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Parashas Behaalosecha


Excerpt from Darash Moshe II, 


by RABBI MOSHE FEINSTEIN, zt"l


When you kindle the lamps (Numbers 8:2).


The word beha'aloscha here means "when you kindle." But this word, from the root aloh, also means raising, or lifting. Rashi uses this derivation to add two meanings. One is that the Kohen must hold the fire to the wick until the newly kindled flame is strong enough to rise up by itself. The other is that there were steps in front of the Menorah upon which the Kohen would stand when cleaning and filling the lamps. 


In truth, the two explanations are closely related. The Menorah represents the enlightenment which comes from the study of Torah. Aharon and his sons are particularly delegated to learn and teach the Torah, as the verse states: They will teach Your laws to Yaakov and Your Torah to Israel (Devarim 33:10). When they teach, they must see to it that their teaching should "rise of itself" in their students - that is, that their understanding must grow to the point that they understand not only what they were told, but clearly understand all its applications and ramifications. We see this from the word beha'aloscha: Any mitzvah to light the Menorah would obviously demand that we see to it that the lamp remains lit, and that we may not stop lighting until we are sure it will stay lit. Beha'aloscha tells us more - that we cannot rely on our evaluations, and that we may assume nothing. We must know with absolute certainty that the flame is strong and increasing in strength. Exactly so is our responsibility when making halachic decisions and teaching and influencing others. We must keep our hand in the matter until it is absolutely clear that they understand and are growing in Torah and good deeds.


The same may be learned from the cleansing procedure. The cleaning could have been done without recourse to a set of steps, because the Menorah was only eighteen tefachim (approximately five and one-quarter feet) high. If we could rely on presumptions and evaluations, a cleaning done from ground level would allow us to confidently say the Menorah is perfectly clean and ready. But we may not rely on anything, and we must know absolutely, by looking downwards into the lamps, that they perfectly clean and ready. Similarly, when we teach others to avoid sin and develop good character traits, we must do so fastidiously and with perfectionism. 


Rashi explains the verse Aharon did so (8:3) to mean that Aharon did not alter from his instruction. This means that although we know that if Aharon was confident this would mean complete certainty, he did not rely on his confidence or his evaluations, and waited until he actually saw that the lamps were clean and that the flame grew. This is, indeed, a novel and though-provoking explanation, because Aharon's certainty based on his confidence in his evaluation may be no less reliable than visual proof - and even so, he waited for visual proof. 
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From: Rabbi Yissocher Frand [ryfrand@torah.org]


Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2003 9:17 PM


To: ravfrand@torah.org


Subject: Rabbi Frand on Parshas Beha'aloscha


"RavFrand" List  -  Rabbi Frand on Parshas Beha'aloscha          -


These divrei Torah were adapted from the hashkafa portion of Rabbi Yissocher Frand's Commuter Chavrusah Tapes on the weekly portion: Tape # 376, Davening For A Choleh 





The Source of Tzipporah's Error Was Her Husband's Modesty


The pasuk [verse] at the end of this week's parsha says that Miriam and Aharon spoke about their brother Moshe "concerning the Kushis woman that he married" [Bamdibar 12:1]. Rashi cites the Medrash, which elaborates on the background of this conversation. The narration of Miriam's conversation with Aharon is immediately preceded by the incident with Eldad and Meidad. Eldad and Meidad were suddenly given the gift of prophecy. Apparently, Moshe's wife was standing in the presence of Miriam. She made an off-hand comment, "Oh their poor wives - they effectively just lost their husbands!"


Tzipporah bemoaned the fact that Mrs. Eldad and Mrs. Meidad were now going to become "prophet widows." "Their husbands will not have anything to do with them any longer. That is what happened to me. Moshe, my husband, became a prophet and he has nothing to do with me anymore."


Miriam was taken aback by this comment. "Wait a minute," she thought to herself. "I am a prophetess, my brother Aharon is a prophet. We do not have this restriction with our spouses." They began questioning Moshe's behavior with his wife.


G-d heard their comments. G-d testified regarding Moshe's uniqueness and to the fact that Moshe left his wife under Divine instruction. They were therefore wrong in criticizing Moshe.


This is the "story." But there is one pasuk in the narration that does not fit in. In the middle of the narration, the pasuk says, "And the man Moshe was the most modest man on the face of the earth" [12:3]. What is this pasuk doing here? It is not germane to the subject matter! Perhaps a statement testifying to Moshe's status as the greatest of prophets would be relevant. However, his status as the most modest of people does not seem to fit in with the rest of the story.


The Avos D'Rav Nassan explains the pasuk in light of Miriam's dialogue with Aharon. Miriam had said "I am a prophetess and I did not need to leave my husband." Aharon had said "I am a prophet and I did not have to leave my wife." They concluded that the reason Moshe acted differently must be because he was haughty (a ba'al ga-avah). "It must be out of conceit and arrogance that Moshe concluded he is now above family life."


That is why G-d Himself came and testified that they were entirely wrong in their analysis of the situation. "This has nothing to do with Moshe Rabbeinu's arrogance. On the contrary - he is the most modest person who ever lived."


It was, in fact, Moshe Rabbeinu's modesty that caused Tzipporah to misinterpret his separation from her and caused her to conclude that the wives of Eldad and Meidad would suffer the same fate. Moshe was too humble to tell his wife that G-d told him he was special - the most special prophet who ever lived - and that's why he had to separate from his wife. Moshe just explained to his wife that they could not live together any longer because he was a prophet. She assumed that this was a rule that applied to all prophets. Moshe's modesty is very germane to the whole story, because that is what caused his wife to err in the first place when she assumed that Eldad and Meidad would now have to separate from their wives.


It is ironic that Moshe's attempt at concealing the unique nature of his prophecy brought about this whole sequence of events, and which required G-d to openly declare his special status.


The other lesson is one which we see very often in life. When people attack another individual about a perceived lack in a certain character trait, it usually turns out that the particular character trait is the person's most outstanding attribute.


Many times people attack someone for not being honest when in fact the person is incredibly honest. People attack someone and call him conceited when the opposite is true, he is extremely humble. Precisely the area where people attack others, quite often is the one area where those being attacked are beyond reproach.





The Special Sanctity of Yericho


The pasuk says, "And he said: Please do not leave us, for you know our encampments in the wilderness and you will be for us as eyes. And it will be if you go with us that the goodness that G-d will grant to us, we will share it with you." [Bamidbar 10:31-32]. The Imrei Shammai makes an interesting and timely comment regarding Moshe's plea with Yisro to not return back to


Midian:


Rashi comments that the 'goodness' refers to the division of the Land of Israel. He mentions that there was a 500 square amah parcel of land that was the most fertile area of Yericho which was not divided up in the original partitioning of the land into tribal portions. This was set aside as a portion to be given to that tribe in whose land the Bais HaMikdash [Temple] was going to be built. This would offset and compensate for the fact that the land used to build the Bais HaMikdash would in effect be taken away from that tribe. Rashi says that the descendants of Yisro were given the right to hold onto this land and settle there for the 400 plus years until the Bais HaMikdash was built in the time of King Shlomo. When the Bais HaMikdash was built, the Tribe of Benjamin in whose land the Bais HaMikdash was built received this fertile area of Yericho as compensation.


The Imrei Shammai cites a Talmudic passage [Tamid 30b] which says that it was possible to hear what was going on in the Bais HaMikdash from Yericho (despite the significant distance that would make such a phenomenon miraculous). The Ravad states that the sound waves only reached Yericho. In other directions, the sounds were not heard anywhere near that distance. The Ravad explains that since Yericho was the 'consolation' prize to the Tribe of Binyamin for their lost property in Jerusalem, it contains within itself some dimension of the sanctity of Jerusalem. Yericho was the first conquest of Eretz Yisroel in the time of Yehoshua. Just as the first fruits and Terumah [the first priestly gift] are holy, so too Yericho has a special sanctity. It is a pseudo Jerusalem. That is why it was possible to hear the sounds of the Bais HaMikdash in Yericho.
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RABBI BENJAMIN YUDIN 


MAKING SENSE OUT OF "NUNSENSE"


Our Torah is exciting in every facet. Not only is every word especially  challenging, but special effects of the Torah are remarkable. In Parshas  Behaaloscha we find two familiar verses, recited throughout the Jewish  world whenever the Torah is removed from the aron hakodesh and is  returned, namely "vaihi binsoa ha-aron" and "uvnucha yomar". The Talmud  Shabbos (116a) notes that these two verses are not in their proper place.  For this reason the Torah surrounds these verses with two inverted nuns  akin to our use of brackets. In fact, the commentaries on Rashi note that  it is not at random that the letter nun was chosen, as its numerical value  is fifty, and indeed these verses belong in Parshas Bamidbar, chapter two,  following verse seventeen, which is fifty paragraphs earlier in the Torah.  Why then were they placed here? "To separate one transgression from  another".


A cursory view of the text leaves us bewildered and perplexed. The verses  immediately following vaihi binsoa speak of the complaining of Bnai  Yisroel. Instead of appreciating the high speed of travel, i.e. that  Hashem enabled them to accomplish a three-day journey in one day, they  complained of the fatigue it had caused them. What is most puzzling,  however, is the fact that the Talmud identifies the first transgression as  being, "they journeyed from the mountain of Hashem" (10:33). What is their  wrongdoing that requires the special effect of the letter nun to follow?  The Ramban in his commentary notes that they journeyed from Har Sinai  "b'simcha", in happiness, as a child runs from school, glad that Hashem  did not give them the additional mitzvos.


Truth be told, one could argue on their behalf, that they did not leave  Har Sinai until the cloud reflecting Hashem's presence ascended from atop  the mishkan, in accordance with His directive. Moreover, they were going  to do a mitzva, namely to conquer and settle the Land of Israel. Where is  their sin?


To appreciate their wrongdoing, we must contrast, notes the Alter of  Slobodka, the way the Torah describes the manner in which Bnai Yisroel  left the Yam-suf and Har Sinai. Regarding the former the Torah says  (Shemos 15:22) "vayasa" which means Moshe caused Israel to journey, as  Rashi explains citing the Mechilta. Moshe had to move the people against  their will. The Egyptians were so confident that they would retrieve their  former slaves that they bedecked and adorned their horse and chariots with  gold, silver, and precious jewels. When the Egyptians were drowned the  people were busy gathering the booty. When Moshe announced that it was  time to travel to the desert to get the Torah they resisted his urging, as  children not wishing to leave a swimming pool on a hot day. The jewels of  Egypt were hard to resist. Moshe had to "vayasa" - prod them, cause them  to journey. Here in contrast, taking leave of Mount Sinai it does not say  vayasa to indicate that they resisted or even gave a groan or krechst over  having to leave "Yeshivas Sinai", rather "vayisu" - and they traveled. The  mitzvos of Sinai were not as hard to leave. At Yam-suf their behavior  demonstrated we want more (booty), while at Sinai they were saying we have  enough (mitzvos). The Ramban concludes his comments on this matter by  saying that perhaps were it not for this negative attitude, Hashem would  have brought them to the Land of Israel immediately.


It is significant to note how the earlier themes of the parsha reflect a  different perspective. Rashi (Bamidbar 8:2) quotes the Tanchuma that  explains the directive to Aharon to light the menorah immediately  following the offerings of the princes, as Aharon felt slighted and  deprived that he and his tribe did not have a formal role in the  dedication ceremonies of the mishkan, as did the other princes and tribes.  True, Aharon had all of the mitzvos of kehuna (priestly services), but he  wanted more.


Similarly, the institution of Pesach Sheini, the second Pesach offering,  was given to the nation not in the usual format of "Hashem said to Moshe".  Rather, the Torah lauds the behavior of those individuals who were  involved in a mitzva (of either transporting the remains of Joseph or  having to attend to some other dead body) and were therefore unable and  indeed exempt from participating in the korban Pesach (Passover offering).  Rather than quietly accept their exemption, they petition Moshe and say,  "we want more". Indeed they were granted the privilege they so desired, to  offer the korban Pesach one month later.


The Torah is teaching us the significance of our attitude towards mitzvos.  Aharon Hakohain and the initiators of Pesach Sheini are recorded in  perpetuity as heroes, and the Sinai travelers are permanently stigmatized,  as demonstrated by the inverted nuns.


This is a most appropriate lesson anytime, but especially at this season  of graduations. Have we really succeeded in our educational system by  noting a sigh or krechst from our graduates, as they take leave of our  yeshivas, or are they running from something?


Two persons can do the same activity, but their differing attitudes create  for each their own unique mitzva. Picture two Jews present at the same  prayer service. Upon completion, one is out the door in a most hurried  fashion, while the other respectfully sits down for a moment, pausing,  reciting (Psalms 140:14) "only the righteous will thank your name, the  upright will sit in your presence." Then, leave by walking backwards for a  few steps, respectfully, as if taking leave of a king.


Parshas Behaaloscha presents a tough personal question to each of us: are  mitzvos a privilege or a burden? And the answer to the above is most  consequential.


________________________________________





 From: Shema Yisrael Torah Network [shemalists@shemayisrael.com] Sent: June 19, 2003 To: Peninim Parsha 


PENINIM ON THE TORAH 


BY RABBI A. LEIB SCHEINBAUM 


PARSHAS BEHA'ALOSCHA


The people would spread out and gather (the manna). (11:8)  Pursuit of a livelihood is often an experience that consumes a person. One dedicates his energies to chasing that pot of gold which is nothing more than a dream turned nightmare for many. While one should be mishtadel, endeavor, and take the necessary steps to see to it that his material needs are provided for, he must realize and believe unequivocally that Hashem is the Provider Who will provide him with whatever he really needs. We derive this concept from the manna of which the Torah in Sefer Shemos 16:17-18 writes, "Bnei Yisrael gathered (the manna), those who took more and those who took less. And they measured it in an omer and found that those who took more had nothing extra, and those who took less were not lacking; each person had gathered according to his eating needs."  In his commentary on our parsha, the Zohar Hakadosh focuses on the word shatu, spread out, which can also be derived from the word shoteh, fool. The Zohar says, "Those people of whom it says shatu, were truly shatia, fools - for sufficient manna was supplied to each person, without the need to stroll around and search for it - which was in any event a futile endeavor. Hashem had provided what was needed for each.  Horav Yosef Chaim Sonnenfeld, zl, would decry those who would devote their lives and energies towards earning a livelihood. He would often cite a mashal, parable, of the Chafetz Chaim in this regard: a customer in a wine maker's shop once came up with this "powerful" suggestion to the shopkeeper: "Why do you not put two spigots on each barrel instead of one? That way you could make twice as much money!" While we understand the foolishness of this idea, there are still people who do not realize that no matter how hard a person tries, the total amount of sustenance he is destined to receive does not increase one iota as a result of his efforts.  Nonetheless, one must not sit back and relax, relying on the reality that Hashem will provide for him anyway, so he need not bother. Rav Yosef Chaim applies the pasuk in Devarim 15:18, "So that G-d will bless you in all that you do." It is only when a person does something that he opens up the possibility for Hashem to bless his work and provide for him. There are individuals whose trust in the Almighty is so intense and true that what they must do is truly very little. It is only because they possess such spiritual integrity that they are so blessed. When one toils for a living - whether through commerce, Torah education, Kollel or any endeavor in which Hashem finds a kli machazik berachah, vessel to accept and hold blessing - he develops a relationship with Hashem as the Provider, through which he becomes acutely aware that success or failure is dependent totally upon His grace. 





What have you done evil to your servant…that you place the burden of this entire people…Did I conceive this entire people…that you say to me, carry them in your bosom. (11:12)  Moshe Rabbeinu despairs from the responsibility of leadership imposed upon him. Sforno explains Moshe's complaint in the following manner: Parents often have children with whom they are in dispute. Yet, despite the existing conflict, a basic feeling of trust exists deep within the children, asserting that their parents truly love them and will do them no harm. This nation, however, had not demonstrated such trust in Moshe, and they were constantly testing to see how he would react to them. Moshe's grievance still needs to be understood. Imagine if a great rav or rosh hayeshiva would lament, "Why do I not find favor in your eyes that you place such a difficult leadership upon my shoulders?" The answer would be simple. "It is specifically because you are a great and talented leader that you were chosen for this position. Whom else should we take - a weak leader?"  Moshe should have understood that it was because he found favor in the eyes of Hashem that he was selected for this most difficult mission. Fractious communities need strong leadership.  HORAV MORDECHAI ROGOV, zl, explains that Moshe decried the fact that Hashem did not find him worthy of being elevated to a position where he would be as sensitive to Klal Yisrael as a mother is sensitive to her children. For a mother, nothing is too difficult. There is no time that is bad when it comes to her children. A mother never tires, never wanes from her commitment to her children. It is a labor of love - a love that prevails over whatever obstacle may be in the way. This is what Moshe means when he says, "Did I conceive this entire people?" Do I then feel for them as a mother feels for her child? If I felt that way, nothing would be burdensome. I ask of Hashem that I be able to carry their burden as a mother carries her child - with love, patience and equanimity.  Moshe is teaching us a compelling lesson in education and leadership. A teacher/leader must love his charges as a mother loves her child. He must be sensitive to their every need and enjoy helping them grow. No problem is too demanding; no situation is too troublesome. After all, one's student is like one's child. This is the key to success in teaching. Unless a rebbe feels like a parent, he is missing a critical factor in the success quotient for Torah chinuch. Moshe Rabbeinu recognized that if he could be upset with Klal Yisrael, then he was missing the ingredient. Do we recognize this, or are we quick to fault the student?  Indeed, a true leader should want to see only the positive in his flock. The Skverer Rebbe, zl, always looked for the positive in each Jew, disregarding even the most blatant shortcomings. He had this mindset even at a tender age, as the following narrative indicates. With age, this attitude intensified until it became the hallmark of his very essence. As a young child, he had a discussion with one of his cousins, also a scion of the famous Chernobyl dynasty. The question: Is it more advantageous to be a rav/rabbi or a rebbe, chassidic leader? (Interesting discussion - what is especially noteworthy is the topic of discussion among these young children. Apparently, there were no sports teams in those days.) In the course of their debate, the other child posited that being a rebbe was more desirable, and he could prove it. "Compare the spelling of rebbe - raish, bais, yud - with that of rav - raish, bais," he said, "and you will note that rebbe contains the letter yud, while the word rav is devoid of a yud." The letter yud, which in their local dialect was pronounced yid - which in Yiddish means Jew - is present in the term rebbe. It would, therefore, indicate that rebbe had superiority over rav.  It was an insightful response, one that marveled those who had assembled to hear the discussion between the two young prodigies. They now waited for the future Skverer Rebbe's response. What could he say that would succeed in refuting his cousin's logic?  He responded that, in principle, he agreed with his cousin that, indeed, being a leader of a chassidic sect was superior to being a halachic arbiter in a community, but for a different reason. He explained that Chazal say in Pirkei Avos, 1:8, "When the litigants stand before (the judge), he considers them to be reshaim, wicked. Only at the culmination of the trial when the verdict has been rendered, and they accept it can they be viewed as tzaddikim, righteous.  "It is for this reason that I prefer becoming a rebbe as opposed to a rav," said the Skverer Rebbe. "I do not ever want to be placed in a position where I will be relegated to view a fellow Jew as being anything less than righteous. I do not want to be aware of their shortcomings, only their positive traits." Is it any wonder that this young boy's sensitivity to every Jew was the cornerstone of a life of dedicated to all of Klal Yisrael? 





He named that place Kivros-Hataavah, the graves of lust, because there they buried the people who had been craving. (11:34)  Immediately after the people were punished for their needless complaining, they started right up again with a new set of accusations. This time they slandered the manna, which they received daily from Hashem. They claimed they wanted meat - although there was no shortage of meat. They talked about how wonderful Egypt was - in comparison to their misery in the desert. After all was said and done, it all amounted to nothing more than an uncontrolled craving. They were overpowered by their yetzer hora, evil inclination. The middah of taavah, craving/lusting for something, can overwhelm a person, so that he loses control over himself. This place stands in infamy as Kivros Hataavah, the burial place of lust. As Horav Eliyahu Eliezer Dessler, zl, remarks, it was not the burial place of those who lusted. Rather, it was the burial place of lust. This demonstrates and emphasizes the iniquity of lust and the downfall of those who succumb to temptation.  We frequently see people who fall prey to addiction, be it food, drugs or alcohol. The religious world also has its share of those who cannot control their cravings, who are overwhelmed by temptation, who fall prey to unbridled desire. Chazal teach us that Hashem gave us an antidote to triumph over the wiles of the evil-inclination - the Torah. Torah study will keep us anchored to our timeless values and remind us of Hashem's constant presence.  Temptation is strong, and people give in to it all the time. One wonders why or how someone who has basic intelligence would of his own free will opt to wallow in filth and drugs, rather than live a life of health, success and pride to himself and his family. Why do people make terrible - and sometimes tragic - choices that ultimately destroy their lives and wreak havoc on the lives of their families? What possesses a person to throw everything away in search of money and self-gratification?  The power of the evil-inclination is awesome. It has the ability to blind a person temporarily and deprive him of his ability to think rationally. It grabs his heart and demands instant gratification. The individual who is ensnared by its wiles no longer cares about morals, self-respect, or the effect on his family. He wants it now. He does not consider consequences. Yosef Hatzaddik almost fell prey to the blandishments of the yetzer hora. Yet, he won due to a single reason - his father. Chazal teach us that Yosef was able to summon the inner strength to resist Potiphar's wife, because he saw an image of his elderly father and everything that he represented. The image of Yaakov Avinu, the elderly Patriarch, prompted Yosef to ask himself if it was all worth it. Was it worth throwing away his heritage, his covenant, his self-respect for a fleeting moment of lust?  Once one asks that question, the yetzer hora has lost. This holds true for all temptation. When people stop to think of the consequences, when they query, "Is it worth it?" the contest is over. When they factor in the shame, the scandal, the potential ruin of their careers, the trauma and suffering of their families, the destroyed future of their children, they would never succumb to the yetzer hora. Regrettably, some realize the consequences of their escapades too late for themselves and too late for their children. 


 Sponsored in loving memory of our Mother and Babi MIRIAM HAMADA  Shlomie and Devora Hamada Elchonon and Rivky Hamada, Yehuda Zev and Shifra Batya Ephraim and Malkie Juskowicz and Tziporah Batya Eli and Aliza Lichtenstein, and Esti


A special yashar koach to Herbert Taragin for distribution of Peninim in Midwood Brooklyn area.
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THE PRACTICAL TORAH


RABBI MICHAEL TAUBES


Parshas Behaalosecha: Waiting Between Eating Meat and Dairy


No definitive Halacha LeMa'aseh conclusions should be applied to practical situations based on any of these Shiurim.


The Torah tells us that when the people who complained about the food in the desert began to die as a result of a great plague from Hashem, the meat that they were eating then was still between their teeth (BeMidbar 11:33). The Gemara in Chulin (105a) indicates that if one has eaten meat, one cannot eat a dairy product as long as one still has pieces of the meat between his teeth. As explained by Rashi (Ibid. s.v. HaBasar), the Gemara (Ibid.) then cites this Posuk (Ibid.) to demonstrate that meat retains its status as meat even after it has been chewed up but remains stuck in one's teeth, since the Posuk (Ibid.) continues, even at that point, to refer to it as Basar, meat. It is therefore forbidden to eat something which is dairy while meat is stuck in one's teeth because this is tantamount to eating meat and dairy together, which is, of course, forbidden, as mentioned in the Gemara later in Chulin (115b), and codified by the Rambam (Hilchos Maachalos Asuros 9:1) and by the Shulchan Aruch (Yoreh Deah 87:1).


 The earlier Gemara in Chulin (105a) quotes one Amora as saying that his father would not eat dairy for a full day, meaning 24 hours, as explained by Rashi (Ibid. s.v. L'Machar), after having eaten meat, while he himself would wait only until the next meal. The Rambam (Ibid. Halacha 28) rules that one must wait about six hours between eating meat and eating dairy because meat remains stuck for a while between one's teeth, implying that meat between one's teeth retains the status of meat according to the Halacha only for about six hours. The Tur (Yoreh Deah Siman 89) thus writes that according to this view, after one has waited this amount of time following the consumption of meat, he may eat dairy even if he still has meat between his teeth, because that meat is no longer really considered meat; by the same token, however, according to this view, even if one never swallowed meat but only chewed it up, in order, for example, to make it more chewable for a baby, he must wait the full amount of time before eating dairy.


 According to Rashi, commenting on the aforementioned Gemara in Chulin (Ibid. s.v. Asur), the reason one cannot eat dairy after meat is that the remnants of the fat from meat tends to stick to one's mouth and the flavor lingers on in one's mouth for a ling time. The Tur (Ibid.) notes that according to this view, one must wait after having consumed meat before eating dairy even if there is no meat in his teeth at all (such as, for example, if he ate a meat soup which had nothing in it that could get stuck in his teeth); on the other hand, according to this view, if one only chewed the meat but did not swallow it, he need not wait at all to eat dairy because no flavor lingers in his mouth in such a case. The Tur (Ibid.) concludes, though, that one should follow the strict position of each of the above two views, and one should thus wait the required amount of time between meat and dairy even if he only chewed the meat but did not swallow it, as well as if he swallowed meat without getting anything stuck in his teeth. The Shulchan Aruch (Ibid. Sif 1) accepts this ruling, requiring one to wait between meat, including poultry, and dairy without specifying as to how the meat was eaten; he adds (Ibid.) that if one does have meat between one's teeth, he should remove it before eating dairy even after having waited the proper amount of time, and he concludes (Ibid.) that even if one only chews up meat for a baby, he must still wait before eating dairy. The Taz (Ibid. Sif Katan 1) explains that the Halacha follows the stricter conclusions of each of the above two views, as mentioned.


 The Ramo (Ibid.Sif 3) writes that fat from meat has the same status as meat itself, and one must thus wait after eating the fat from meat as one would after eating meat itself; the Shach (Ibid. Sif Katan 18) adds that this is true of fat from poultry as well. The Pri Megadim (in Mishbitzos Zahav Ibid. Sif Katan 1) writes that if, however, one just chews a little fat from the meat for a baby, one should not have to wait at all before eating dairy according to any opinion since there is no lingering flavor because he did not swallow anything, and since there is nothing to get stuck between his teeth because he chewed only fat from the meat. Nevertheless, he rules (Ibid.) that we should not make any distinction (Lo Plug), and because the Jews are a holy people (Kedoshim), it would be improper to change the practice and one should therefore be strict in this situation as well. Rav Shlomo Kluger, however, commenting on the Pri Megadim (Hagahos Ibid. Sif Katan 1), rules that if one simply tastes meat (or a meat product) with his tongue, such as to see if it needs salt, but then spits it right out without chewing or swallowing any of it, he need not wait before eating dairy. It may be preferable even in such a case, however, to wash out one's mouth before eating dairy, as is required earlier by the Ramo (Ibid. Sif 1), who says that one should wash out one's mouth before eating dairy following the removal of meat from between one's teeth even after the required waiting time has elapsed. The Shach (Ibid. Sif Katan 4) notes that this cleaning must be a thorough one, including, as required by the Shulchan Aruch (Ibid. Sif 2) in a different situation, chewing some kind of food which will not stick to the roof of one's mouth and then swallowing it, as mentioned by the Pischei Teshuvah (Ibid. Sif Katan 5), although the Darkei Teshuvah (Ibid. Sif Katan 30) disputes the need to swallow it, as well as rinsing the food down with some liquid. The Shach later (Ibid. Sif Katan 11) writes that the order of these two actions is irrelevant.


 It should be noted that the Chochmas Adam (Klal 40 Sif 13) writes that the requirement to wait before eating dairy applies even after eating a food that was simply cooked together with meat, even though it is not meat itself, as already mentioned by the Ramo (Ibid. Sif 3), who also rules, however, that if one ate a food which has no meat in it, but was simply cooked in a pot usually used for meat, one need not wait at all before eating dairy. As the Ramo writes later (Yoreh Deah Siman 95 Sif 2), one should not eat such food together with a dairy product; one does not, however, have to wait before eating a dairy product afterwards. Rabbi Akiva Eiger (Chidushei Rabbi Akiva Eiger to Siman 89 Ibid. on the Shach Sif Katan 19) adds that this is true even if the food cooked in the meat pot is a sharply flavored food; one need not wait after eating it before eating dairy products. The Darkei Teshuvah (Ibid. Sif Katan 42) writes, however, that if one has eaten meat one may not eat a sharply flavored food which was cooked in a dairy pot (or cut with a dairy knife) even if it is not dairy itself before waiting the required time.


 Regarding the question of precisely how long one must wait after eating meat before eating dairy, the Gemara in Chulin (Ibid.), as mentioned above, records that one Amora stated that his practice was to wait the amount of time between one meal and the next. Tosafos (Ibid. s.v. L'Seudasa) indicates that this does not mean that one must wait the amount of time between the morning meal and the evening meal, which would be several hours, but rather that one must clear the table and recite a Beracha Acharonah following his meat meal, after which he may eat dairy even immediately. The Rambam (Hilchos Maachalos Asuros Ibid. Halachah 28), however, writes that if one has eaten meat, he should not eat dairy before waiting "about" six hours (Kimmo Sheis Sha'os); the Lechem Mishneh (Ibid.) attempts to explain how the Rambam derived this amount of time from the discussion in the Gemara in Chulin (Ibid.). The Shulchan Aruch (Yoreh Deah Ibid. Sif 1) rules that if one has eaten meat, he must wait six hours before eating anything dairy; the Ramo, after citing other customs, recommends this as well at the end of his comments (Ibid.), and the Shach (Ibid. Sif Katan 8) writes that anyone with any connection to the Torah should follow this ruling. The Chochmas Adam cited above (Ibid.) also writes that this is the standard practice, as does the Aruch HaShulchan (Ibid. Sif 7) who adds that it would be highly improper to change this practice at all.


 The Ramo, however, does write (Ibid.) that some hold that one need not wait six hours, but rather may eat dairy immediately if he has cleared the table and recited Birchas HaMazon, or, as the Shach (Ibid. Sif Katan 6) adds, a Beracha Acharonah, following his meat meal and then cleaned his mouth in the manner discussed above. He then writes (Ibid.) that the prevalent custom in his country is to wait one hour before eating dairy; the Taz (Ibid. Sif Katan 2) suggest that this is a kind of compromise where one doesn't wait a full six hours, but also doesn't eat dairy immediately after meat. The Taz concludes (Ibid.), though, that it is certainly proper, especially for Bnai Torah, to be stringent and wait for six hours.


 Rav Feivel Cohen, in his Sefer Badei HaShulchan (Hilchos Basar B'Chalav Ibid. Sif Katan 35), writes, as is well known, that some have the practice to wait for three hours between meat and milk, but he adds (Tziunim Ibid. Sif Katan 53) that he is unaware of the origin of this practice, citing only a statement in the Chayei Adam (Klal 127 Sif 10) as a possible source. The Darkei Teshuvah (Ibid. Sif Katan 6) quotes this custom as well. Rav Moshe Heinemann is quoted (In "Mesorah", Choveret 8, Nisan 5753, pages 75-77) as suggesting that this custom may be based on the fact that in the winter when there are less daylight hours, people may eat dinner earlier, and there is thus less than six hours between meals, as hinted at by Rabbi Shlomo Eiger, in his comments on the aforementioned Ramo (Gilyon Maharsha on Ramo in Sif 1 Ibid.), and by the Yad Ephraim in his comments there (Ibid.).


 It should be noted that whatever the waiting time is, it begins from the time when one actually finished eating meat at the meal, and not from the time when the entire meal, including dessert, for example, is finished, as pointed out by the Dagul MeRavavah, commenting on the Shach (Ibid. Sif Katan 3), among others. Although the Aruch HaShulchan (Ibid. Sif 4) seems to disagree, this appears to be the majority view. It must also be stressed, as noted by the Shach (Ibid. Sif Katan 5), that no matter how long one waits, one must recite a Beracha Acharonah and clear the table following the meat meal before eating dairy.


 ________________________________________
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  Parshat Beha'alotcha     -- http://ohr.edu/yhiy/article.php/1016


  A Free Lunch "We remember the fish that we ate in Egypt free of charge" (11:4)


It's axiomatic that there's no such thing as a free lunch.


Or as they say in Yiddish "Nothing is for nothing. "And yet human nature has a marvelous ability to conjure the proverbial free lunch out of hefty tab.


For a while now, my son has been trying to convince me to invest in about 50 boxes of a certain brand of cereal so that we can be sure of getting a FREE plastic space station. (Of course, he contends that a space station is pretty much de rigeur for the average Orthodox Jewish family living in Jerusalem, a notion of which I am not totally convinced.)


The Ibn Ezra says that fish was so plentiful in Egypt that it was virtually free. The Ramban says that in addition to fish, the Jewish People received fruit and vegetables in abundance from the farmers.


All for FREE!


But was it so free? It seems to me that being a slave is a pretty hefty price-tag no matter how much free fish and veggies there is on offer.


And let us not think that FREE OFFER myopia only affects small Jerusalem children. If we honestly analyze many of our decisions we may realize how many things we do because we have convinced ourselves that we are getting a free lunch.


In life everything has a price - the trick is to know what the price really is.


 Written and compiled by RABBI YAAKOV ASHER SINCLAIR


 (C) 2003 Ohr Somayach International - All rights reserved.
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Subject: SICHOT63 -35: Parashat Beha'alotekha


YESHIVAT HAR ETZION Israel Koschitzky Virtual Beit Midrash (VBM) Student Summaries Of Sichot Of The Roshei Yeshiva


May HaKadosh Barukh Hu have mercy upon His people and upon  His land.  PARASHAT BEHAALOTEKHA


SICHA OF HARAV YEHUDA AMITAL SHLIT"A


STRUCTURE AND INITIATIVE                              


Summarized by David Silverberg


       We  can  only  imagine how coveted a  position  the kehuna gedola (high priesthood) must have been.  One need only jump ahead two parashot to Korach's revolt to gain a sense  of the respect and honor associated with the title of  "kohen gadol." Nevertheless, according to the midrash cited  in  the opening  comment of Rashi to our  parasha, Aharon  Ha-kohen was envious of the nesi'im,  the  twelve tribal  leaders  of Benei Yisrael, as  they  offered  the sacrifices  for  the chanukat ha-mishkan, the  dedication ceremony  for  the Tabernacle.  The midrash relates  that G-d  assuaged  Aharon by reminding him of  his  exclusive privilege of lighting the menora in the mishkan each day.            Many  commentators, most notably Ramban, are baffled by  this  midrash.  Firstly, why should Aharon have  felt jealousy at all?  Was it not enough for him that he alone earned the right of passage into the kodesh kodashim,  as part  of  fulfilling the most sacred of tasks,  eliciting atonement  for Benei Yisrael on Yom Kippur?  Furthermore, why  would  specifically the menora heal  Aharon's  envy- stricken mind?  What makes this service more special than all others?


      Perhaps we can suggest an explanation based  on  an answer  which  Ramban  himself  raises  but  subsequently rejects.  Aharon's disappointment may have resulted  from the  voluntary nature of the nesi'im's offering.  Whereas the  kohen  gadol's  service is explicitly  outlined  and mandated  by G-d, the nesi'im brought their offering  out of their own volition.  Aharon envied the nesi'im's sense of  initiative, which inspired them to lead Benei Yisrael in  the  consecration of the mishkan.  One  who  performs only    that   which   was   assigned   proceeds   almost mechanically;  the  volunteer's  work  evolves  from   an inspiration and self-motivation.  This distinction is the source of Aharon's jealousy.


      However, the question remains, why would the mitzva of  lighting the menora cure Aharon's envy?  Lighting the menora,  too, was specifically commanded by G-d, and  was performed   involuntarily!   For  this   reason,   Ramban dismisses this explanation.


      Perhaps Ramban's suggestion is, in fact, the key to understanding  the  midrash.  G-d's  response  to  Aharon undermined   and   negated  Aharon's  premise.    Service performed out of obligation is actually greater than that which is discharged voluntarily.  "Gadol ha-metzuveh  ve- oseh  yoter mi-mi she-eino metzuveh ve-oseh."   A  mitzva performed out one's own volition results from a fleeting, temporary moment of inspiration.  However, being part  of a  rigid  framework  demanding and  dictating  "do's  and don'ts"  guarantees  constancy and consistency  in  one's service of G-d.


      The Maharal cites a midrash which lists a series of precepts,  such as "Love thy neighbor as thyself,"  as  a "kelal  gadol  ba-Torah"  - a central  principle  of  the Torah.   The  midrash  culminates,  "Et  ha-keves   echad ta'aseh  ba-boker... kelal gadol mi-zeh" - the obligatory daily  sacrifices,  the korban tamid,  represent  a  more inclusive  principle  of the Torah!   The  most  critical religious  precept is constancy - the steady, day-in  and day-out  commitment to doing G-d's will.  Therefore,  G-d appeased Aharon by stressing his central role in managing the  day-to-day affairs of the mishkan.  Each morning and evening throughout the year, Aharon was bidden to tend to the   menora.   Thus,  this  specific  mitzva  represents Aharon's  privilege  of  constant  involvement   in   the mishkan,  as  opposed to the nesi'im's single  moment  of inspiration during the dedication of the mishkan.


      However,  these two aspects of mitzva  performance, steady obedience and personal initiative, are not at  all mutually exclusive.  The rigid system of Halakha not only allows  but  demands  initiative and creativity.   Ramban (Bamidbar 7:12) asserts that the decision of each nasi to bring  an  offering  for the chanukat ha-mishkan  emerged from completely disparate considerations.  Although their sacrifices  turned out to be identical, their motivations were unrelated.


     Similarly,  a  person must ensure that  despite  the external resemblance between his performances of mitzvot, each  act  must differ qualitatively from the next.   His Mincha  prayer  on  Tuesday must be  different  from  his Monday  Mincha,  and so should the "daf Gemara"  be  more meaningful Friday morning than on Thursday morning.  Even within the structured framework, a person must constantly introduce   his  own  initiative  to  find  meaning   and significance in each mitzva performance.  We should  each try  to  be like the Chassidic Rebbe of whom it was  said that  he  never performed the same mitzva twice - meaning that  he  never performed a mitzva by rote, or  with  the same  intention as previously.  Rather, he  infused  each act,  each time, with a creativity and intention all  its own.


      Rashi  understands the phrase "va-ya'as ken Aharon" (8:3)  as  lauding Aharon for performing  the  mitzva  of lighting  the menora properly, without even the slightest deviation.   Aharon's greatness lay  in  his  ability  to carry  out  the  identical task each day, while  ensuring that  each performance differed inherently from the next. He  did  not deviate from the detailed halakhot governing the  lighting  of the menora.  However,  he  instilled  a different  character  to each act, effectively  combining the ideal of the halakhic structure with that of personal motivation and initiative.


(This  sicha  was  delivered  on  leil  Shabbat  parashat Behaalotekha 5755 [1995].)


Yeshivat Har Etzion's Israel Koschitzky Virtual Beit Midrash is on the world wide web at http://www.vbm-torah.org yeshivat har etzion israel koschitzky virtual beit midrash alon shevut, gush etzion 90433 e-mail: yhe@etzion.org.il or office@etzion.org.il


 ________________________________________





From: Rabbi Riskin's Shabbat Shalom List [parsha@ohrtorahstone.org.il] Sent: Thursday, June 19, 2003 2:53 AM To: Shabbat_Shalom@ohrtorahstone.org.il Subject: Shabbat Shalom: Parshiot Behaalotcha (Diaspora) and Shelach (Israel)


RABBI SHLOMO RISKIN


DIASPORA: Parhsat Behaalotcha (Numbers 8:1-12:16) By Shlomo Riskin


Efrat, Israel - And the Lord said to Moses, saying, _Speak to Aaron and say to him, when you raise up the candles towards the face of the menorah, seven candles shall be lit..__ (Numbers 8:1,2).


Why does the Bible command the Priest-Kohanim to kindle the menorah in this week_s Torah portion, one fourth of the way into the Book of Numbers, and not earlier in the portion of Tetzaveh (Exodus 28, 29) which is the initial source for the accouterments of the Sanctuary (including the menorah) and the special function of the priest-Kohanim? The classical commentary Rashi suggests that there is a link between the offerings of the various tribal princes - which did not include the priest-kohanim - at the conclusion of last week_s Torah reading, and the discussion of the menorah at the beginning of our reading. _Your portion is greater than theirs,_ explained the Almighty to the disgruntled priest-kohanim. _Your service is to prepare and light the menorah._ (Rashi, ad loc).


But what is so special about kindling the menorah? It seems to be a rather thankless task which must be performed early in the morning and in a rather private setting, devoid of the ceremony attended by the multitudes which featured the other tribal princes!


I would suggest that the connection does lie in the message expressed by the Priest-Kohanim - but from what I believe is an even profounder perspective. Last week_s Torah reading cited the Priestly benediction: _May the Lord bless you and keep you, May the Lord shine His face upon you and act graciously towards you, May the Lord lift his face upon you and grant you peace_ (Numbers 6:23-25). The blessing recited by the priest-Kohanim before they intone these Biblical verses (every morning in Israel, only on Festival mornings in the diaspora) gives praise to the Lord who has sanctified them with the sanctity of Aaron and has commanded them to bless His nation Israel with love._


The concluding words of this _pre-blessing_ to the benediction has a double meaning: first, the priest - kohanim must feel love for Israel as they intone the benediction, and second, the content of the benediction is that the Israelites love each other, that there be internal peace within our Jewish community. What is there about the nature and function of the priest-kohanim, - descendants of Aaron who was a _lover of peace and a pursuer of peace, who loved all human beings and brought them close to Torah,_ - which gave them the capacity to lovingly bless all of the Israelites with the gift of mutual love? A slightly humorous Hassidic interpretation suggests that the greatest impediment to unconditional love- the desire to bestow well-being on every human being - is basic human jealousy: I am certainly in favor of your being successful, but only as long as you are not more successful than I. However, since the Kohen-priest in Holy Temple times had no portion of land in Israel, and made his _living_ on the basis of a percentage of the earnings of the rest of the Israelites (one fortieth, one fiftieth or one sixtieth), the greater the earnings of the people, the greater the percentage to the Kohen-Priest. Hence the Kohen-priest could indeed bless the congregation with love!


This idea is really a very profound insight. Once I realize that the two of us are interdependent, that I need you for my fundamental well-being, I can never be jealous of you and I will always love you. This is why the Sages of the Talmud initially interpret the verse, _And you shall love your neighbor like yourself_ (Leviticus 19:18) to refer to a husband and wife (B.T. Kiddushin 41a). After all, a couple is flesh of one flesh, bone of one bone, united in the parenting of a child and bound together in the inextricable bond of shared fate and shared destiny. The success of each is the success of the other - because they are both truly one!


What is the symbolism of the candles of the menorah? _The candle of the Lord is the soul of the human being_ (Proverbs 20:27) teaches King Solomon. Every human being is created in the image of G-d, every individual contains within his soul a spark of the Divine fire. And if indeed a portion of the eternal essence of the Divine is in each of us, we are each of us bound together with each other in the total unity of the G-d head. _You must love your friend because is like you, because he and you contain within yourselves a part of the same G-d who gave you life and spirit;_ _You must love your neighbor like you, I am G-d_ (Leviticus 19:18).


Hence the dependency of the Kohen-priest upon the individual Israelites is paradigmatic of the interdependence of every Jew, _each Jew must see him/herself as a co-signer and guarantor for every other Jew_. It is this message which the priest-Kohen is expressing when he kindles the menorah, the fire of G-d and the spark of every human soul; it is this message extracted from the kindling of the menorah which has far greater value than the animal gift-offerings of the tribal princes.


The story is told that when the young Trisker and Voorker rebbes, two great Grand-Rabbis of Hassidic dynasties who had studied together as children, were about to leave their heder and establish their respective congregations, they decided to give each other a picture of themselves as a momento. But each did not give the other a picture of himself; each tore his picture in half, and each departed from the other with two half pictures. The message was clear: one without the other was only half an individual, as each Jew is only a partial being when set apart from the rest of the Israelites.


Shabbat Shalom.


You can find Rabbi Riskin's parshiot on the web at: http://www.ohrtorahstone.org.il/parsha/index.htm


Ohr Torah Stone Colleges and Graduate Programs Rabbi Shlomo Riskin, Chancellor Rabbi Chaim Brovender, Dean To subscribe, E-mail to: <Shabbat_Shalom-on@ohrtorahstone.org.il>\ \
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              PARSHAT BEHA'ALOTCHA


  Three books in one?  So claim Chazal in regard to Sefer Bamidbar!  And what's more, one of those three books contains only two psukim!   [This statement is based on the 'sugya' in Shabbat 116a (top   of the daf) concerning the two psukim of 'va-yehi bi-nso'a   ha-aron...' (that we recite when we take out the Sefer Torah   / see Bamidbar 10:35-36).]


     To better appreciate the deeper meaning of this statement, this week's shiur discusses an important thematic transition that takes place in Parshat Beha'alotcha.


INTRODUCTION      As anyone familiar with Chumash knows, the text of Chumash in the actual Sefer Torah does not contain any symbols of punctuation.  Nonetheless, in Parshat Beha'alotcha we find a very peculiar exception, as the two psukim of 'va-yehi bi- nso'a ha-aron ...' are delimited by two upside down  'nun's' - acting like parenthesis, and thus causing these psukim to 'stand out'.      For this 'technical' reason alone, we can certainly assume that these two psukim must be special. In an attempt to understand the reason for this phenomenon, the following shiur discusses the thematic importance of these two psukim by considering their location at a very pivotal position in Sefer Bamidbar.


HIGH HOPES      To appreciate the internal structure of Sefer Bamidbar, we must first consider what its theme ‘should have’ been.  To do so, let’s quickly review the primary themes of the previous three books, as we have discussed in our series of shiurim.      Sefer Breishit focused on G-d’s choice of Avraham (and his offspring) to become His special nation ['bechira']. Sefer Shmot described G-d’s redemption of His nation from Egypt, their subsequent journey to Har Sinai to receive the Torah, and construction of the mishkan – the symbol of G-d’s presence in their midst.  Finally, in Sefer Vayikra, Bnei Yisrael received additional laws relating to both the mishkan and 'kedusha' [holiness] in their land and their daily lives.   At this point, Bnei Yisrael were now ready to continue their journey from Har Sinai to inherit the 'Promised Land'.  Hence, Sefer Bamidbar ‘should have’ been the story of that journey and their inheritance of the land.  Tragically, in Sefer Bamidbar those goals are never attained; however - by considering those high expectations – we can better appreciate its content and structure.      For example, Sefer Bamidbar began by describing how Bnei Yisrael prepared for their journey to Eretz Canaan by organizing the army while establishing the mishkan at the center of their camp.      Note how this theme (of Bnei Yisrael's preparation for this journey) continues throughout the narrative in the first ten chapters of Sefer Bamidbar:  *   The army is organized and counted (chapters 1-2)  *   The mishkan is placed at the focal point of the camp (2-5)  *   The national leaders participate in its dedication (7)  *   The levi'im are appointed to become the spiritual leaders      (chapters 3->4 & 8) *    The entire nation offers pesach rishon & sheni (chapter 9)  *   Final instructions are given re: how and when to travel(10)


     Had nothing 'gone wrong', it would have been precisely at this point (after chapter 10 in Sefer Bamidbar) that Bnei Yisrael should have begun their magnificent journey to the Promised Land.  Instead, the next sixteen chapters (i.e. chapters 11-26) discuss exactly the opposite, i.e. how (and why) Bnei Yisrael did not inherit the Land.  In those chapters, the Torah describes numerous incidents when Bnei Yisrael rebelled against G-d, culminating with G-d's decision not to allow that generation to enter the land.   [The final ten chapters of Sefer Bamidbar (27-36) discuss   how the second generation prepares to enter the Land.]


THREE BOOKS      This analysis can help us appreicate the location of the two psukim of 'va-yehi bi-nso'a ha-aron', as they lie at this junction that  divides Sefer Bamidbar into two distinct sections:


A)  Chaps. 1-10 - Bnei Yisrael's preparation for this journey B)  Chaps. 11-26 - The actual journey (i.e. what went wrong)


     The last two psukim of chapter 10 ['va-yehi bi-nso'a ha- aron...'] form the divider between these two sections!


  With this background, we can appreciate why Chazal consider Sefer Bamidbar as three books.      As the first ten chapters - preparation for travel - form a complete unit, they can be considered a 'book'.  Similarly, chapters 11-36, describing the failure of the first generation, also form a complete unit, and hence can also be considered a 'book'.  However, even though the two psukim of 'va-yehi bi-nso'a ha-aron...' form a divider, we must still explain why Chazal consider them as a book as well.


WHAT COULD HAVE BEEN   One could suggest that these two psukim serve as more than just a buffer.  Albeit their brevity, they do describe the ideal fashion in which Bnei Yisrael should have traveled on their journey to inherit the Land.  [For example, compare with Shmot 23:20-27, which describes G-d's original plan for how Bnei Yisrael would conquer the land.]      To emphasize what 'could have been' in contrast to what actually took place, the Torah intentionally delimits these two psukim with upside down nun's.      If so, then the 'three books' of Sefer Bamidbar would be:


BOOK ONE - Bnei Yisrael's preparation for their journey (1-10)      This 'book' is followed by two 'versions' of that journey:


BOOK TWO - the ideal  (two psukim) - what 'could have been'


BOOK THREE - the actual journey that 'failed'               (i.e. chapters 11-36)


  To accent the tragedy of book three, the Torah first presents a 'glimpse' of what 'could have been' in book two - the glorious manner in which Bnei Yisrael could have travelled, had they not sinned.


WHAT WENT WRONG?      So what went wrong?  What caused Bnei Yisrael to sin at the incidents of the 'mit'onenim', the 'mit'avim' and the 'meraglim' etc.?      Chazal find a 'hint' in the pasuk (which immediately precedes 'va-yehi bi-nso'a ha-aron') that describes Bnei Yisrael's departure from Har Sinai":      "And they travelled from G-d's mountain..."(see 10:33-34).


  The Midrash comments:     "Like a child leaving school - running away, in the same     manner Bnei Yisrael ran away from Har Sinai a three day     distance, for they studied [too much] Torah at Har     Sinai..."           [Quoted in first Tosafot on Masechet Shabbat 116a].


     This Midrash compares Bnei Yisrael's stay at Har Sinai to a 'school year' [quite appropriate for this time of year]. Even though they studied G-d's laws at Har Sinai, it seems as though the spirit of those laws were not internalized.  The people were indeed looking forward to leaving Har Sinai, but they were not looking forward to keeping G-d's laws in Eretz Canaan.   Technically speaking, they may have been 'prepared' for this journey, but they most definitely were not spiritually 'ready'.  [See further iyun section.]      In this manner, the Midrash is highlighting the underlying reason that led to these sins.  Once Bnei Yisrael left with the 'wrong attitude', it was inevitable that they would sin.      But who is to blame?  Certainly, first and foremost the people themselves; but if we follow the ‘school’ analogy of this Midrash, we should also consider the possibility that the 'faculty' may share some of the responsibility as well.      As we study Sefer Bamidbar, we will see how certain incidents may even allude to this possibility.  However, the first 'early warning' of teacher 'burn-out' is found already in Parshat Beha'alotcha.


HAS MOSHE 'HAD ENOUGH'?      Beginning with chapter 11, and in almost every incident when Bnei Yisrael sin in Sefer Bamidbar, we find a growing strain in the relationship between Moshe Rabbeinu and the people.  Not only do the people constantly complain to Moshe about their plight in chapter 11, even his own brother and sister criticize him in chapter 12!      In chapters 13-14, the meraglim [spies] incite a national rebellion calling for new leadership to take them back to Egypt (see 14:1-5), while in chapter 16 (Parshat Korach) we find yet another rebellion against the leadership of both Moshe and Aharon.      So, what went wrong?


     The first sign of this leadership crisis already surfaces in the case of mit'avim (see 11:4-14), immediately after Bnei Yisrael left Har Sinai.  Let's note Moshe's petition to G-d in reaction to Bnei Yisrael's complaint about the stale taste of the manna: "... And Moshe pleaded to G-d: Why have You dealt so harshly with Your servant, and why have I not enjoyed Your favor that You have laid the burden of this people upon me?  I cannot carry all this people by myself for it is too much for me.  If you would deal thus with me, kill me rather..." (11:11-15).


     In contrast to the Moshe Rabbeinu that we were familiar with from Sefer Shmot - who consistently defends Bnei Yisrael before G-d when they sin, now in Sefer Bamidbar Moshe's attitude appears to be quite the opposite -he would rather die than continue to be their leader!      Note as well the obvious textual parallels that highlight this contrast.  Compare:  *   "lama hareyota le-avdecha..." (Bamidbar 11:11) - with      "lama hareyota la-am ha-zeh..." (Shmot 5:22)     ["Why have you dealt so harshly with Your people - for     what purpose have you sent me, for since I have gone to     Pharaoh in Your Name, things have only become worse..."]


 *   "lama lo matzati chein be-einecha..." (Bamidbar 11:11) - with      "ve-ata im matzati chein be-einecha..."(see Shmot 33:13,16)     ["And now, if I have found favor in Your eyes, let me     know Your ways so I can find favor in Your eyes - and see     that they are Your people... and how will I know that I     and Your people have indeed found favor - when You allow     Your Presence to travel with us..."] and  *   "If this is my plight [to lead them]- I'd rather die..."            (11:15)    "If You forgive their sin [fine]... but if not erase me from       Your book that you have written..." (see Shmot 32:30-32)     [In the above comparisons, note as well the Torah's use     of key phrases such as 'charon af Hashem', 'ra'a',     'matzati cheyn be-einecha' etc.]   Is it not ironic that after the incident of 'chet ha-egel' Moshe is willing to die in order to save his nation (see Shmot 32:32), while now he would rather die than lead his nation! In Sefer Shmot, Moshe was always 'sticking out his neck' to defend Bnei Yisrael, while now he appears to have 'given up'.   [Note Rashi on Bamidbar 11:28 where he quotes the Sifri that    explains how Eldad's & Meidad's prophecy at this incident    was that 'Moshe will die and Yehoshua will lead Bnei Yisrael    into the Land instead'.  This Midrash suggests as well that    the failure of Moshe's leadership already begins with this    incident of the mit'avim and is not solely due to his sin at   'mei meriva' in chapter 20. / See further iyun section.]


     This parallel, suggesting a possible flaw in Moshe Rabbeinu himself, must bother every student of Chumash.  Could it be that Moshe Rabbeinu reacted in an improper manner?  Is it possible that the greatest prophet of all times, who received the Torah and taught it to Bnei Yisrael, just 'gives up'?      Is Moshe Rabbeinu - who took Bnei Yisrael out of Egypt and faithfully led them to Har Sinai - now unable to lead them on the last leg of their grand journey from Har Sinai to Eretz Canaan?      To answer yes would be blasphemous, yet answering no would appear to be rather naive.


TOO HOLY TO LEAD      One could suggest that the contrast between Moshe's reaction to chet ha-egel and his reaction to the mit'avim stems from the motive behind each sin.      Despite the severity of chet ha-egel, Bnei Yisrael's sin was the result of a misguided desire to fill the spiritual vacuum created by Moshe's absence.  [See shiur on Parshat Ki Tisa.]  In contrast, the sin of the mit'avim seems to have been totally physical - an uncontrollable lust for food ['hit'avu ta'ava'].      Chet ha-egel presented an educational challenge that Moshe Rabbeinu is willing to accept, i.e. to take this misguided desire and channel it in the proper direction. [Note commentators who understand the building of the mishkan as a 'tikkun' for the misguided intentions that led to chet ha- egel.]      However, after the lustful sin of the mit'avim, Moshe Rabbeinu simply 'gives up'.  He is unable to fathom how this nation, after spending an entire year at Har Sinai, have become so preoccupied with such mundane desires.  Moshe simply does not have the educational tools to deal with such a low level of behavior.  [In other words - Moshe was hired to be a teacher, not a baby-sitter!]


     G-d's immediate reaction to Moshe's petition may reflect this aspect of Moshe's leadership.  G-d finds it necessary to take some of the ruach (spirit) from Moshe and transfer it to the seventy elders (see 11:16-17).  G-d realizes that Moshe must now share some of his leadership responsibilities with elders who can possibly deal more realistically with this type of crisis.      One could suggest an additional insight.  In Sefer Bamidbar, Moshe Rabbeinu could be considered 'over qualified' or 'too holy' to lead the people.   After spending some six months on Har Sinai, Moshe Rabbeinu is on a spiritual level far higher than that of his nation. It is not that Moshe Rabbeinu is incapable of leading, rather the nation is on too low a level to benefit from his leadership.  Quite simply, ‘over-qualified’ for the job. [Iy"h, we'll return to this topic in our shiur on Parshat Chukat.]      Ultimately, Yehoshua will be chosen to lead Bnei Yisrael into the Promised Land.  As the dedicated student of Moshe Rabbeinu, and the experienced leader of his own tribe (and of the entire army in the battle against Amalek), Yehoshua possesses the necessary leadership qualities.  He is also sufficiently 'down to earth', and therefore will be able to lead Bnei Yisrael into the 'land'.      The lesson that we can learn from this Parsha is certainly not 'how to criticize' Moshe Rabbeinu.  Rather, it should remind us when teaching - to keep in mind the emotional needs of our students; and when studying - to keep in mind the potential of how much we can gain from our teachers.   shabbat shalom menachem 
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