred Fisher is a young man who went to the Harvard Law School and came 
into my firm and is working there. Shortly after that, Mr. Cohn [Roy Cohn, Senator 
McCarthy’s aide] called me up and said that Fred Fisher had been associated with the 
Lawyers Guild for some time, some guild or other, some very dubious thing. I was fool 
enough to think that your boy was somewhat more modest than to try to expose a young 
man who had gone to Harvard Law School and had had his first association in his life in 
the law with us. I brought him down here, I had him sit at my table, I had him out here 
to lunch. I said, “Fred, I just don’t think you ought to be exposed on the stand.” I said, 
“Let’s have you not sit at the table.” I asked you, Mr. McCarthy, if you would not 
personally expose this young man, and I said to you, “If you do, you can see how deeply 
pained I am.” I did not dream that you would be so reckless and so cruel as to do this in 
spite of my request. I will not discuss this further with you. If there is a God in heaven, it 
will do neither you nor your boy any good. I will not discuss it further. Have you left no 
sense of decency?” 
 
Senator McCarthy: Mr. Welch, I— 
 
Welch: If there’s a man in this room who wants to take any cause for this young man, 
oh, my lord, I will listen to him. 
 
Senator McCarthy: Mr. Welch, I just wish to say that in view of— 
 
Welch: You’ve done enough. Have you no sense of decency, sir, at long last? Have you 
left no sense of decency? 
 
 



 2 

 Analysis:  
McCarthy’s tactic was to accuse and expose while Welch’s response named the 
behavior itself as indecent. The conflict shifted from “Who is loyal?” to “What 
kind of person conducts himself this way in public?” The phrase became a 
turning point because it challenged not only McCarthy’s argument but his moral 
legitimacy. The U.S. Senate’s own account identifies the moment as one of the 
central episodes in the hearings. 

 
Study Question:  
When does calling out someone’s behavior stop escalation, and when does it add  
more fuel? 

 
 
Text 2: May 19, 1856: “The Crime Against Kansas” 
Massachusetts Senator Charles Sumner vs. South Carolina Senator Andrew Butler 
 
Senator Sumner: Such is the crime, and such the criminal, which it is my duty in this 
debate to expose, and, by the blessing of God, this duty shall be done completely to the 
end. But, before entering upon the argument, I must say something of a general 
character, particularly in response to what has fallen from Senators who have raised 
themselves to eminence on this floor in championship of human wrongs. I mean the 
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. Butler), and the Senator from Illinois (Mr. Douglas), 
who, though unlike as Don Quixote and Sancho Panza, yet, like this couple, sally forth 
together in the same adventure. I regret much to miss the elder Senator from his seat; 
but the cause, against which he has run a tilt, with such activity of animosity, demands 
that the opportunity of exposing him should not be lost; and it is for the cause that I 
speak. The Senator from South Carolina has read many books of chivalry, and believes 
himself a chivalrous knight, with sentiments of honor and courage. Of course, he has 
chosen a mistress to whom he has made his vows, and who, though ugly to others, is 
always lovely to him; though polluted in the sight of the world, is chaste in his sight. I 
mean the harlot, Slavery. For her, his tongue is always profuse in words. Let her be 
impeached in character, or any proposition made to shut her out from the extension of 
her wantonness, and no extravagance of manner or hardihood of assertion is then too 
great for this Senator. The frenzy of Don Quixote, in behalf of his wench, Dulcinea del 
Toboso, is all surpassed. The asserted rights of Slavery, which shock equality of all 
kinds, are cloaked by a fantastic claim of equality. If the slave States cannot enjoy what, 
in mockery of the great fathers of the Republic, he misnames equality under the 
Constitution in other words, the full power in the National Territories to compel 
fellowmen to unpaid toil, to separate husband and wife, and to sell little children at the 
auction block then, sir, the chivalric Senator will conduct the State of South Carolina out 
of the Union! Heroic knight! Exalted Senator! A second Moses come for a second 
exodus!  
 
But not content with this poor menace, which we have been twice told was “measured,” 
the Senator in the unrestrained chivalry of his nature, has undertaken to apply 
opprobrious words to those who differ from him on this floor. He calls them “sectional 
and fanatical,” and opposition to the usurpation in Kansas he denounces as “an 
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uncalculating fanaticism.” To be sure, these charges lack all grace of originality and all 
sentiment of truth, but the adventurous Senator does not hesitate. He is the 
uncompromising, unblushing representative on this floor of a flagrant sectionalism, 
which now domineers over the Republic, and yet with a ludicrous ignorance of his own 
position, unable to see himself as others see him -- or with an effrontery which even his 
white head ought not to protect from rebuke, he applies to those here who resist his 
sectionalism the very epithet which designates himself. The men who strive to bring 
back the Government to its original policy, when Freedom and not Slavery was 
sectional, he arraigns as sectional. This will not do. It involves too great a perversion of 
terms. I tell that Senator that it is to himself, and to the “organization” of which he is the 
“committed advocate,” that this epithet belongs. I now fasten it upon them. For myself, I 
care little for names; but since the question has been raised here, I affirm that the 
Republican party of the Union is in no just sense sectional, but, more than any other 
party, national; and that it now goes forth to dislodge from the high places of the 
Government the tyrannical sectionalism of which the Senator from South Carolina is 
one of the maddest zealots. 
 
 Analysis:  

In 1856, Senator Charles Sumner delivered the above speech in which he attacked 
pro-slavery forces and singled out senators Stephen Douglas and Andrew Butler. 
Sumner didn’t simply oppose a policy; he framed the Kansas struggle as a “crime” 
and identified villains. Representative Preston Brooks, Butler’s relative, treated 
the speech as an insult to family and honor, and, three days later, beat Sumner 
with a cane on the Senate floor. The Senate’s historical account explicitly 
connects Sen. Brooks’s attack to Sen. Sumner’s speech. 
 
Study Question:  
What happens when public criticism is heard not as an argument, but as an 
attack on identity, family, or honor? 

 
Text 3: September 20, 2001: The Post-9/11 Speech 
President George W. Bush to a joint session of Congress 
 
Americans are asking: How will we fight and win this war? We will direct every resource 
at our command -- every means of diplomacy, every tool of intelligence, every 
instrument of law enforcement, every financial influence, and every necessary weapon 
of war -- to the disruption and to the defeat of the global terror network. This war will 
not be like the war against Iraq a decade ago, with a decisive liberation of territory and a 
swift conclusion. It will not look like the air war above Kosovo two years ago, where no 
ground troops were used and not a single American was lost in combat. 
 
Our response involves far more than instant retaliation and isolated strikes. Americans 
should not expect one battle, but a lengthy campaign, unlike any other we have ever 
seen. It may include dramatic strikes, visible on TV, and covert operations, secret even 
in success. We will starve terrorists of funding, turn them one against another, drive 
them from place to place, until there is no refuge or no rest. And we will pursue nations 
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that provide aid or safe haven to terrorism. Every nation, in every region, now has a 
decision to make: either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists. 
  
 Analysis: 

The speech came nine days after the September 11 attacks and framed the coming 
response as a global dividing line with the line, “either you are with us or you are 
with the terrorists.” The phrase reduces the space between alliance and enmity. It 
can rally people with moral clarity, but it also narrows the room for ambiguity, 
negotiation, or even partial dissent. The power of the line is precisely its danger: 
it makes neutrality sound like betrayal. 
 
Study Question:  
When does moral clarity become morally dangerous because it leaves no room for 
complexity? 

 
Text 4: September 9, 2009: “You lie!” 
Representative Joe Wilson (R-SC) to President Barack Obama 
 
President Obama: And I have no doubt that these reforms would greatly benefit 
Americans from all walks of life, as well as the economy as a whole. Still, given all the 
misinformation that's been spread over the past few months, I realize -- (applause) -- I 
realize that many Americans have grown nervous about reform. So tonight I want to 
address some of the key controversies that are still out there.  
 
Some of people’s concerns have grown out of bogus claims spread by those whose only 
agenda is to kill reform at any cost. The best example is the claim made not just by radio 
and cable talk show hosts, but by prominent politicians, that we plan to set up panels of 
bureaucrats with the power to kill off senior citizens. Now, such a charge would be 
laughable if it weren’t so cynical and irresponsible. It is a lie, plain and simple.  
(Applause.) 
 
There are also those who claim that our reform efforts would insure illegal immigrants.  
This, too, is false. The reforms -- the reforms I’m proposing would not apply to those 
who are here illegally.  
 
Representative Wilson: You lie!  (Boos.) 
 
 Analysis: 

In 2009, during President Obama’s address to a joint session of Congress on 
health care, Representative Joe Wilson shouted	“You lie!” As a result, 
Representative Wilson was formally rebuked by the House. Disagreement 
became accusation, and accusation became public rupture. Rep. Wilson didn’t 
say, “That’s inaccurate” or “I disagree.” He challenged the President’s honesty in 
the middle of a formal address, turning a policy debate into a fight over 
legitimacy and decorum. 
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Study Question: 
Why does “You’re wrong” land differently from “You’re lying”? 

 
Text 5: October 5, 1988: The Vice Presidential Debates 
Senator Dan Quayle vs. Senator Lloyd Bensten, with questions asked by Tom Brokaw 
and Bob Woodward 
 
Brokaw: Senator Quayle, I don’t mean to beat this drum until it has no more sound in it. 
But to follow up on Brit Hume’s question, when you said that it was a hypothetical 
situation, it is, sir, after all, the reason that we’re here tonight, because you are running 
not just for Vice President. And if you cite the experience that you had in Congress, 
surely you must have some plan in mind about what you would do if it fell to you to 
become President of the United States, as it has to so many Vice Presidents just in the 
last 25 years or so. 
 
Quayle: Let me try to answer the question one more time. I think this is the fourth time 
that I’ve had this question. 
 
Brokaw: The third time. 
 
Quayle: Three times that I’ve had this question – and I will try to answer it again for 
you, as clearly as I can, because the question you are asking is what kind of 
qualifications does Dan Quayle have to be president, what kind of qualifications do I 
have and what would I do in this kind of a situation. And what would I do in this 
situation? I would make sure that the people in the cabinet and the people that are 
advisors to the president are called in, and I would talk to them, and I will work with 
them. And I will know them on a firsthand basis, because as vice president I will sit on 
the National Security Council. And I will know them on a firsthand basis, because I’m 
going to be coordinating the drug effort. I will know them on a firsthand basis because 
Vice President George Bush is going to recreate the Space Council, and I will be in 
charge of that. I will have day-to-day activities with all the people in government. And 
then, if that unfortunate situation happens – if that situation, which would be very 
tragic, happens, I will be prepared to carry out the responsibilities of the presidency of 
the United States of America. And I will be prepared to do that. I will be prepared not 
only because of my service in the Congress, but because of my ability to communicate 
and to lead. It is not just age; it’s accomplishments, it’s experience. I have far more 
experience than many others that sought the office of vice president of this country. I 
have as much experience in the Congress as Jack Kennedy did when he sought the 
presidency. I will be prepared to deal with the people in the Bush administration, if that 
unfortunate event would ever occur. 
 
Woodruff: Senator Bentsen. 
 
Bensten: Senator, I served with Jack Kennedy, I knew Jack Kennedy, Jack Kennedy was 
a friend of mine. Senator, you are no Jack Kennedy.  
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 Analysis:  
Sen. Bentsen’s line was controlled, not loud, but it humiliated Sen. Quayle by 
reframing his comparison as a presumption. It’s a good example of escalation 
through wit rather than anger. The room reacted, and the line became the 
defining memory of the debate. 
 
Study Question: 
Can a perfectly crafted line be unfair precisely because it’s so effective? 

 
Text 6: October 28, 1980: The Presidential Debate 
Governor Ronald Reagan against President Jimmy Carter; Howard Smith, moderator 
 
President Carter: These constant suggestions that the basic Social Security System 
should be changed does call for concern and consternation among the aged of our 
country. It is obvious that we should have a commitment to them, that Social Security 
benefits should not be taxed and that there would be no peremptory change in the 
standards by which Social Security payments are made to retired people. Governor 
Reagan, as a matter of fact, began his political career campaigning around this nation 
against Medicare. Now, we have an opportunity to move toward national health 
insurance, with an emphasis on the prevention of disease, an emphasis on out-patient 
care, not in-patient care; an emphasis on hospital cost containment to hold down the 
cost of hospital care for those who are ill, an emphasis on catastrophic health insurance, 
so that if a family is threatened with being wiped out economically because of a very 
high medical bill, then the insurance would help pay for it. These are the kinds of 
elements of a national health insurance, important to the American people. Governor 
Reagan, again, typically is against such a proposal. 
 
Smith: Governor? 
 
Governor Reagan: There you go again. When I opposed Medicare, there was another 
piece of legislation meeting the same problem before the Congress. I happened to favor 
the other piece of legislation and thought that it would be better for the senior citizens 
and provide better care than the one that was finally passed. I was not opposing the 
principle of providing care for them. I was opposing one piece of legislation versus 
another. 
 
 Analysis: 

Gov. Reagan’s phrase “There you go again” didn’t answer only the policy charge; 
it characterized President Carter as repetitive, alarmist, and predictable. The line 
worked because it made President Carter’s argument sound tired before Gov. 
Reagan fully answered it. 
 
Study Question: 
How does dismissive language change the audience’s perception before the 
substance is even addressed? 
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Text 7: September 29, 2020: The Presidential Debate 
President Donald Trump vs. Vice President Joe Biden; Chris Wallace, moderator 
 
Wallace: Mr. Vice President, if Senate Republicans, we were talking originally about the 
Supreme Court here, if Senate Republicans go ahead and confirm Justice Barrett there 
has been talk about ending the filibuster or even packing the court, adding to the nine 
justices there. You call this a distraction by the President. But, in fact, it wasn’t brought 
up by the President. It was brought up by some of your Democratic colleagues in the 
Congress. So my question to you is, you have refused in the past to talk about it, are you 
willing to tell the American people tonight whether or not you will support either ending 
the filibuster or packing the court? 
 
Biden: Whatever position I take on that, that’ll become the issue. The issue is the 
American people should speak. You should go out and vote. You’re voting now. Vote and 
let your Senators know how strongly you feel. 
 
Trump: Are you going to pack the court? 
 
Biden: Vote now. 
 
Trump: Are you going to pack the court? 
 
Biden: Make sure you, in fact, let people know, your Senators. 
 
Trump: He doesn’t want to answer the question. 
 
Biden: I’m not going to answer the question. 
 
Trump: Why wouldn’t you answer that question? You want to put a lot of new Supreme 
Court Justices. Radical left. 
 
Biden: Will you shut up, man? 
 
 Analysis: 

The phrase named the frustration of the moment, but it also lowered the register 
of the debate. It turned procedural disorder into personal confrontation. 
 
Study Question:  
Is there a point when bluntness becomes necessary, or does bluntness always pull 
everyone down a level? 

 
Text 8: March 27, 2022: The Slap 
Will Smith vs Chris Rock 
 
Rock: Jada, I love you. G.I. Jane 2, can’t wait to see it, all right? It’s… that was a… that 
was a nice one! Okay, I’m out here— [sees Smith approaching him] uh oh—Richard! 
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[Rock used the name “Richard” as a reference to Smith’s role as the title character 
in King Richard. As Rock continued to laugh, Smith walked across the stage, 
slapped Rock on the left cheek, then turned around and walked back to his seat. 
When Rock attempted to resume his speech, Smith, visibly upset, began shouting 
at him.]  
 

Rock: Oh, wow! Wow! Will Smith just smacked the s**t out of me. Thi— 
 
Smith: [shouting from the audience] Keep my wife’s name out your f**king mouth! 
 
Rock: Wow, dude! 
 
Smith: Yeah. 
 
Rock: It was a G.I. Jane joke. 
 
Smith: [slower; voice rising] Keep my wife’s name out your f**king mouth! 
 
 Analysis: 

This example is unusually stark because physical escalation came first, and then 
the phrase fixed the meaning of the act. Smith’s words transformed the room 
from confusion into confrontation. The repetition mattered, too. The second time 
he said it, the temperature changed again. 
 
Study Question: 
What happens when language is used not to explain pain, but to draw a line 
nobody is allowed to cross? 

 
Closing Prompt 
In Parashat Korach, “You have gone too far” becomes dangerous because it stops being a 
description and becomes an accusation. Across the above real-world examples, 
escalation often begins when language does one of several things: it humiliates, corners, 
labels, mocks, threatens, or publicly strips the other person of legitimacy. When conflict 
escalates, what disappears first: truth, trust, humility, or curiosity? 
 


