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REPAIRING THE BREACHES

Question:
Five reasons are given for the Fast of the Seventeenth of Tammuz. Four of them are religious, and one, the breach of the walls of Jerusalem, seems to have nothing do with the others. It isn’t like Tisha B’Av when the Temple was destroyed. Why is it listed?
Answer:

For some of our readers whom may not be familiar with all the five reasons, let’s list the tragedies that occurred on this day:

1.
The Tablets with the Ten Commandments were broken.

2.
The daily sacrifices were prevented from being brought in the Temple.

3.
The walls of Jerusalem were breached leading to the destruction. 

4.
Apostumus burned the Torah. 

5.
An idol was erected in the Temple.

Since these tragedies took place on the seventeenth day of Tammuz, the day was decreed a fast.[1]

Regarding your question why the breach in the walls of Jerusalem is listed with tragedies of a religious nature, the answer is that all of Jerusalem, even its walls are holy. Jerusalem is holy within itself, irrelevant of the Temple. The Mishna teaches that there are 10 levels of ascending holiness in Eretz Yisrael.  For instance, ma’aser sheni can only be eaten within Jerusalem.  Jerusalem is demarcated by the wall surrounding the city. Outside the wall, a lesser lever of holiness exists.[2] In the Laws of Mourning, we learn that a person who sees Jerusalem in a state of destruction has to rend his garments and say, “Zion was a desolate wilderness.” A comparison is made to a father who has passed away. The tearing of one’s garment represents the terrible loss and pain.  Here too, one could say that the death of a parent is not something religious, yet a child is commanded to make this tear. It is the same with Jerusalem.[3] 

A person who sees both the Temple in its destruction and the city in a like state should tear his garments twice. Also, if one sees cities of Judah that have been destroyed, a person has to rend his clothing. Even if he sees two cities, he nevertheless tears his garments only once. But if he sees both a Judean city and Jerusalem in their destruction, he rends twice, once again showing that Jerusalem has an independent status of holiness.[4]

Jerusalem is a religious concept in and of itself. It is a mitzvah to yearn for its salvation and to take a part in its rebuilding, as it says, “Thou shall arise and have mercy upon Zion, for the time to favor her has come. For thy servants take pleasure in her stones and embrace the dust thereof.”[5] This means that Jerusalem can only be rebuilt when the Jewish People yearn for it to such an extent that they embrace its fallen stones and dust.[6]  

Interestingly, the destruction of Jerusalem does not depend on the state of its buildings, but rather who controls it. Even if its buildings are whole, but Greece or Rome reign over the Jewish People there, it is considered destroyed. Even if there are dozens of kosher butchers shops, synagogues, mikvaot, and Jewish bookstores, we rend our garments if the British rule there.[4]

Jerusalem is synonymous with the Kingdom of Israel, and thus with the Kingdom of G-d in the world. G-d’s Kingdom in this world can only be complete when the Jews rule over Jerusalem. A breach in the walls of Jerusalem is thus a breach in the Kingdom of G-d.     Rabbi Kook teaches that someone who is alienated from the secrets of Torah doesn’t find anything lacking in Diaspora Judaism, even though he is estranged from the Land of Israel and all the facets of a Jewish national kingdom, like a Jewish government, a Jewish army, a national Jewish anthem, calendar, language, and our eternal capital, Jerusalem.[7]   He is content being ruled by gentiles in a foreign, gentile land. To him, a wall in Jerusalem is a wall like any other. 

May the Almighty forgive all of our sins, repair all of the breaches, and implant in our hearts a burning love and desire for Jerusalem.  
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Pinchas: The Daughters of Tzelafhad

Rabbi Meyer Horowitz for Aloh Naaleh
The daughters of Tzelafhad, descendants of Makhir the son of Menashe, approached Moshe with the claim that since their father had no male heirs, they should be given his portion in Eretz Israel.  Moshe brought their case before Hashem, who answered that, indeed, the daughters of Tzelafhad were entitled to receive their father’s inheritance.

The concern was later raised that if the daughters of Tzelafhad marry out of their tribe, the portion that they were to receive would be removed from the inheritance of Menashe and added to the inheritance of the tribe to which they joined. The daughters of Tzelafhad were therefore instructed that they must marry within the tribe, so that their inheritance not pass over to another tribe.

Tzelafhad’s daughters abided by the decision and married “their uncles’ sons” from “the families of Menashe the son of Yosef.” (Bamidbar 36:11-12) The wording suggests that they did not marry their close cousins, descendants of Makhir, but their more distant cousins belonging to the other branches of the family. 

Why? 

Half of the tribe of Menashe – the descendants of Makhir – received their inheritance in Ever Hayarden, the east bank of the Jordan River, along with the tribes of Gad and Reuven. The rest of the tribe received their portion in the west bank of the Jordan, along with the remainder of the tribes. It would appear that the daughters of Tzelafhad chose to distance themselves from their closer relatives and marry their more distant cousins, because in that way they would have a portion in Eretz Yisrael proper. 

What a lesson of sacrifice in order to be able to live in the heart of Eretz Yisrael! 
Rabbi Meyer Horowitz writes from Har Nof, Jerusalem. 

Aloh Naaleh is an organization dedicated to building Aliya motivation among North American Jewry. Torah Thoughts contributed by Aloh Naaleh members appear in the Orthodox Union´s Torah Insights publication. Contact Aloh Naaleh at aloh-naaleh@aaci.org.il.
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Pinchas: Shimon and Levi

Rabbi David Milston
At the end of last week’s parasha (Balak) the events of Shittim are described in great detail: “Behold! A man of Bnei Yisrael came and brought a Midianite woman near to his brothers in front of Moshe and in front of the entire assembly of the Children of Israel; and they were weeping at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting [Ohel Moed]. And Pinchas son of Elazar son of Aharon the Kohen saw, and he stood up from amid the assembly and took a spear in his hand. He followed the Israelite man into the tent and pierced both the Israelite man and the women into her stomach – and the plague was halted from upon the Children of Israel.” (Bamidbar 25:6-8)

The above verses describe how, in a shocking exhibit of brazenness, a Jew brought his paramour directly to Moshe Rabbeinu and to the elders, at the entrance of the Ohel Moed, and sinned in public view.

The Rambam, in his philosophical work Moreh Nevuchim (1:36), states that sexual morality is a foundation of Jewish holiness and that the only times that the Torah speaks of Hashem’s anger as “wrath”, is when it is provoked by immorality. This, according to our rabbis, was the intent of the Moabites. Having failed in their attempts to curse Israel, they henceforth, successfully, aimed to damage Israel by straining the relationship between Hashem and Am Yisrael, by enticing them into an atmosphere of promiscuity and immorality. 

As the acts of promiscuity increased a plague broke out amongst the people, killing twenty-four thousand. Though the event essentially began with the enticement of the general population of Am Yisrael by Moabite women, it ended at the Ohel Moed, when a man of Bnei Yisrael acted immorally with a Midianite woman, in front of the holiest leaders of Israel, in the holiest place in the entire camp of Israel. It was then that Pinchas, as it were, took the initiative and killed the sinners on the spot. The immediate result was the cessation of the plague brought about through the promiscuity of the people, and spiritual control being reestablished over the population as a whole. 

Hashem, at the beginning of this week’s parasha, applauds the zealous act of Pinchas; he is given a special covenant, a “Brit Shalom”. Pinchas had put an end to a devastating plague that had taken 24,000 lives in retribution for the orgy of immorality with the Moabite and Midianite women. Yet, the people, instead of applauding him, as Hashem did, actually accused him of wanton murder. There was a need for Hashem to make public His absolute support for this spontaneous act of zeal. He does so by giving Pinchas a Brit Shalom, and that seems to be the end of the affair. 

However, with the events concluded, with Pinchas vindicated, the parasha ends with what appears to be superfluous detail: “The name of the slain Israelite man who was killed with the Midianite woman was Zimri son of Salu, president of a father’s house of the tribe of Shimon. And the name of the slain Midianite woman was Cozbi daughter of Tsur, who was head of the peoples of a father’s house in Midian.” (Bamidbar 25:14-15) 

The Or Hachaim Hakadosh questions the relevance of these details.  Why do we need to know the names of the perpetrators of such an immoral act? Quite the contrary, on a number of similar occasions in the past, the Torah has gone to great lengths to protect the identity of a specific sinner – the most obvious case that immediately comes to mind is that of the “mekoshesh eitzim” (Bamidbar 15:32-36), who was killed for an act of chillul Shabbat, but was nevertheless left in anonymity to protect his name and his family’s prestige. Hashem has mercy even on the wicked, so what do we gain by divulging the names of the guilty parties at the closing of the episode?

The Or Hachaim answers that the identity of those involved in this instance is of specific importance to us, because it sheds light on the greatness of the act of Pinchas; in fact, it gives us an incredible insight as to the level of dedication that Pinchas had towards HaKadosh Baruch Hu. 

Even had the people involved just been normal, run-of-the-mill individuals, the act of Pinchas took great courage. Essentially, there were greater leaders above him in the higher echelons of the hierarchical infrastructure of Bnei Yisrael. While all stood still, Pinchas took the initiative, he preempted Moshe Rabbeinu, Yehoshua Bin Nun, Elazar HaCohen, to name but a few. In order to sanctify Hashem’s name, and in order to avoid further desecration of Hashem’s name, Pinchas swept aside the normal halachic procedure and acted on instinct. 

Yet, that wasn’t the only aspect of courage; the verse goes on to describe to us that the victims of Pinchas’ zeal were in fact very important individuals. Zimri was a leader in the tribe of Shimon and Cozbi was, in fact, a Moabite Princess. Pinchas overcame all of the peer pressure involved in order to do the right thing. In order to sanctify Hashem’s name, he was prepared to face all of the consequences – public pressure could not deviate this man from doing what was necessary. 

When dealing with the parasha of Pinchas, one has to be extremely careful. Pinchas is actually the exception to the rule; no society can exist if each and every individual takes the law into his own hands. It would be fatal for us as a people if each of us considered himself to be a “Pinchas”, and acted according to his religious impulse whenever he saw fit to do so. We are also clearly not living at a time when we can, in any way, be compared to the spiritual level of a leader such as Pinchas. Nevertheless, there are still many lessons to be learnt from the selflessness of Pinchas, and his absolute dedication to truth. 

We are required to sanctify the name of Hashem wherever we are and whenever we can. Yet, so often we fail to do so because we lack the courage that the acts of Pinchas taught us. We lack the strength to do the right thing; because we are afraid of peer pressures; because we are afraid of what “important” people will say, of how our actions will be interpreted. Yet, in truth, if the Halacha demands something of us, then that is what we must do, whether people think positively of us or not. There is obviously a way to do things, and we must think exactly how to do what must be done in the most effective way; however, we must never be deterred from doing the right thing despite the inconveniences that often come with taking the right stand. This is not only true on an individual level; it is vital on a national level too. 

The State of Israel exists today (b’ezrat Hashem) specifically because the nations of the world could not deter our leaders from doing what was in the best interest of our country. There will always be people of status trying to deter us from our mission, but we must stand firm and do what must be done. 

If Or Hachaim explained the need to name the perpetrators in order to clearly show the strength of character that Pinchas had against the obvious psychological disadvantage that comes when challenging men of stature, Malbim explains slightly differently. The Malbim suggests that the names of Zimri and Cozbi are mentioned in order to describe the tremendous physical courage that Pinchas showed. By killing a head of a tribe, Pinchas essentially became the enemy of that tribe in its entirety. By killing a princess of Moab, at a time of “official peace”, Pinchas became an assassin in the eyes of the Moabites. Yet, despite the ensuing physical danger that would be a definite direct consequence of his act, he was not to be deterred.  Pinchas acted on his own initiative, the endorsement of Hashem came only in the aftermath. Nevertheless, this man of truth was prepared to accept upon himself the dire repercussions of his actions, whatever they would be. There cannot be a greater and more pure Kiddush Hashem than this. 

In summary, both Or Hachaim and Malbim understand the need to name the perpetrators of this terrible act of promiscuity in order to show in absolute terms the greatness of the act of Pinchas.

Yet there is another possible approach to understanding why the identity of these people is of such importance. By revealing the perpetrator, we also identify his tribe – the tribe of Shimon. It cannot go unnoticed that, in this event, we have a meeting of two tribes who were once seemingly inseparable - Pinchas from the tribe of Levi and Zimri from the tribe of Shimon.

In Bereishit 34:25, we are told how Shimon and Levi, the brothers, joined together in order to save their sister Dina in Shechem. Rashi and other Rishonim are clear that they understand Shimon and Levi to have been the instigators in the attempt to kill Yosef – this is also hinted to by the fact that Yosef specifically separated Shimon from Levi when the brothers met with him for the first time in Egypt. Shimon was left in jail, whilst the other brothers were sent back home to bring Binyamin. What began as a partnership, as a real brotherhood, ends in our parasha, with Pinchas “Levi” killing Zimri “Shimon”. 

The Netsiv comments on the words “two children of Yaakov, Shimon and Levi” (Bereishit 34:25) and notes that the number two is superfluous; it is plain to see that Shimon and Levi are two in number. The Netsiv therefore concludes that the verse is there to teach us something of great importance. Even though it appears at first glance that Shimon and Levi were one and the same, fired up with the same motivation, the truth is quite the opposite. They were in fact two very different people. Shimon was driven by a human emotion out of control in order to defend the “family name”. Levi, on the other hand, was driven by his commitment to Am Hashem and the purity of Am Yisrael. They were involved in the same act; they teamed up, but with very different motives.

By naming Zimri and his tribe, the Torah in retrospect sheds light on the past. Maybe they were inseparable in the past, but not because they had the same motives, in the past it was a coalition of convenience. Now, however, these two giants are at odds with each other, and it is Levi who overcomes Shimon.

Rabbi Yaakov Kaminetsky, in his comments at the end of Bereishit, disagrees with the evaluation of the Netziv. When “blessing” his sons, Yaakov tells Shimon and Levi that they will be dispersed among Israel (Bereishit 49:7). Most commentators understand this to be the ultimate punishment for their acts in Shechem. However, our rabbis tell us that Yaakov in fact blessed Shimon and Levi that, because of their zeal, they should be dispersed among Israel; they should use their natural zeal in education and spirituality. According to Rabbi Yaakov, the two brothers were very similar; they had a burning zeal, a belief driven by great enthusiasm. Clearly differing from the Netziv, Rabbi Kaminetsky stresses that these brothers were one and the same, that they had the same motive in saving Dina, and in all of their joint actions. Their motivation was always l’shem Shamayim.

Yet, if we accept the words of Rabbi Yaakov Kaminetsky, what went wrong? How did these two zealous sons, partners in everything, take such different paths? Levi did, in fact, realize his father’s blessing; his tribe became the spiritual center of Am Yisrael. Yet, with Shimon, quite the opposite happened. Rabbi Yaakov explains beautifully that both sons had the same raw potential; however, that potential had to be nurtured and developed over the years. 

Whilst in Egypt, the tribe of Levi were not slaves, they were the spiritual leaders of Am Yisrael. This role became even more emphasized when the leaders Moshe and Aharon came from that very tribe. From then onwards (excepting the events of Korach), the Levites were always defenders of Hashem. In the incident of the Golden Calf, it was the Levites who showed the initial support for Moshe and, throughout our time in the desert, it was the Levites who spiritually held us together.

Shimon, on the other hand, never lost the burning zeal; however, they did lose direction. Shimon were slaves in Egypt, and upon leaving Egypt the tribe had no special role to play. Thus, with no real direction for their energies, they eventually burst forth in the negative events of Peor. The only tribe that could stop that zeal was a tribe with similar zeal, the tribe of Levi – Pinchas.  Henceforth, the zealousness of Shimon would come under the direct control of Yehuda. Those two tribes coming together - the leadership of Yehuda and the energy of Shimon - would, in time, bring about Malchut Yisrael.

If we take the words of Rabbi Yaakov Kaminetsky, we can see that there is enormous importance in revealing the identity of the perpetrator in our parasha. It serves as a contrasting factor between Shimon and Levi, and serves to remind us that raw potential is not enough; it must be channeled in the correct way in order to realize what should truly be realized.

Shabbat Shalom. 
Rabbi Milston is the Director of overseas programs at Midreshet Harova in the Old City of Jerusalem.   
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Parsha Perspectives - Elevated Actions

by Rabbi Mordechai Kamenetzky 

This week, Moshe teaches us the laws of inheritance. He actually needs Heavenly guidance to teach the halachos, as he was unable to recall them. And even though inheritance focuses primarily on male transmission, the laws of inheritance were actually taught because of the request of five women who brought a legitimate complaint to Moshe.  The Torah tells us: “The daughters of Tzelafchad, son of Hepher, son of Gilead, son of Machir, son of Manasseh, of the family of Manasseh son of Joseph drew near - and these are the names of his daughters - Mahlah, Noah, Hoglah, Milcah, and Tirzah and they stood before Moshe, before Elazar the Kohen, and before the leaders and the entire assembly at the entrance to the Tent of Meeting, saying “Our father died in the Wilderness, but he was not among the assembly that was gathering against Hashem in the assembly of Korach, but he died of his own sin; and he had no son. Why should the name of our father be omitted from among his family because he had no son? Give us a possession among our father’s brothers.  And Moshe brought their claim close to Hashem.” (Bamidbar 27:1-5)

Many commentators discuss the expression, “And Moshe brought their claim close before Hashem.” Noting the fact that Moshe was unable to answer on the spur of the moment, Rashi comments that this was payback of sorts for Moshe’s prior announcement (back in parshas Yisro) to the Children of Israel to bring the small matters to lower judges, while he would adjudicate any difficult questions. In the case of the query brought by Tzelafchad’s daughters, he was not able to answer on his own, rather he needed a Heavenly consultation.  But the expression, and Moshe brought their claim before Hashem, seems to tell us more. It does not say, “and Moshe asked Hashem what to do.” In fact, the Torah uses the expression, vayakrev, which means “he brought close”. And in that vein, what does the Torah mean by saying that “Moshe brought their claim close to Hashem.”

After the passing of the previous Satmar Rebbe, Rabbi Yoel Teitlebaum, his successor the Sigeter Rebbe, came to Monsey to pay his respects to my revered grandfather, Rabbi Yaakov Kamenetzky, of blessed memory, who at the time was the oldest Rosh Yeshiva of the Lithuanian Yeshiva world. Along with the rebbe came a group of his Chassidim who clung to the newly appointed rebbe, and were very curious to experience this first encounter between the Chassidic leader and the renowned elderly Lithuanian sage.

The Chassidim piled into the house, and my grandfather, ever the gentleman, asked that the Chassidim be seated as well. He mentioned that there were folding chairs in his basement.  One by one, each of the Chassidim brought up a chair from the basement, unfolded it, and sat down. After watching this scene repeat itself, Rav Yaakov taught the young men a lesson in mussar.

“When somebody carries a chair from the basement and then sits on it, all he is, is a shlepper. But if each of you would bring a chair for someone else, then you become elevated.  Instead of shleppers you become ba’alei chessed -kindhearted men, who are helping each other! With almost the same action, you are transformed from chair-haulers into holy people who sweat on behalf of their friend! Let us bring our actions away from ourselves and closer to Hashem!” One of the greatest attributes of a spiritual leader is to view the actions of his flock in a holy light. Rav Nachum Yisrael of Lipna explains that Moshe did not view the request of Tzelafchad’s daughters as one of mere monetary or territorial gain. Instead, he viewed it as a spiritual one. Thus, he brought their claim close to Hashem. Moshe took their actions not as selfish real estate-related desires, but rather as a spiritual quest to have their father’s inheritance perpetuated through a share in the Holy Land.

And none other than Hashem Himself confirmed his assumption! Hashem confirms the claim, “The daughters of Tzelafchad speak properly” (ibid v. 7).

The true sign of a Torah leader is to either see the spirituality in the actions of his flock, or to make the minor adjustments that will ensure that otherwise mundane actions become holy ones.
Rabbi Mordechai Kamenetzky is the Associate Dean of Yeshiva South Shore
************************************

Ohr Torah Stone - Rabbi Riskin’s Shabbat Shalom

Parshat Pinchas 19 Tamuz 5763, 19 July 2003

Efrat, Israel - “And the name of the Israelite man who was struck…was Zimri Ben Salu, prince of the tribe of Shimon” (Numbers 25:14).  This week’s Torah portion opens by identifying the names of the two individuals, an Israelite prince and a Midianite princess, whom Pinchas the Kohen pierced by the sword while they were in the midst of an act of public copulation at the conclusion of last week’s Torah reading. But why conclude the portion of Balak with the initial story of this flagrant violation of the Biblical code of morality and the maintenance of Israelite purity? Why not place it at the beginning of this week’s reading of Pinchas, since Pinchas was the hero who punished the transgression, since their names are identified in this week’s reading and since their desecration seemingly has nothing to do with the prophecies of Balaam, the topic of the portion of Balak? 

To add to our perplexity, why is Balaam, the Gentile Prophet, known by our Sages as Balaam, the wicked? After all, although he may have come to curse Israel, he stayed to praise Israel, and with a declaration which opens our daily prayers: “How goodly are your tents oh Jacob, your dwelling places oh Israel”. He is the main Biblical source for our messianic vision, “A star (kochav) will step forth from Jacob and a comet will rise from Israel, he will destroy the last remainders of Moab and will trample all of the proud despots. Edom will be his inheritance, Seir his enemy, will be his inheritance and Israel will do valiantly.. (Numbers 24: 17-19) He seems to have been an enemy who was turned into a friend and an admirer, he should be seen as a penitent rather than a tyrant!  And to add fuel to this fiery question, Balaam’s messianic vision - which we’ve just cited, which is quoted by Maimonides at the end of his laws of Kings, and which was the basis of Bar Koziba’s name change to Bar Kochba (son of a star) when he emerged as Rabbi Akiba’s messiah in the battle against Rome, is interpreted by the Sages of the Talmud as the source for Balaam’s wicked design and the precursor to the heinous crime committed by Zimri together with Kozbi: “And now that I (Balaam) am about to return to my nation, come and I shall advise you…as to the end of the days… I see it but not now, I view it but not from near, a star shall come forth from Jacob… (Numbers 24:14,17). Our Talmudic Sages maintain that the advice of Balaam was for Moabite and Midianite women to tempt Israelite men, precisely the advice which led to the closing incident of the Torah portion of Balak: “And Israel dwelt in Shitim (from ‘shtut’ or foolishness), and the nation began to whore after the daughters of Moab…and a man from among the children of Israel, and he brought a Midianite woman to his brethren in front of Moses and in front of the entire congregation of Israel..? (Numbers 25:1-8). Why take a majestic messianic prophecy and arbitrarily turn it into an insidiously hateful plot to destroy Israel from within? 

Two fascinating interpretations provided me with the Yonatan Ben Uziel, in his Aramaic translation-interpretation of the Bible, identifies Balaam as “Laban the Aramean who wished to swallow up the nation of the House of Israel. Balaam was either Laban himself, Laban’s re-incarnation, or Laban’s prototypical descendent. And Rav Mordecai Allon cites a commentary by Rabbi Abraham Azulai, the grandfather of the Hida in his novel, “Hesed L’Avraham”, that the soul of Rabbi Akiba (no less!) was the tikkun or repair for Zimri Ben Salu, the Simzonite Prince who publicly consorted with the Midianite Kozbi. Balaam, just as Laban before him, understood that Israel could never be vanquished by external enemies - as long as we remained steadfast to our traditions and values. Laban was even worse than Pharoah, teaches the author of the Passover Haggadah, because by attempting to assimilate Father Jacob and prevent him and his family from returning to the ancestral home in Israel- he had sought to eradicate Judaism completely. The fact that the Torah portion of Balak concludes with the influx of Moabite and Midianite women to the camp of Israel right after Balaam has given his “messianic” advice and returns home, suggests to the Talmudic Sages (Pesahim 106a) that he had advised the Gentiles to seduce Israel; one form of messianism is to unite the world by assimilating Israel into Gentile-dom by freely intermarrying and inter-culturating.” 

Rabbi Akiva, it is true, was the great proponent of Messianism; he was the spirit behind Bar Kochba’s rebellion against Rome, but Rabbi Akiba also taught, “This is the great law of the Torah: Love your neighbor as yourself.” We must love everyone, but first we must love and be proud of ourselves. Outreach to others is a wonderful and most noble quality, but only from the backdrop of profound understanding of and appreciation for our own history, traditions and values. Under these conditions, if there will be assimilation, the Gentile world will become assimilated into ours- at least to the extent of their acceptance of the Seven Noahide Laws of morality and at least Jews will not be accepting other lifestyles by default-because they are ignorant of their own treasure trove, have nothing to offer in an encounter with another civilization. Indeed, when we know and love ourselves and our traditions, the true redemptive Messianism of “From Zion shall come forth Torah and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem” will replace the false assimilationist Messianism of Laban and Zimri. Shabbat Shalom.  

*******************************
Jewish Destiny - Rabbi Berel Wein

Redefining Power Words

July 18 2003
One of the lasting lessons that the defunct Soviet Union and the Communist bloc of nations generally taught us in the last century was how to redefine words. In this, they faithfully fulfilled George Orwell’s prediction of a new double-speak language in which black means white, night means day and evil means good. Thus the ruthless, oppressive and brutal Communist dictatorships the world over always dubbed themselves as Peoples Democracies or as Democratic Republics. They were the peace-lovers, the progressive societies, and the freedom-seekers in a world of capitalist exploitation, fear and repression. They repeated these words of double-speak so often and regularly that many, even in the Western world who certainly should have known better, accepted these ludicrous redefinitions of previously clearly understood words and terms. I feel that much of the willingness of the Western world today to accept dictatorships as being legitimate forms of government, especially here in the Middle East, is still a residue of the poison of redefined words bequeathed to us by the dead hand of the Soviet Union and its Marxist supporters.  Thus, in our current world, terrorists are militants and corrupt presidents are called national leaders who can never really be ignored and relegated to irrelevance.  There is a new breed of people who have arrogated to themselves, certainly here in Israel but in all other Western-oriented countries as well, the right and power to redefine the word patriotism. The centuries old definition of patriotism, which was: ‘my country, right or wrong, my country’, has long since been discredited. But this new breed of patriots has gone completely to the other extreme. The new definition of patriotism is: ‘my country, even if it may be sometimes right, is always somehow wrong’. Menachem Begin once grumbled that the most elitist and smugly self-righteous newspaper in Israel wrote that the only government in the Holy Land it ever approved of was that of the British Mandate! The task of the new patriots is to discover, magnify and publicize every flaw in our society, thereby, in their view, rendering an incalculable service to all of us. Those who support Israeli government policies, believe in the future of the Jewish state, retain Jewish values even when they may conflict with current political correctness are not only hopelessly naïve but are in fact not patriotic. Thus, conscientious objectors are glorified while courageous and dedicated soldiers are branded as occupiers and become subject to accusations of human rights abuse. When the British army surrendered to the Americans and French at Yorktown, Virginia, in 1781, effectively granting America its independence from England, its military band played the tune “All the World is Upside Down”. I often feel that that is the anthem of much of the progressive, peace-loving Left here in Israel and in the Western world generally. George Orwell still somehow lives amidst us.

Part of the problem of our willingness to accept redefinition of concepts and terms lies in our own ingrained habit of glorifying negative traits. This is a defensive mechanism that Israelis have learned well over many generations. We have become adept in our personal and national lives at transforming what is negative into somehow justifiable behavior. We no longer say that much of Israeli societal behavior is downright rude but we rather term it to be assertive and we are proud of being so assertive. We ignore the fact that so many of the road deaths and traffic accidents that plague us are a direct result of our rudeness, unjustified aggressiveness and simply very bad manners. But as long as we will continue to redefine our bad traits and somehow transform them, in our thoughts, into positive attributes, all of the Knesset sessions devoted to the ongoing disaster of road deaths will be of little avail.  We vilify one another in political, religious and social matters and somehow justify this nastiness as being necessary for the good of those being vilified. Books and people are banned, lives and accomplishments are discredited, reputations and families are destroyed, all for the sake of Heaven, or of country, or of ideals or for the imagined progress of civilization. In my unlearned knowledge of Judaism, I find little or no justification for such behavior or for redefining any of the age-old, Heaven-directed simple meaning of the words of the Torah in order to comport with current social fads. The great rule of the Torah is to impart the simple, exact meaning of its words. In much of the Western world freedom has unfortunately been redefined to mean license, responsibility to mean loyalty to one’s self alone, and patriotism now means that one is free if not even obligated to ignore the general good when it does not fulfill exact personal needs, ideas and wants. The Talmud warns us that wise men should be careful with their words. And, they should certainly be careful when it comes to redefining words.   Berel Wein 

----------------------------------------------------

Weekly Parsha - Pinchas

Rabbi Berel Wein  

A portion of the Torah reading of Pinchas is read on the days of every major holiday of the Jewish calendar. This Pinchas reading always forms the “maftir” - the additional reading for the day. And it is also read from a second, different Torah scroll than the main reading of the day that describes the holiday itself. The obvious and correct reason for this use of the “parsha” of Pinchas on the holidays is because the special additional Temple service and sacrifice - the “musaf” of the day for each of the holiday days of the Jewish year - is recorded and described there. In a Jewish world, now far removed from the Temple service and alien to the cosmic reasons for animal sacrifices, this entire additional reading (“maftir”) strikes as foreign, strange and irrelevant.  However, there perhaps may lie within these “maftir” readings an important and valuable lesson for ourselves, one that has survived the destruction of the Temple and the consequent suspension of the “musaf” sacrifice itself.

The rabbis of Israel have always warned their flock that there are no easy victories in life. This is certainly true in all realms of daily physical life, but it is even more appropriate and definitive in matters of the spirit and the soul. One of the cruelest hoaxes that the modern, progressive, socially-correct but spiritually-empty, forms of Judaism have perpetrated on their hapless and ignorant constituents is that religion, and especially Judaism, makes no hard demands on its believers. The portrayal of Judaism as a feel-good, guitar playing, kumsitz-type of liberal, secular humanist faith is a travesty and a tragedy. The synagogue was never meant to be a place of comfort, but rather one of challenge and goal seeking. The Sabbath and the holidays are days of spirit that have to be earned - that require sacrifice and effort and preparation. They are not cheaply obtained. 

The rabbis of the Talmud stated: “Torah is as expensive and difficult to acquire as vessels of gold, and it is as fragile and as easily shattered as the thinnest crystal glass.” Thus, on the holidays of the Jewish calendar, Jewish tradition demands that we read of the sacrifices that were part of the Temple service in order to remind us of the sacrifices necessary from us in order to achieve an inner appreciation of the holidays and their meaning. The concept of sacrifice as described in the Torah relating to the Temple service, is, according to the insight of Rabbi Moses ben Nachman (Ramban), to impress upon us the idea of self-sacrifice for the Torah and God of Israel.

Thus, on the easiest and most enjoyable days of the Jewish year, the holidays, we are nevertheless bidden to remember the constant cost involved in remaining a Jew and in achieving the spiritual pleasure and meaning that the holidays invariably bring with them. We can therefore return to examine and understand why these portions of Torah sacrifices were specifically placed in the “parsha” of Pinchas. For is not Pinchas, in his heroism, courage, selflessness and denial of self-interest, the epitome of sacrifice, both physically and spiritually? The Lord Himself recognizes Pinchas’ act of sacrifice and extends to him and his descendants the eternal spiritual blessings of peace, harmony and Godly service. These blessings, as we all know from our own personal life-experiences, are not easily obtained. But Pinchas, the champion of sacrifice, has earned them and will be able to maintain them throughout Jewish history. Every day that we give ourselves over to God’s service, that we willingly sacrifice our time, talents, energies and wealth in His cause, is a holiday. The attitude of sacrifice ennobles our days and makes us a special people - a kingdom of priests and a holy nation.  Shabat Shalom. 

*****************************
Torah Weekly - Parshat Pinchas 

For the week ending 19 July 2003 / 19 Tammuz 5763

Insights  -  Little Me

And it shall be for him and his offspring after him a covenant of eternal priesthood, because he took vengeance for his G-d” (25:13)

Why wasn’t Pinchas anointed with Aharon and his descendents long before his extraordinary zeal in avenging G-d’s name? Why was it necessary for Pinchas to be rewarded with a “covenant of eternal priesthood” rather than having the kehuna as his right?

The mystical sources teach that the soul of Pinchas came from the same soul-source as Cain. Cain killed his brother Hevel. The Zohar says that any kohen who murders is disqualified from the kehuna forever, and thus Pinchas, through Cain, “forfeited” his right for his offspring. Cain lost the kehuna for Pinchas, and only Pinchas’ extraordinary zeal earned the kehuna for himself and his descendents.

How did Pinchas’ actions heal the damage that Cain’s killing created?

The name Cain comes from the same root as kinyan, meaning “acquisition,” as Chava, Cain’s mother, said “I have acquired a man with G-d.” (Genesis 4:1) In Jewish thought, acquisition is synonymous with existence. We talk of G-d “acquiring Heaven and Earth.” G-d’s “acquisition” was the action by which he brought Heaven and Earth into existence.

In Cain’s eyes, he was the only acquisition in this world, its only existence. This is the root of all evil. For there can be no room for G-d in a world which is filled with “BIG ME.” If the world is filled with the glory of ME, how can there be any other Existence? BIG ME is the root of all atheism. BIG ME is the root of all jealousy. And ultimate jealousy leads ultimately to murder. For BIG ME has no more effective means to remove jealousy than to remove the source of jealousy - Little You. (You don’t exist anyway.)

However, the sense of self can have a positive side. For every single person is obliged to say to himself “the world was created for me.” (Sanhedrin 37) In some way, we are supposed to look at the world as though we were the only kinyan in it. In the Book of Chronicles it says that “The heart of King Yehoshofat, (son of David) was raised up in the ways of G-d.” A heart can be high with ego and evil, or it can be raised up with a zealousness to serve G-d.

When Pinchas took it upon himself to avenge the vengeance of G-d, even though he was not obliged to do so, he tapped into the positive side of Cain’s unregenerate egocentricity.

For it is only when someone does something that they do not have to do can we recognize the paradox of the heart that is raised up to serve.
Sources:  Based on the Shem MiShmuel 

*******************************   

Leadership

Rabbi Mordechai Willig (torahweb)

Moshe spoke to Hashem saying, “May Hashem appoint a man over the assembly which shall go out before them” (27:15-17). Rashi explains that as soon as Moshe was told that he would die and not enter Eretz Yisroel (27:13) he put aside his own concerns and dealt with those of the public. Yet, according to a later Rashi (27:16), Moshe said, “The time has come for me to request my concerns, that my son should inherit my greatness,” which would seem to contradict Rashi’s earlier statement.

Hashem said to Moshe, “Take Yehoshua and place your hand on him” (27:18). 

Didn’t Moshe realize that Yehoshua was worthier than his own sons were?  The answer to this question is based on yet another statement of Rashi (Devarim 31:7). Moshe called Yehoshua and said to him, “Be strong because you shall come with the people to the land” etc. Moshe said, “The elders of the generation shall be with you. Everything should be done according to their opinion and advice.” But Hashem said (31:23) “Because you shall bring B’nai Yisroel to the land etc...Even against their will. Everything depends on you. Take a rod and hit their head. There is one leader for a generation, not two.”

The two formulations, apparently contradictory, are, in fact, complimentary. Moshe served as the head of the Sanhedrin (Sanhedrin 2a), as well as the king of Israel (Ibn Ezra 33:5). Yehoshua assumed both of these positions. As the head of the Sanhedrin, Moshe considered the opinion of the elders, and told Yehoshua to do the same. Hashem’s formulation referred to Yehoshua’s role as the king, which would require forceful and exclusive leadership. 

Moshe requested that his son succeed him as the king. Indeed, if a son is suitable for leadership, he succeeds his father (Rashi 17:20), even if  others are more worthy. The reason for filial succession is the avoidance  of machlokes, which is nearly inevitable if everyone is a candidate. When  Moshe requested “his concerns”, it was really “the concerns of the public”, to prevent a battle over the succession.Hashem responded that he wanted to have one leader to serve as the king and the head of the Sanhedrin. Yehoshua was the only one who could assume both positions.

Hashem told Moshe to place one hand on Yeshoshua, but he placed both hands on Yehoshua, and filled him with wisdom (Rashi, Bamidbar 27:23).  Apparently, Moshe realized all along that Yehoshua would lead the Sanhedrin. His dialogue with Hashem related only to the kingship. Hashem told Moshe to appoint Yehoshua as the king, who would lead the people in battle (Rashi 17). This appointment required that Moshe place one hand on Yehoshua. However, Moshe appointed Yehoshua in both capacities, placing both hands on him and filling him with the wisdom of Torah as well as the strength for battle. 

Moshe requested a bifurcated leadership because he knew that this was the usual way. Indeed, of the forty Torah leaders (listed by the Rambam in his introduction to Mishne Torah) from Moshe until Rav Ashi edited the Talmud, only very few were kings as well (Moshe, Yehoshua, and Dovid).

Hashem responded “This is not what has entered into My mind (alsa  b’machshava)” The expression “alsa b’machshava” refers to an ideal state which can not be sustained practically (see Rashi Breishis 1:1). Moshe was ready to abandon the ideal of one leader, a system that lessens the constant conflict between religious and temporal authority, as impractical. But Hashem insisted that it be maintained for one more generation in the person of Yehoshua. 

In our time and place, there is no national authority, religious or temporal, in the Jewish community. Religious authority is rejected or marginalized even by parts of religious society. Scholarship and leadership are viewed by some as mutually exclusive. 

Even when practicality leads to a separation of power, or influence, it is 

important to recognize that this is not an ideal. Moshe, Yehoshua, and Dovid were ideal national religious leaders who led politically and militarily as well. This is impossible for many reasons nowadays.Yet great Torah scholars led local and larger communities, narrowly defined, throughout Jewish history. The Rav’s celebrated eulogy for Rav Chaim Ozer, the gadoal hador who was consulted on worldly matters as well, describes but one example. All enduring, successful movements in religious Torah society have been led by Torah scholars. Of course, such leaders must realize that many decisions are beyond their purview, and must have love and respect for the laity and its proper leaders. The lessons learned from Moshe and Yehoshua must inform Torah society’s understanding of leadership for all generations.
*******************************
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Parashat Phinehas 5763/ July 19, 2003

Phinehas' Reward

Yedidiah Klein - Jerusalem
At the end of Parashat Balak (Num. 25:6-8) we are told about an act of Phinehas', as follows:

Just then one of the Israelites came and brought a Midianite woman over to his companions, in the sight of Moses and of the whole Israelite community who were weeping at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting. When Phinehas ... saw this, he left the assembly and, taking a spear in his hand, he followed the Israelite into the chamber and stabbed both of them, the Israelite and the woman, through the belly. Then the plague against the Israelites was checked.

At the beginning of Parashat Phinehas (Num. 25:10-15) we are told about his reward:

The Lord spoke to Moses, saying, "Phinehas, son of Eleazar son of Aaron the priest, has turned back My wrath from the Israelites by displaying among them his passion for Me, so that I did not wipe out the Israelite people in My passion. Say, therefore, 'I grant him My pact of friendship. It shall be for him and his descendants after him a pact of priesthood for all time, because he took impassioned action for his G-d, thus making expiation for the Israelites.'"

The name of the Israelite who was killed, the one who was killed with the Midianite woman, was Zimri son of Salu, chieftain of a Simeonite ancestral house. The name of the Midianite woman who was killed was Cozbi daughter of Zur; he was the tribal head of an ancestral house in Midian.

This episode raises the following questions:

1. Why did the Torah add the introductory words, "Say, therefore," and not make do with the words, "I grant him My pact of friendship"? 

2. What is meant by the promise, "I grant him My pact of friendship"? 

3. What is meant by the promise, "It shall be for him and his descendants after him a pact of priesthood for all time"? 

4. How can the words, "because he took impassioned action for his G-d, thus making expiation for the Israelites," be interpreted?

Why did the Torah add the introductory words, "Say, therefore"?
Rabbi Meir Simhah ha-Cohen of Dvinsk, in his Torah commentary Meshekh Hokhmah, explains this introductory phrase in the light of what Maimonides wrote in the introduction to his commentary on the Mishnah. He emphasized that G-d's promises of beneficence can be cancelled if the recipients of those promises sin. However, promises relayed through a prophet cannot be cancelled. Therefore G-d asked His prophet Moses personally to relay this promise to Phinehas, so that its fulfillment in practice be absolutely guaranteed.

Or Ha-Hayyim, in contrast, explained that the term lakhen (rendered here as "therefore") is used to indicate an oath. This use of the word is learned from the text in Samuel (I Sam. 2:30): "Assuredly (Heb. lakhen) – declares the Lord, the G-d of Israel, I intended for you and your father's house to remain in My service forever." Hence, the author of Or Ha-Hayyim is also of the opinion that the promise will be kept no matter what, except that in his view this inevitability follows from the fact that it was said in the language of an oath, whereas the Meshekh Hokhmah stresses the idea of prophecy. Meshekh Hokhmah puts the emphasis on the word emor, "Say," whereas Or Ha-Hayyim focuses on the word lakhen, "therefore."

What is meant by the promise, "I grant him My pact of friendship (Heb. shalom)"? 
According to the Netziv, G-d's promise to Phinehas, "I grant him My pact of friendship," pertained to morality. There was reason for concern that the act of killing Zimri and Cozbi might destroy Phinehas' moral fiber, since any act of murder is likely to have an impact on the perpetrator, making him a more cruel person, even when the act was correct at the moment. Therefore G-d promised him a "pact of friendship" in the sense that his soul would not be adversely affected.[1]
Some commentators are of the opinion that the shalom given Phinehas was "peace from the angel of death," in other words, long life. Indeed, Scriptures indicate that Phinehas was High Priest until the time of the later judges:[2] "The Israelites inquired of the Lord (for the Ark of G-d's Covenant was there in those days, and Phinehas son of Eleazar son of Aaron the priest ministered before Him in those days), 'Shall we again take the field against our kinsmen the Benjaminites, or shall we not?' The Lord answered, 'Go up, for tomorrow I will deliver them into your hands.'" Also according to the legend that says, "Phinehas was the same as Elijah,"[3] Phinehas ascended to heaven in a whirlwind and is alive to this day.

Rabbenu Bahya, in contrast, explains this text quite simply as meaning that the Lord would protect him from the vengeance of Zimri's brothers, who sought to kill him to avenge the "murder" of their brother.

What is meant by the promise, "It shall be for him and his descendants after him a pact of priesthood for all time" and the words, "because he took impassioned action for his G-d, thus making expiation for the Israelites"?
Rashi explains this verse according to the gemara:[4] "Rabbi Eliezer quoted Rabbi Haninah: Phinehas did not become a priest until after he had killed Zimri, for it is written: (Num. 25:13): 'It shall be for him and his descendants after him a pact of priesthood for all time,'" for Phinehas was born before Aaron and his sons were anointed priests, and therefore he was not considered a priest; but he received the priesthood as a special reward for his deed.

Ralbag explains that Phinehas brought peace between the Holy One, blessed be He, and Israel by "allaying" G-d's anger at Israel over their failing regarding the Moabite women. Therefore, as a reward, he was given a "pact of peace." The passage, "because he took impassioned action for his G-d," he interprets as follows: since through his deed he restored peace between G-d and Israel, he received the "pact of peace." Ralbag does not doubt that Phinehas was a priest even before his deed, and so he presents another two explanations of the substance of the blessing of priesthood given him:

1. That his progeny continue forever, insofar as he was promised that his offspring would always be priests. 

2. That he would become High Priest, and likewise his descendants. Indeed, it follows from Chronicles that many of Phinehas' descendants were High Priests.[5]
The meaning of his "making expiation (va-yekhapper)for the Israelites" now becomes clear: just as Phinehas made expiation by his deed and stopped the plague that was raging among the people, so, too, he and his offspring would make expiation for all of Israel once a year, through the sacrificial service of the High Priest on the Day of Atonement.

One can also interpret the main point of this story in terms of an idea set forth by Rabbi Moshe Feinstein in Darash Moshe, his commentary on the Torah.[6] He explains that the greatness of Phinehas' act lay in his ostensibly playing the role of G-d; he performed an act which he did not have to do, and according to one approach of the Halakhah, had he consulted a rabbi whether the deed ought to be done, the answer would have been no. Through his act he showed the zealousness of G-d in G-d's place and thereby prevented G-d, as it were, from annihilating all of Israel in His zealousness. This idea has an affinity to the following gemara:

The wicked Tornoserufus asked Rabbi Akiva: If your G-d loves the poor, why does He not provide them a living? He answered: so that we be spared on account of them from being condemned to Hell.

From this gemara we can conclude that G-d does not deliberately intervene in human affairs in order that humans can be given a chance to be rewarded themselves for setting right that which is wrong. Humans are expected to complete, as it were, the work of G-d. This argument is used in Sefer ha-Hinukh to explain the reason for the commandment of circumcision, namely that through this act we are commanded to complete the last stage in creation of the newborn son.[7]
Phinehas was rewarded with a "pact of friendship" between him and G-d, in accordance with what is said in Malachi 2:5: "I had with him a covenant of life and well-being (Heb. shalom)." Shalom is a name of G-d, as appears in Tractate Derekh Eretz, Ch. Ha-Shalom: "Rabbi Joshua said: Great is peace, for the name of the Holy One, blessed be He, is Peace, as it is written (Judges 6:24): "... called it A-donai-shalom." For the same reason Phinehas also received a pact of priesthood for all time, to minister in the most sacred inner precinct before the Lord. According to the approach of those who say Phinehas lives forever, one might also say that he became eternal, as it were, like G-d.
[1] A similar notion is put forth by the Netziv with respect to a city that has gone over to idolatry. Cf. Ha'amek Davar on Deuteronomy 13:18, s.v. "ve-natan lekha rahamim."   [2] Judges 20:28.   [3] Yalkut Shimoni, Bemidbar, 25. 771.[4] Babylonian Talmud, Zevahim 101b.  [5] See the source in the edition published by Mossad Harav Kook, Jerusalem 1998.  [6] Rabbi Moshe Feinstein, Darash Moshe, Benei Berak 1988.   [7] Commandment 2.  Last Update:July 16, 2003
*******************************  

Weekly Dafootnotes - Zevachim 30-36 

For The Week Ending 12 July 2003 / 12 Tammuz 5763 

What’s New?

“And Yehoshafat stood in the congregation of Yehuda and Yerushalayim in the house of G-d before the new courtyard.” (Divrei Hayamim II 20:5)

What was new, explains Rabbi Yochanan, was not the courtyard of the Beit Hamikdash but rather a decree which this righteous king initiated.  Up until his time it was permissible for someone who had become ritually impure to enter the Temple Mount and the Beit Hamikdash courtyard after immersion in a mikveh even though the sun had not yet set on the day of his immersion. At the scene described in the above passage it was decreed that only after the sunset following immersion would one be eligible to enter these sacred precincts.

When did this historic enactment take place?

A mighty force consisting of Moabites, Ammonites and Amalekites gathered for an invasion of the Jewish kingdom. Fearing this attack, the king took it upon himself to seek the help of G-d. He proclaimed a fast throughout the kingdom and gathered all the people together to pray for Heavenly salvation. In his prayer to G-d he noted that Jews had built a sanctuary that bore the name of G-d in which they could cry out to Him in their time of affliction.

Against this background we may appreciate the timely significance of the new decree. Since he was placing such stress on the sanctuary as the center of his appeal to Heaven the king felt it necessary to add another dimension of holiness to its status. The prayers of Yehoshafat and his people were indeed answered with a miraculous rout of the invading enemy, and his kingdom was blessed with peace and quiet.  Zevachim 32b

When More Is Less

When the Torah designates which animals may be offered as voluntary olah sacrifices it specifies that “of the cattle shall you bring your offering of the herd and of the flock.” (Vayikra 1:2)

Had the Torah simply designated cattle we could not have assumed that beasts were excluded. This would have been comparable to a situation in which a master instructs his servant to bring him wheat and the servant brings him both wheat and barley. This is not considered a countermanding of his command but as an additional fulfillment. But once the Torah specifies that the offering must come from the herds and flocks of domesticated animals, the beast is altogether ruled out. Now it is comparable to a master who instructs his servant to bring him only wheat. The barley he then brings in addition is no longer acceptable.

Tosafot calls attention to another gemara (Ketubot 98b) where this issue of countermanding versus addition appears in a different form.  The question there is raised as to whatthe law is when a landowner delegates an agent to sell a half kur of his property and the agent sells twice that amount. Do we view the agent’s action as a fulfillment of his mandate for the sale of half and the transaction is therefore valid for that half, or do we view it as countermanding his order and thus rendering the entire transaction invalid?

There is yet a third version of this issue found in Mesechta Terumot (4:4). If an agent is aware that the landowner who delegated him to tithe his agricultural produce is accustomed to separating one fiftieth to give to the kohen as terumah and he intentionally tithes a larger percentage, the entire tithing is considered invalid.

An analysis of the different circumstances in each of these cases helps us understand the variances. While the attempt to sell an extra parcel of land may not actually harm the landowner, the extra tithing can create a serious problem of mixing terumah with non-terumah. Neither of these can truly be compared to sacrifices in which the offering of an unacceptable species does not compromise the value of the acceptable one.   Zevachim 34a 
*************************

Weekly Dafootnotes - Zevachim 37-43  

For The Week Ending 19 July 2003 / 19 Tammuz 5763 

The Bloody Floor

The blood of the Korban Pesach is the subject of two discussions in this week’s seven daf. Both of them serve as the background for a striking detail of the pre-Pesach sacrificial service performed on such a massive scale in the Beit Hamikdash.

The mishna (Mesechta Pesachim 64a) relates that on this day the kohanim plugged up the drain duct which normally allowed animal blood spilled in the altar area of the Beit Hamikdash courtyard to flow outside.  There are two different approaches as to why this was done.

Rabbi Yehuda’s approach is based on what our gemara (37a) deduces from the passage which instructs Jews to bring their sacrifices to the place chosen by G-d and to “pour the blood of your sacrifices on the altar of Hashem, your L-rd” (Devarim 12:27). This is interpreted as a reference to the need to apply the blood of the Korban Pesach to the altar, a requirement not specifically mentioned in the Torah command regarding that sacrifice. The speed with which the kohanim worked on that day to handle the volume of sacrifices brought by all Jews created a danger of spilling the blood of a sacrifice which they had received in a sacred vessel. By retaining all the blood spilled that day it was possible to eventually scoop up a container of blood and apply it to the altar on the safe assumption that it contained at least a particle of the spilled blood which had not yet reached its destination.

The Sages who disagreed with both the need and the effectiveness of such a scooping and application were challenged by Rabbi Yehuda to explain their need for plugging the exit of the blood. Their response was that it was an honor for the kohanim to wade up to their knees in the blood of the sacrifices.

This approach runs into the problem of exactly when they walked in the blood. If they did so while wearing their sacred priestly garments they would have stained those garments and rendered them unfit for the sacrificial service as we earlier learned (18b). If they lifted their robes till over their knees this service would be disqualified since the Torah insisted that the kohen’s garment must be “to his measurement” (Vayikra 6:3), not longer nor shorter.

These Sages solve the problem by limiting the wading of the kohanim in blood with raised robes to their carrying of wood to fuel the altar, a function which is not considered a sacred service requiring the precise wearing of priestly garments. When they were involved, however, in functions that did not require such wearing of garments they walked along a ledge raised above the level of the blood-filled floor. Zevachim 37a
Who Is The “Beloved Servant”?
Which is a greater demonstration of affection towards a beloved one who sins and seeks atonement - to elaborate on the details of that atonement or to be less expressive about them?

The focus of this question is a mashal parable which the Academy of Rabbi Yishmael offered to explain the mysterious difference between two atonement sacrifices described in the Torah. In regard to the sacrifice brought by the Kohen Gadol, the Torah explicitly commands that the animal’s kidneys and the fat upon them be burned on the altar together with the other prescribed fats (Vayikra 4:9). This same requirement applies to the sacrifice brought by the community when a majority of its members have sinned because of a mistaken ruling by the Sanhedrin.  In regard to this communal sacrifice, however, this requirement is not explicitly mentioned, and is revealed only through an equation that the Torah makes between the two sacrifices.

This may be compared, say these Sages, to a king who becomes upset with a beloved servant and because of his affection for him minimizes his guilt.

Who is the “beloved servant” - the Kohen Gadol or the community?

Rashi’s position is that the beloved servant is the community, and G-d’s affection for His people is expressed in being less explicit about all the requirements for atonement and thus minimizing the shame involved. Maharsha, however, finds this approach somewhat inconsistent with the mashal which the same Sages present right afterwards, which seems to make the guilt of the community greater than that of the Kohen Gadol. His reading of the above-mentioned mashal is that the beloved one is the Kohen Gadol, who is referred to (Bamidbar 16:5) as “the holy one whom He will bring close to Him”. G-d’s affection for the Kohen Gadol seeking atonement is expressed by showing how beloved his sacrifice is that so much of the animal is accepted upon the altar.  Zevachim 41b   

***************************  

The secret of a successful Bar Mitzvah

by Jonathan Rosenblum

Baltimore Jewish Times

July 18, 2003
The American bar mitzvah, long a mainstay of Catskill humor, has reached a new nadir. As described by the New York Times’ Elissa Gootman, bar mitzvah celebrations in upscale Jewish neighborhoods on both coasts, now surpass even the powers of the young Phillip Roth to satirize. Self-parody has exceeded anything that our enemies could possibly offer.  Bar and bat mitzvahs have now spawned their own industry—

“party motivators” – with their own set of superstars. Lorne Hughes, a native of the Virgin Islands, lives in L.A., but is regularly flown to New York to spend his weekends dancing in “form-fitting black clothes” with “middle school students and their immaculately coifed parents.” Maggie Newcombe, known on the circuit as Maggie Monroe, is another superstar. The specialty of this statuesque blond, in black tank top, is children’s cocktail hour, where she sits, surrounded by 13-year-olds talking about “like sex and girlfriends,” in the words of one enthusiastic listener.  Entertainment companies, whose specialty is thinking up nifty “themes” to ensure that “really special” bar mitzvah party, recruit these “gyrating dance wonders” at discos, where they hand out their cards to the best and most flamboyant dancers.  Of course, a successful party motivator needs much more than just a sense of rhythm. They “must look young enough to enthrall a 13-year old, yet mature enough that when they dance suggestively with their parents, everything looks legal.” The question of the hour from Scarsdale to Great Neck to Tribeca is: “Can you have a successful bar mitzvah without at least a handful of motivators?” 

ONE WONDERS what the parents of these bar and bat mitzvah kids are thinking, though upon reading that many of the dads request “the hottest girls you have,” it would seem that thinking is not at the top of their agenda.  But if the parents are brain dead, their kids are not. And the message they’re hearing loud and clear from their parents is: 

Judaism is a joke. The parents might as well blow raspberries as their hapless rabbi tries to deliver a few words of spiritual uplift at the bar mitzvah service itself.  Mixed messages, of course, have long been part and parcel of the American bar mitzvah. The bar or bat mitzvah spends months learning to read the list of forbidden animals in parshat Shemini, for instance, and then his or her family drives away immediately after services to the local Chinese eatery or seafood restaurant. 

Actually the message is not mixed. The bar or bat mitzvah understands clearly that no one takes seriously the words that he or she has invested so much time in learning to read. Told that the laws of kashrut are nothing more than early health regulations developed by our supersmart ancestors, why should it occur to any young Jew to treat the Torah as anything more than the artifact of an ancient civilization or to view it as a guide to life? 

No wonder that the authors of a how-to book for gentiles about to marry a Jew can cheerily informs their readers, “Every Jewish holiday is just an excuse to get the loved ones together to eat,” or that there is a large, and ever growing, market for such books. 

It would be better to have no bar mitzvah than one followed by non-kosher eats, theme parties, and party motivators. Knowing nothing else, the star of the show has no reason to suspect that anything more is involved in turning thirteen than a performance followed by a blowout party. In a similar vein, most of the products of our Jewish educational system complete their Jewish education – usually at the age of bar mitzvah when they first become responsible for their own actions as Jews – sure of only one thing: Judaism has nothing to offer for any spiritual yearnings they may one day experience.  THIS PAST SHABBOS, my son Zechariah became a bar mitzvah. The custom in Jerusalem is that the bar mitzvah boy does not read the entire parshah. For many Yerushalmi boys, then, their own role in the Shabbos service may be less than for those whose main bar mitzvah memory will be discoing with Maggie Monroe.  Yet the 13-year-olds of Jerusalem do not return to school the day after their bar mitzvah, the same pimply-faced kid in braces they were the day before. They know that something solemn has taken place and that they have changed forever. In the months leading up to the bar mitzvah, there are frequent reminders of the momentous change about to take place. The bar mitzvah boy begins fasting the Yom Kippur before his bar mitzvah. A month before the bar mitzvah, he receives the pair of expensive tefillin that will be his daily companion for the rest of his life and begins putting them on every morning.  Some years ago, I was on a Jerusalem bus staring in wonderment at the wild behavior of some religious boys. An acquaintance from yeshiva saw me staring and remarked, “All Yerushalmi boys are vilde chayos (wild animals) until thirteen. Then they put on a hat and you won’t recognize them.” Over the years, I have been privileged to watch this miraculous overnight transformation from boy to man in five of my own sons, and I look forward to witnessing it again with sons and grandsons to come. That joy, however, is tinged with sorrow for all those Jewish boys who will never experience the moment of becoming a Jewish man. 

************************************* 

Yes, let them dance 

By Henri Wasserman   (Ha'aretz)
On the occasion of the centenary of his birth, some remarks by Prof. Yeshayahu Leibowitz on relations between the sexes in the shadow of  Jewish law and custom 

At the end of the 1990s (1920s????) and the beginning of the 1930s, when he was still working as a researcher in Cologne, the young Dr. Yeshayahu Leibowitz began to become prominent as an activist in the Young Mizrachi religious Zionist movement in Germany. Herewith is a trifle from his early days in politics - from a book in progress, offered on the 100th anniversary of his birth. 

For a certain period, Leibowitz played a central leadership role in Young Mizrachi and during that time the organization's internal bulletin ceased to be a newsletter about organizational matters and became a platform for theoretical debate, with Leibowitz as the main debater - looking in vain for worthy interlocutors. 

At the third convention of Young Mizrachi in Leipzig between December 25 and December 28, 1930, at which Leibowitz made the keynote speech on "A Judaism that Observes the Commandments and is Socially Committed," one of the most controversial questions at the time (and today, too?) was discussed: Are young men and young women permitted to dance the hora together? The very prestigious publication of the German Zionist Federation, Judische Rundschau, gave space to this question in a righteous letter of protest from Frau Hedwig Meller, a leading figure in Mizrachi circles in Hamburg (and my ex-wife's grandmother). 

In Issue No. 67 of "Young Mizrachi," from January 26, 1931, a young man from Dresden wrote: "During the lecture at the convention the question arose as to whether young men and young women are permitted to dance the hora together. It was not possible to complete the discussion of this question. As I too have often been asked questions of this sort, without being able to offer a truly satisfactory answer, I would like to get an answer here. In conversations with friends I have often brought up this question, but thus far I have not received a satisfactory answer." 

Leibowitz's reply: 

"Dear Friend - The question of young men and women dancing the hora together is a specific case of the larger question of how we shape the relations between the sexes - and in a more general way - all our rules of morality and conduct in the shadow of law and custom.  Therefore, your question has theoretical significance. 

"No one disputes that dancing the hora together, even though it does not specifically violate any prohibition, is certainly not in accordance with the relations between the sexes that the Shulhan Arukh prescribes and permits. Why, nevertheless, do we do this and why should we continue to do this? 

"Jewish law on matters of sexual relations and the rules about how to conduct oneself properly and appropriately include two sorts of statements, which derive from two different sources: 1. There are norms that are equivalent to religious commandments that have absolute validity, independent of the perceptions and opinions of people at a particular time, as to what is prohibited and what is permitted. 2.  There are norms that are tantamount to the conscious adoption of modes of conduct and customs, and to which sanction is given by religious law. 

"Certain rules of behavior, for example, are established in the Talmud, with the help of 'as is not the way of a woman,' i.e., on condition that the society of a certain time a given act was proper or not proper for a woman, and the rule is to act in these specific matters according to the prevailing custom. And another, clearer example, from the later literature on religious law: In Rambam's 'Hilkhot Ishut,' it is stated that the Jewish woman must behave in public according to different rules if she lives in Christian or Muslim lands, and in accordance with the differing status of women in the surroundings in which she lives. As there are not and cannot be two Torahs, this means the traditional law says: In these matters you should adapt yourself to the changing customs of the environment. It is clear such determinations do not have absolute validity and that the applicability of Jewish religious law should change with the conditions of life, the customs and the manners of the surroundings. 

"However, with respect to most of the rules and customs, it is not always obvious to which of the two above categories they belong. In all of these cases the question arises of how to apply the norms of the law in specific circumstances.  In earlier times, when the Jews constituted a closed organic people (Volksorganismus), which conducted its social life according to its own laws, this question was resolved with the help of the Oral Law. Alongside the Written Law, which had undergone codification, the Jews also always had the living law, which resolved the application of the written law to the reality, and in this way the law underwent many changes.  Thus it is possible to explain why, every few hundred years, a new codification of Jewish law was necessary. Now, in the wake of the Emancipation and assimilation, Jewish society has been shattered and there is no longer a life according to Jewish culture and Jewish law, there is no longer an Oral Law, and everything, up to the latest rabbinical authorities, is now written law, law-on-paper (Papierrecht). The reestablishment of autonomous Jewish life in the framework of a closed people-that-is-once-again-a-society (Volksgemeinschaft) will be able to show what the role of Jewish religious law is with respect to the different objective reality. 

"In the meantime, we are facing the question:

Are all the determinations of ancient and new eras which establish the status of women and the relations between the sexes - and which are expressed in such phrases as 'a woman's voice is lewdness,' 'a woman's hair is lewdness,' 'a man shall not walk behind a woman,' and so on - absolute demands of religious law or are they tantamount to a recognition of conditions and conceptions that were prevalent and accepted in their day and should be valid for us as well, as long as they exist? 

"There is no one, and no rabbinical authority either, who can resolve this question today. It is certain that the reality of life and the structure of society that the Shulhan Arukh assumed as given, no longer exist in a way that is not dependent on upon our religious position and the extent to which we observe the commandments. For example, the Shulhan Arukh is not familiar with and does not predict the possibility of a woman's presence in the life of work and in public life, something that simply exists today. Even if we observe every little detail of the Shulhan Arukh in in this context, we will not be able to return to the situation that it assumed as given. Our male and female members work together as something taken for granted in business, in offices, in the Land of Israel - in the fields; they listen to lectures together at the university or freely meet socially with one another, and in ways that members of previous generations would have found difficult to understand at all possible, so much so that there was no need at all to prohibit them. 

"In this state of affairs, what would be achieved if today we prohibited dancing the hora together at our clubhouses, something that is done as taken for granted? In this we are demonstrating only a state of affairs that we do not want to return to in its prior state, toward which we do not strive at all and about which we - and this is most important - do not know whether religious law even demands it unconditionally. 

"This case is quite different from our battle for the Sabbath, even though the latter does not concord well with the economic conditions and the modern conception concerning rest on Sundays. This is because here we are acting and fighting consciously for a structure of life that the Torah commands us, and to which the Sabbath belongs. 

"Prohibiting mixed hora dancing will cause us to do something that borders on dishonesty and implicit hypocrisy. In the religious life there is nothing more dangerous. For these reasons, I am of the opinion that in those of our groups - and I believe this applies to all of them - in which singing, outings, hora dancing and work days in which young men and women participate jointly have been accepted and have taken root, we must continue at any price to preserve this state of affairs and not consider any protests that might be heard from any side."   

Please address all comments and requests to HAMELAKET@hotmail.com

