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RABBI MICHAEL ROSENSWEIG 


THE ROLE OF THE CHACHAM AS REFLECTED IN NEDARIM 


Parshat Matot begins in an unusual fashion - "Vayedaber Moshe el roshei  ha-matot le-Benei Yisrael leimor" - as Moshe addresses the leadership of  Benei Yisrael regarding the laws of nedarim without having been explicitly  directed to do so. In a famous passage, Rashbam (Bamidbar 30:2) relates  that he was asked if the Torah ever records a similar initiative by Moshe  Rabbeinu. He and other mefarshim (Ibn Ezra, Seforno etc.) struggle to find  hints to these halachot in previous parshiyot in an effort to demonstrate  that Moshe was merely implementing Hashem's direct, if subtle, mandate.  Other mefarshim (Rashi, Ramban, Tur, Or Hachayim etc.) are troubled by the  apparently central role of the roshei matot in this context. These  halachot, after all, apply also to all of Klal Yisrael. The Ramban even  suggests that the Torah was reticent to publicize these halachot lest they  be abused, and, thus, addressed the leadership exclusively! He and others  also note the special role of the chacham yachid mumcheh in the process of  hatarat nedarim to justify this emphasis. Or Hachayim posits that the more  prominent role of the roshei matot in this parsha is designed to balance  the impression gleaned from the fact that larger population was given  priority in the assembling call of the chatsotserot. 


Rashi's position is particularly enigmatic. On the one hand, he suggests  that the emphasis in this parsha on the roshei matot indicates that they  received these halachot first as an expression of special regard and  respect for their role. At the same time, he indicates that this procedure  was routine in Moshe's transmission of the Torah to Klal Yisrael! He then  proceeds to raise the obvious problem: why does the Torah underscore this  hierarchy of conveying the halacha specifically in this context? He  concludes that the Torah's unusual formulation establishes that in the  absence of a chacham, 3 commoners can function to exempt from the  commitment of nedarim. The commentators note that Rashi's response is  problematic since the chacham's emphasized role is actually being  demonstrated not to be exclusive and indispensable! 


Perhaps these anomalies can be better understood when we consider the  nature of nedarim and the role of the chacham in that context. Elsewhere  (TorahWeb, Matot, 1999), we have developed the idea that the very concept  of nedarim reflects the transcendence of halachic values and categories,  and is a testament to the notion of a binding halachic reality. The Torah  allows man to play a role in expanding his halachic world through the  mental and verbal commitment embodied by nedarim, and even recognizes the  objective stature of that which has been fashioned in this manner as  issurei chefzah, in the case of nedarim. The role of the chacham, as the  responsible interpreter but also occasionally the architect of the ideal  halachic world is captured dramatically by his leading role in determining  the binding nature of these special halachic commitments. The Tur  (Bamidbar 30:2, based on R. H. 6a) explains the Torah's emphasis by  projecting the idea that the chachamim have a special responsibility to  enforce the implementation of nedarim. The Keli Yakar (Bamidbar 30:3)  argues that the role of the chacham in giving dispensation for nedarim  flows from an implicit condition attached to every neder- that it achieve  rabbinic approbation! This idea dramatizes the pervasive role of rabbinic  leadership in all of Jewish life, as nedarim constitute an important  expression and notable expansion of the halachic -spiritual realm.  Undoubtedly, it is no coincidence that rabbinic tradition is particularly  central in the very development of these halachot, as "nedarim porchin  ba-avir ve-ein lahem al mah she-yismochu" (Chagigah 10a -there is little  Biblical textual basis for the details of nedarim and shavuot). Indeed,  some of the mefarshim (Or Hahayim) cite this phenomenon as one of the  reasons that the roshei matot play such a crucial role in this parsha.  Moreover, Chazal (Nedarim 9a, 22a) generally discouraged the masses from  undertaking halachic commitments, but viewed this expansion of halachic  life by chachamim in positive light (Midrash Rabbah, beg. of Matot). 


At the same time, it should be emphasized that the role of the chacham in  nedarim is neither judicial nor is it legislative. Rather it is the  integrity and judgement drawing upon general spiritual stature that  qualifies the chacham to assess and rule on the validity of vows and  commitments. The chacham's authority in this realm derives not from  specific knowledge or powers, but from the fact that he is singularly  attuned to the totality of the halachic system. Indeed, the fact that in  his absence, a chacham can be replaced by a court of three attests to the  more general basis for his authority. The yachid mumcheh in this context  does not embody the authority of a court of three; it is the court of  three that substitutes for the more ideal presence of the yachid mumcheh.  For this reason, relatives can serve together on the court of three, as  the primary legal category is not that of a beit din, but of a collective  wisdom-stature in lieu of the presence of a genuine chacham. 


It is conceivable, then, that Rashi intended to convey that the basis for  Moshe's hierarchical procedure in communicating Torah to Klal Yisrael  generally is reflected dramatically by the special function of the chacham  in nedarim. For this reason, the Torah specifically records that the  roshei matot were the initial recipients of this parsha. Moreover, the  wider role and intuition of the chacham is further reflected specifically  in the context of nedarim by the impression that Moshe took personal  initiative in relating this parsha without a specific directive from  Hashem. It matters little whether Moshe's action was rooted in hints he  gleaned from previous communications with Hashem, or based on a broader  understanding of his charge. In any case, the broader function of the  chacham, the significance of his being attuned to the total system of  halachah, made his initial and ongoing role in the halachic process  indispensable to a system that was to be self-sufficient and dynamic, a  true torat chayyim based on the notion that "torat Hashem temimah". The  initial communication to roshei matot was not indicative of an elitist  perspective on talmud torah and halacha, but was actually designed to  enhance the accessibility of Torah and the quality of its reception by  Klal Yisrael by emphasizing its breadth and by projecting the crucial  contribution of the chachamim in this dynamic. The fact that the context  of nedarim also reflects the alternative of a beit din of three commoners  does not diminish the role of the chacham, but actually enhances this  theme, as it accents the chacham's centrality even in a non-judicial and  legislative context.
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Parashas Mattos 


Excerpt from KOL DODI ON THE TORAH, BY RABBI DAVID FEINSTEIN 


Take the vengeance of the Children of Israel from the Children of Israel from the Midianites (Numbers 31:2)


In this verse, Hashem refers to the vengeance of the Children of Israel. In the next verse, however, when Moshe passes Hashem's instructions on to the Jews, he speaks of HASHEM's vengeance against Midian. Indeed, since Moshe uses a different expression, the Torah does not say that Moshe was quoting Hashem's word; it says only that Moshe spoke to the people, saying, which implies that his words were his own rephrasing of the Divine command. Why did Moshe paraphrase Hashem's words and what right did he have to do so?


Rashi says that whenever someone stands up against Israel, it is as if he stood against Hashem. Thus Moshe was merely restating Hashem's words in a way that would be more compelling to the people. If Moshe had ordered the Jews to extract vengeance for transgressions against them, they might have been willing to forgive any wrongs done them and forgo taking vengeance. However, they had no right to forgive offenses against Hashem. Therefore, once Moshe said that HASHEM's honor was involved, the people had no choice but to follow his orders.





________________________________________
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Bar-Ilan University's Parashat Hashavua Study Center 


Matot-Masei 5763/ July 26, 2003


"IN HIS NAME, AFTER HIS NAME"


 PROF. YAAKOV SPIEGEL


Department of Talmud


Rabbi Judah Hasid, a well-known medieval rabbi from Ashkenaz (c. 1150-1217), wrote many works, including one known as the Testament of Rabbi Judah Hasid (Tzava'at R. Judah Hasid), containing teachings or instructions which ostensibly are not found in the writings of the Sages, including some which appear to contradict the Talmud. This work was studied extensively by rabbis who came after him, although this is not the place to go into the details of these studies. We shall make do with presenting one item from his Testament and show how various rabbis attempted to find the source for it in the Torah.


In his Testament he wrote:[1] A man should not marry a woman whose name is the same as his mother's, or whose prospective father-in-law's name is the same as his own; and if he has married such a woman, one of them should change their name and then there might be hope."


The generally accepted explanation is that when the bride and her mother-in-law or the husband and his father-in-law have the same name, this state of affairs will cause the commandment of honoring one's parents not to be fulfilled properly. How so? When the groom calls his bride by name, one could mistakenly think he had called his mother by name, and according to the halakhah, a person is not to call his own mother by her given name.[2] Some people say this is also a matter of modesty, lest he call to his bride and his mother think he had meant her.


The aharonim (later rabbinic authorities) agreed that Rabbi Judah Hasid's instruction did not apply when a person's name was changed before marriage, and that his remark that "then there might be hope" only applied to name changes after marriage. This raises the question whether taking an additional name constitutes a change of name. For example, suppose the bride and the groom's mother were both named Rachel. According to the Testament, the couple must not marry. Suppose that henceforth the bride were to be called Rachel Leah, or Leah Rachel; would that constitute a change in her name so that the couple may marry? Or is the addition of another name to no avail, so that the proscription still applies?


Parashat Matot provides an answer to this question. Towards the end of the reading it says: "Jair son of Manasseh went and captured their villages, which he renamed Havvoth-jair. And Nobah went and captured Kenath and its dependencies, renaming it Nobah after himself (Heb. bi-shmo)" (Num. 32:41-42).


Both Jair and Nobah named the places they captured after themselves. But the Torah emphasizes this only with respect to Nobah, saying, "renaming it Nobah after himself," whereas with Havvoth-Jair the Torah does not mention that it was "after himself." On the basis of this difference, the aharonim concluded that this passage in the Torah indicated that the name Havvot-jair was not considered to be named after, or identical with, Jair. Hence the conclusion that any addition to a person's name - in this case the word Havvoth - creates a new name, distinct from the person's original name.[3] 


Returning to the question raised above, the bride who is now called Rachel Leah is considered to have a completely new name, totally unrelated to her former name, Rachel. Incidentally, this explains the practice of those who are careful to call people by both their names. For example, if a person is named Reuben Simeon, they will take care to always call him Reuben Simeon together, and not simply Reuben or Simeon, since the latter are not considered a shortening of his name but rather a totally different name. We also conclude from this that the name Reuben Simeon is not the same as Simeon Reuben; rather, these are two different names.[4]


It is interesting to note that three rabbis presented this argument: Rabbi Barukh Epstein, author of the Torah Temima, in his commentary on the Torah, Tosefet Berakhah; Rabbi R. Margaliyot, in note 35 on the Testament of Judah Hasid; and Rabbi Eliezer Silver, in the wake of the following incident.[5] When the first son of Rabbi Isaac Ausband, head of the Telse-Cleveland Yeshiva, was born, he wanted to name him in memory of his father-in-law, Rabbi Isaac Bloch, rabbi of Telse. He was not sure, however, that this would be proper since he himself was called Yitzhak Isaac, and according to Ashkenazi custom father and son should not have the same name. Rabbi E. Silver responded that he could call his son Avraham Yitzhak since this name was considered totally different from his own (Yitzhak Isaac), and presented the above argument in substantiation of his view.


Rabbi Barukh Epstein and Rabbi E. Silver referenced Deuteronomy 3:14: "Jair son of Manasseh received the whole Argob district (that is, Bashan) as far as the boundary of the Geshurites and the Maacathites, and named it after himself (Heb. al shmo), Havvoth-jair - as is still the case." Note that Scripture is precise in its choice of words, saying al shmo, which might be rendered literally as "after his name," as opposed to bi-shmo, which would be literally calling it his name. This is to indicate that Havvoth Jair is named after him but is not his actual name. Incidentally, I have not found this linguistic distinction noted in dictionaries or other books on the Hebrew language [nor is it made in the JPS translation].


To their remarks we can add the following texts: 


(1) "Now Absalom, in his lifetime, had taken the pillar which is in the Valley of the King and set it up for himself, for he said, ‘I have no son to keep my name alive.' He had named the pillar after himself (al shmo), and it has been called Absalom's Monument to this day" (II Sam. 18:18). In other words, since the site is called Absalom's Monument (yad avshalom), there is an addition here to the name Absalom, therefore Scriptures says al shmo, i.e., after or recalling something of his name.


(2) Sometimes a name change can find expression in merely adding letters; in such cases, too, Scriptures is precise and uses the phrase al shmo. For example: "Then he bought the hill of Samaria from Shemer for two talents of silver; he built [a town] on the hill and named the town which he built Samaria, after (al shem) Shemer, the owner of the hill" (I Kings 16:24). Likewise: 


(3) "For that reason these days were named Purim, after (al shem) ha-pur" (Esther 9:26). Here the difference is between singular and plural.


(4) Indeed, in the text, "that place was named the wadi Eshcol because of (Heb. al odot) the cluster (Heb. eshkol) that the Israelites cut down there" (Num. 13:23), one could not use the expression al shem because eshkol, or cluster, is not a proper noun, nevertheless there is a similarity here in the choice of preposition. 


It is worth closely studying the verse: (5) "They bordered the lazuli stones with frames of gold, engraved with seal engravings of the names (al shemot) the sons of Israel" (Ex. 39:6), and its continuation: "The stones corresponded to the names (al shemot) of the sons of Israel: twelve, corresponding to their names; engraved like seals, each with its name, for the twelve tribes" (Ex. 39:14). This text concerns writing the names of the tribes on stone, with no change in the names; so why does it say al shem?


The answer is clear. The stones are not called by the names of the tribes, nor are they named after the tribes. What Scripture meant was that they were engraved like seals, on them being the names of the sons of Israel; or, as in the second verse cited, on the stones were the names of the sons of Israel, etc. The proof lies in the verses in which this action was commanded, where it says: "Then take two lazuli stones and engrave on them the names of the sons of Israel; six of their names on the one stone, and the names of the remaining six on the other stone, in the order of their birth" (Ex. 28:19), in other words, write the names on the stones.


Similarly we can also resolve the difficulty in the following verse: (6) "The gates of the city shall be - three gates on the north - named for (al shemot) the tribes of Israel: the Reuben Gate: one; the Judah Gate: one; the Levi Gate: one" (Ezek. 48:31). Here, too, the intention of Scripture is that the names of the tribes be written on the city gates; and the structure of the sentence is the same as we saw above.


The last verse remaining for discussion deals with levirate marriage: (7) "The first son that she bears shall be accounted to the dead brother (al shem), that his name may not be blotted out in Israel" (Deut. 25:6). According to what we have found thus far, the plain sense of the text might be an indication that the son who is born should not be named exactly as the deceased brother, but that he be given a name that shows some relationship to the name of the deceased.


The interpretation of this verse in the Talmud might be taken in support of our theory (Yevamot 24a):


The rabbis taught: shall be accounted to the dead brother - as regards inheritance. You might ask whether this regards inheritance, or perhaps only name? [In other words, if the deceased had been called] Joseph, then he is to be called Joseph; [if] Johanan, then he is called Johanan.[6] Therefore it says, "shall be accounted to his brother," and elsewhere it says, "they shall be recorded (lit. called) instead of (al shem) their brothers in their inheritance" (Gen. 48:6). Just as inheritance is concerned there, so too, inheritance is concerned here.


In other words, one could have said that the commandment was to name the son after the deceased; however the Sages concluded that the commandment did not concern the child's naming whatsoever, only that he be given the inheritance of the deceased.[7] That being the case, it is appropriate here to use the expression al shem, not be-shem.


We conclude with the term mentioned in the following verse: "Cain knew his wife, and she conceived and bore Enoch. And he then founded a city, and named the city after (ke-shem) his son Enoch" (Gen. 4:17). What is the difference between ke-shem (lit. "like the name") and be-shem ("by the name")? The answer is found in the following verse: "And they changed the name of Leshem to Dan, after (ke-shem) their ancestor Dan" (Josh. 19:47). The same subject is discussed in Judges, but there it says: "and they named the town Dan, after (be-shem) their ancestor Dan" (Jud. 18:29). Clearly there is no difference between be-shem and ke-shem. Indeed, in both these verses the name was given with no change, and therefore the term be-shem was certainly appropriate.


   [1] I used the edition of Rabbi Judah Hasid's Testament which was printed in Sefer Hasidim, ed. R. Margaliyot, Jerusalem 1957, p. 17. Regarding the various approaches, see Margaliyot's notes pertaining to everything mentioned in the Testament. For variants of the Testament in manuscripts and printed editions, and other subjects, see R. Shevet, Tzava'at Rabbi Judah he-Hasid," Tallelei Orot, Annual of Orot Yisrael College, 10 (1992) p. 82152. A list of literature appears at the end of the article. The instruction we are discussing appears on page 127, and the variants there are not significant.   [2] I shall not go into further halakhic details, such as the question whether this proscription specifically concerns do so in his mother's presence; what happens with nicknames; etc.   [3] This conclusion also holds for place names. Joshua's oath, "Cursed of the Lord be the man who shall undertake to fortify this city of Jericho" (Josh. 6:26), was interpreted in Sahhedrin 113a as a proscription also against building a different city by the name of Jericho. In modern times, a settlement named Vered Jericho ("Rose of Jericho") was built. Without getting into the general issue of whether Joshua's proscription still applies today, which is a question in its own right, we note that in view of the point we have made, there was no violation in calling a settlement Vered Jericho. This was also noted by R. J. Schwartz, Tiferet Jericho, Jerusalem 1994, p. 72, although he presents no arguments in support.    [4] See Margaliyot's notes, loc. sit., on the Sages who ruled this way, without any connection to the evidence provided by the verses.   [5] According to Rabbi D. Eliakh, in Peninim mi-Shulhan Gavoha, Jerusalem 1995, end of Parashat Matot, where he notes that he heard this from Rabbi E. Ausband (my son, Boaz, directed me to this source). Rabbi D. Eliakh adds that he heard from a rabbi in Baltimore, who had heard the like attributed to the Rogatchover Gaon. Rabbi Eliakh notes further that this was also published in the name of the Hazon Ish. Indeed, I found an instruction in a similar matter in Sefer Pe'er ha-Dor, a biography of the Hazon Ish, edited by R. S. Cohen, Bnai Brak 1973, Part IV, p. 200, without citing proof from Scripture.   [6] These examples do not illustrate al shemo, rather bi-shmo. Perhaps the Sages were not being precise about the choice of words here, since their discussion is aimed at another point.   [7] Nahmanides, loc. sit., proves this interpretation to be correct on the basis of Boaz's words: "I am also acquiring Ruth the Moabite, the wife of Mahlon, as my wife, so as to perpetuate the name of the deceased upon his estate, that the name of the deceased may not disappear from among his kinsmen" (Ruth 4:10), but the son born to them was not called Mahlon, rather Obed.
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From: National Council of Young Israel [YI_Torah@lb.bcentral.com] Parshat Matos - Masei 26 Tammuz 5763 July 26, 2003  


Guest Author: RABBI TZVI RALBAG Young Israel of Staten Island, NY


As we find ourselves yet again in the three weeks prior to Tisha B'Av, we are struck by the yearly events of the commemoration of the Churban Beis HaMikdosh - the mourning for the destruction of the Temple. With the advent of the nine days, the sense of mourning, the aveilus, becomes more intense until it finally reaches its climax on Tisha B'Av. That is the day when we mourn this tragedy, the Churban Beis HaMikdosh, along with all the other calamities that have befallen us throughout our history.


Though this is Judaism's national day of mourning, the Shulchan Aruch states "ein omrim tachanun b’Tisha b'Av mishum de'ikri Moed (Orach Chaim 559,4): One does not say Tachanun on Tisha B'Av, for it is called a Moed- a joyous day- as it is written (Eichah 1:15) “... He proclaimed a Moed, a set time, to crush my young men...”. How could this be? Tisha B'Av, the saddest day of the year- A Moed, a Yom Tov? How could two seemingly opposite emotions coincide on the same day? The epitome of lament with the elation of joy? How do we make sense of this dichotomy?


The Talmud relates a fascinating story. After the destruction of the Beis HaMikdash, Rabbi Akiva and a group of Rabbis were once ascending the mountain towards Yerushalayim. When they approached Mt. Scopus they rent their garments (as is required when one sees the ruins of Yerushalayim). When they reached the Temple Mount, they observed a fox exiting the Holy of Holies. All the Rabbis began to weep, but Rabbi Akiva began to laugh. The Rabbis asked Rabbi Akiva "Why are you laughing?" Rabbi Akiva answered: just as I see that the prophecy regarding the destruction of the Temple has come true, so too am I confident that G-d’s other prophecy regarding the rebuilding of Yerushalayim will be fulfilled. Namely the prophecy of Zecharia HaNavi: Od yeshvu Zekeinim Uzekeiniot The Jewish People will yet again fill the streets of a rebuilt Yerushalayim. Upon hearing this statement from Rabbi Akiva, the Rabbis expressed the following sentiment: "Akiva, you have comforted us, Akiva,you have comforted us" (Makkos 24B).


Rabbi Akiva's actions are indeed very puzzling. Why did Rabbi Akiva laugh when he saw the horrific sight of the Kodesh HaKodoshim in ruins? Even if he was reminded of the prophecy of Zecharia, nevertheless, it was not quite the proper time and place for such ebullient behavior. Couldn't Rabbi Akiva find a better venue to demonstrate his joy? What was he teaching his colleagues with his actions?


I once heard Rabbi Gershon Ribner, the Rosh Kollel in the famous Lakewood Yeshiva explain this passage. In essence, he said, the process of building the Beis HaMikdash is not something that will take place in the future. Nowhere does it say, Yivne Yerushalayim, that HaShem will build Jerusalem in a future time.


Rather, explains the Vilna Gaon, it is written Boneh Yerushalayim, HaShem.


G-d is constantly building Yerushalayim. It is an ongoing event. This long exile (Galus) and the sum total of all happenings of the past 2000 years constitute (nothing less than) the building blocks of Yerushalayim. They are all the foundation of the great redemption. The trials and tribulations, ups and downs, advances and setbacks that have befallen the Jewish People are all part of HaShem's master plan of Binyan Yerushalayim. Many a time we might fail to recognize the "Yad HaShem"- G-d’s Hand. We observe an event in the 'here and now' and fail to perceive its strategic ramifications, for the future.


A case in point is what the Rambam says in Hilchos Melochim. 


This statement was censored by the "Tifla" during the Middle Ages, and recently reprinted in Frankel's edition of the Rambam. 


"All these events of "Yeshu the Notzri" and that "Yishmaeli" who appeared subsequently, are only steps to pave the way …. and to rectify the whole world to worship ….. one G-d."(Rambam Hilchos Melachim 11,4)


What the Rambam basically says is the following: Though Christianity and Islam are not the Derech HaEmes - are not the Way of Truth, and have only brought devastation, disaster, destruction, persecution and annihilation, to Klal Yisroel in their wake; nevertheless, they serve a purpose. They prepare the pagans, the heathens, the gentiles, and the world, to believe in Monotheism. Rather than being idol-worshippers they spread the belief in Monotheism throughout the World. This brings the World to worship One Monotheistic G-d. For the pagans these religions were a G-d send; for us they are naturally - a descent into the abyss , G-d forbid. 


This applies to many events that have unfolded before our very eyes. We have to see them as the Hand of G-d rebuilding Yerushalayim. We have to understand them as the Hand of G-d bringing about the building of Yerushalayim - and the future Redemption. 


But when did all this start? At what point in time did HaShem commence the rebuilding of Jerusalem? The answer is right away! Immediately after the destruction of the Temple, at the nadir of the Churban, precisely then did HaShem begin the long process of reconstructing Yerushalayim.


When Rabbi Akiva and his colleagues observed the foxes meandering about the Holy of Holies, they realized: "This is it." This was "the wuthering heights" of destruction and chaos.


Al Zeh Haya Daveh Libenu, Al Eileh Choshchu Einenu, Al Har Tzion Sheshamem Shualim Hilchu Bo. For this our heart was faint, for these our eyes dimmed, for Mount Zion which lies desolate, foxes prowled over it (Eichah 5). The lowest point of the prophecized Churban had materialized. They were witnessing the ultimate defilement of the Beis HaMikdash. But, while the other Rabbis began to weep and internalize this immense tragedy, Rabbi Akiva consoled himself and said: "Now that the worst is over, now that we have hit rock bottom, it's only going to get better. Henceforth, it's Boneh Yerushalayim HaShem." And he began to laugh! He knew that at that very moment HaShem had begun the process of the rebuilding of Jerusalem, ultimately culminating with the prophecy of Zecharia: "Od Yeshvu Zekeinim Uzekeinos Birchovos Yerushalayim".


This is why Tisha B'Av is called a Moed. True, it's the saddest day of the Jewish Calendar- a reflection of our tragic history, but it's also the beginning of the future. A future filled with comfort and hope. It is also a reflection of the Jew's inner strength and courage to pick up the pieces and rebuild his future. Let us hope that we speedily merit the final reconstruction of the Boneh Yerushalayim, HaShem.


 NCYI's Weekly Divrei Torah Bulletin is sponsored by the Henry, Bertha and Edward Rothman Foundation - Rochester, New York; Cleveland, Ohio; Circleville, Ohio
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Back to this week's parsha   The Weekly Internet  P A R A S H A - P A G E 


by RABBI MORDECHAI KORNFELD of Har Nof, 


Jerusalem Founder of the Dafyomi Advancement Forum  Email kornfeld@jencom.com   


I would like to thank David Garber and Boaz Tzaban of Bar Ilan University, who have been publishing articles on Talmudical geometry for a number of years, for their invaluable help in preparing this week's essay. Another important resource was Rabbi Chaim Banish's "Midot v'Shi'urei Torah" pp.43-48.


Parashat Masei 5758





RABBINICAL GEOMETRY


"Give the Levi'im the inheritance of their fathers -- cities to dwell in and open areas around the cities.... You shall measure outside the city towards the eastern corner 2000 Amot, to the southern corner 2000 Amot, to the western corner 2000 Amot, to the northern corner 2000 Amot, with the city in the center. These will be the open areas surrounding the city" (Bamidbar 35:2,5). In this week's Parasha, the Torah describes the cities designated for the Levi'im to live in. Each city, we are told, is to be surrounded by a broad, open area 2,000 Amah (approx. one kilometer) in width. These verses are cited as one of the sources for the 2000 Amah radius that a person may walk in any direction from his place of dwelling on Shabbat (the "Techum Shabbat"). Up to 2,000 Amot from one's city, or house, is considered to be part of his dwelling-space; walking further than that is "going traveling," and prohibited (Ra'avad, cited by the early commentators to Eruvin 36a). Our Sages teach (Eruvin 56b) that when determining the 2000 Amot limit of the Techum Shabbat, one does not draw a circle around the person's place of residence or city, but rather one makes a square. This is also learned from the above-quoted verse in this week's Parasha, which mentions "corners" with regard to measuring the 2000 Amot around the cities of the Levi'im. That is, the 2000 Amot are first measured outwards in a straight line from each of the four sides of the city (assuming the city is square). Next, the band around the city is completed by extending the 2000-Amah border from each of the four sides until they meet at the corners, forming a square around the city. As a consequence, the distance one may walk on Shabbat in the direction of the corner of the square Techum around the city is actually more than 2000 Amot. That is, at the corners one may walk the length of the diagonal of a square whose sides are 2000 by 2000. The Gemara in Eruvin calculates this figure to be 2,800 Amot, using the simple formula "diagonal = side x 1.4" (as expressed in Eruvin 57a and other places).


How correct is this figure in light of modern geometry? We know (using the Pythagorean theorem) the true formula for the diagonal of a square to be "diagonal = side x (square root of 2)." The square root of 2 is an irrational number which may be approximated as 1.41421... -- a slightly larger figure than the number 1.4 used by our Sages. This would yield a diagonal of about 2,828 Amot for our Techum Shabbat. Thus, the oversimplified formula for calculating the diagonal which is presented in the Talmud is inexact.


This geometric imprecision can be seen in other Talmudic calculations as well. For example, in Eruvin 14a, our Sages determine the relationship between the perimeter of a circle and its diameter based on a verse (I Melachim 7:23) which discusses a circular basin that King Solomon built in the Temple. The basin is described as being 10 Amot in diameter and 30 Amot around. From there the Sages determined that the relationship between the diameter of a circle and its circumference is a relationship of 1:3. As an extension of this rule, the Sages concluded that the relationship between the circumference of a circle and the perimeter (or sum of the sides) of a square drawn around it is 3:4 (since the diameter of the circle is equal to the length of a side of the square). Similarly, they determined that the relationship of the *area* of the circle to the area of the square that is drawn around it is also 3:4 (Eruvin 14b).


Modern geometry tells us that the correct relationship between the diameter and the circumference of a circle is 1:pi, and not 1:3. Pi is an irrational number whose value is approximately 3.1419... -- a bit less than 3 1/7. This yields a figure some 4.5% larger than the figure given by the Sages. Based on these examples, one might conclude that our Sages unwarily used a flawed geometry in their calculations, and did not realize that their formulae were approximations at best.


 II However, to the contrary, the early commentators point out that it was quite clear to the Sages that these calculations were inexact. The Rambam, in his Commentary on the Mishnah (Eruvin 1:5 and 2:5) explains that the Sages found it inconvenient to work with irrational numbers since it is mathematically impossible to determine their exact value. (Using smaller and smaller fractions will just yield close approximations, but will not give an exact value for irrational numbers.) Our Sages preferred to use 1.4 instead of the square root of 2 when calculating the diagonal of a square because, doing so makes the calculations much more readily usable, especially for the layperson not trained in mathematics.


The Rosh (Tosfos ha'Rosh to Eruvin 14a, see also Tashbetz 1:165) points out that the same reasoning explains why our Sages used the number 3 as a substitute for the true value of pi. Although it is visually evident that pi is more than 3, they preferred to use the number 3 to simplify the calculations for their students.


In fact, when the Gemara asks what the relationship between the diameter of a circle and its circumference is, the Talmud does not suggest that we take out a ruler and measure it. Rather, it proves the relationship from a verse! Why is it necessary to prove a geometric measurement from a verse? The Rosh answers that the Talmud means to ask how we know that although the true relationship between the diameter and circumference is an irrational number, *for Halachic calculations* we may use the number 3. The verse is cited as a proof that although 3 is not the exact number for the circumference, nevertheless it is sufficient to use that number in our Halachic calculations.


(In a number of places, the early commentaries in fact offer mathematical proofs to show that the numbers 1.4 and 3 used by our Sages in these calculations are inexact (e.g. Tosfot Eruvin 56b DH Kamah; 57a DH Kol). The Rosh [~1400 C.E.], who appears to have been in contact with mathematicians, mentions the Pythagorean theorem in his commentary to Kilayim 5:5.)


There is a disagreement among the early and later commentators as to how to convert the reasoning of the Rosh and the Rambam into Halachic terms.


(a) The Tashbetz (ibid.) mentions that some understand this to mean that Halachic precision and geometric precision are two separate matters. When determining a Halachah, it is the Torah that delineates to us how to practice its laws; in our case there may have been a Halachic tradition telling us that for Halachah matters, it is sufficient to substitute the number 3 for pi when calculating the circumference of a circle -- or 1.4 for radical 2 in the calculation of a diagonal -- and there is no need to be more precise than that. This does not mean that it is the true measurement. Rather, as far as the Halachah is concerned we are to use these measurements and not the real measurements. The Torah wanted to simplify our Halachic calculations. This is also the opinion of the Maharal (Gur Aryeh, Eruvin 14a) and it is mentioned in numerous Halachic authorities as well (see Shach, Nekudot ha'Kesef to Yoreh Deah 30:2; Aruch ha'Shulchan, O.C. 32:75 and Y.D. 30:13; Rav Tzadok ha'Kohen in Tiferet Tzvi to Y.D. 30, end of note 5). (b) A second approach is that for matters concerning Torah law, one must measure with exact measurements. When the Sages estimated the irrational numbers, their estimates are only to be used with regard to *Rabbinic* enactments, such as Techum Shabbat (according to the opinion among the Tana'im that considers it to be a Rabbinic enactment, which happens to be the Halachic opinion). The Sages, when they created the Rabbinic enactments, said that we do not have to be more exact these estimated measurements. This is what the Magid Mishnah understands to be the Rambam's opinion (Hil. Shabbat 17:26), and it the opinion of the Mishnah Berurah (Sha'ar ha'Tziyon 372:18). (c) A third opinion, which Tashbetz himself (ibid.) prefers, is that these measurements were only given as a way of teaching the laws to the students. In order to simplify their teachings, figures that were based on irrational numbers were rounded off. However, as far as actually determining the Halachah -- in both rabbinic and in Torah matters -- one must measure *exactly* and not rely on these estimates. This appears to also be the opinion of Torat Chaim (Eruvin 76a).


In fact, the Magid Mishnah (Hilchot Eruvin 3:2) also appears to rule this way, in contradiction to his words in Hil. Shabbat that we mentioned earlier (b). Perhaps the Magid Mishnah differentiates between the measurement for pi, for which we have a Torah source that it may be estimated (the basin of King Solomon), and the measurement of radical 2, for which we have no Torah source allowing us to approximate. When it comes to radical 2, we must use the exact geometric calculation. If so, his is a fourth opinion.


 III One Talmudist and mathemetician, Matityahu ha'Kohen Munk (Frankfurt-London, in "Sinai," Tamuz 1962, and "ha'Darom," 1967) pointed out that there is actually a hint in the verse that discusses the basin of King Solomon to the inexactitude of the Talmudic calculation for the diameter of a circle and to a closer approximation for pi.


The verse (Melachim I 7:23) that the Gemara cites discussing the basin built by King Solomon states that the basin was 10 Amot wide, and a line ("Kav") of 30 Amot encircled it. According to the Mesorah, the word "Kav," meaning line, is pronounced differently than it is spelled. Instead of being spelled, as usual, "Kuf, Vav," it is spelled "Kuf, Vav, *Heh*" (that is, a silent Heh is added which is not prounounced).


The Gematria (a system for assigning numerical values to Hebrew letters) of the word "Kav" is 106, while the Gematria of the word "Kaveh" is 111. Perhaps the point of this Masoretic anomaly is to hint that the line ("Kav") measuring the circumference of the basin was not really exactly 30 Amot. Rather, the measurement given in Melachim is slightly off, by a ratio of 106 to 111 (Kuf-Vav:Kuf-Vav-Heh). This value is an extremely close representation of the real value for pi (106/111 = 3/ 3.1415094, which is accurate to within .00001 of pi)!


 IV Some Rabbinic geometry, though, is even more puzzling, and seems impossible to reconcile. In the Gemara (Eruvin 76b and Sukah 8a) an opinion of the Rabbis of Kesari is mentioned. They assert that when one draws a circle around a square which is 4 by 4, the circle's circumference is 24.


Even if we use the rabbinic approximations discussed earlier, a square of 4 by 4 has a diagonal of 5.6, which is also the diameter of the circle drawn around it. When we multiply that diameter by three (the Sages' approximation for pi), then we get 16.8 -- nowhere near 24! How did the Rabbis of Kesari come up with the number 24? In fact, in Sukah 8b, the Talmud itself seems to reject their opinion, saying that it is obviously incorrect as anyone can see by drawing a circle around a square. However, in Eruvin the Gemara seems to remain in support of this statement. How could we possibly reconcile such a method for measuring with the geometric facts, and with the accepted Rabbinic method for geometric calculation?


It is obvious that the rabbis of Kesari could not have made such a blatant mistake, offering a measurement which is off by approximately 50% of the true value. A number of solutions have been suggested to explain what the Rabbis of Kesari really meant.


(a) One suggestion, that of the Vilna Ga'on (in his annotations to Eruvin 76b, and in Shulchan Aruch Orach Chaim 372) based on the words of Tosfos (Eruvin 76b), is that the Rabbis of Kesari were not discussing the circumference of the circle itself that is drawn around the square that is 4 by 4. Rather, they were discussing the perimeter of a *square* that is drawn around the circle (which, in turn, contains within it a square of 4 by 4). Since each side of the outer square is equal to the diagonal of the inner square which is 5.6, then the perimeter of that outer square is 22.4. The number 24 that was given was an approximation. (b) A more perfect solution is suggested by the Me'iri (Eruvin and Sukah ad loc.), based on a responsum of the Rif (Rav Yitzchak Alfasi) in Temim De'im #223. The Me'iri suggests that the number 24 is not referring to the measure of the circumference of the circle, but rather to the *area* included within its circumference. That is, if the area of the inside square is 16 (4 x 4), the circle drawn around it will have an area of exactly 24, according to the method of calculation used by the Sages, as described above.


How is that? If a small square is placed diagonally (like a diamond) inside a larger square, with its tips touching the middle of the sides of the outer square, it becomes evident that the inner square is exactly half of the area of the outer square, since it is cutting each quadrant of the outer square in half. We know that the inner square's area is 16, so the outer square must have an area of 32. If so, the area of a circle drawn inside the outer square (and consequently around the inner square) will have a relationship of 3:4 to the area of the outer square. Since the area of the outer square was 32, the area of the circle is exactly 24! This is what the Rabbis of Kesari meant. 
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 Days of Promise


"...for to you have I given the Land to possess it..." (33:53)


Far be it from me to wax political in a column devoted to the weekly parsha, but I couldn't help being struck by something I saw written by one of the greatest minds to plumb the depths of Torah's mysteries - the Bnei Yisasschar.


The Bnei Yissaschar writes that the Torah portions of Matot and Masei - whether they are read separately, or, as this year, together - always fall in the period of time known as Bein Hametzarim. Bein Hametzarim is the three weeks between the fast of the Seventeenth of Tammuz and the fast of the Ninth of Av.


These three weeks are notorious in Jewish history. Typically, they are a period of tragedy and suffering. It was during this time that the spies were forming their ill-conceived impressions of Eretz Canaan which led to the Jewish People's disastrous rejection of the land of Israel on the Ninth of Av. Later, it was these three weeks that saw the destruction of both Holy Temples and the untold suffering that accompanied it.


This is the time of year that saw the destruction of Betar nearly 2,000 years ago by the ancient Romans, in which thousands of Jews were massacred without mercy.


In more recent times, the Jews were expelled from Spain on the 9th of Av in 1492. On the 9th of Av in 1914 the First World War began. And in the early hours of July 23 in 1942 the first train transport of "deportees" left Malkinia, Poland. The train was made up of sixty closed cars, crowded with people - Jews from the Warsaw ghetto. The car doors were locked from the outside and the air apertures were barred with barbed wire. That was the 9th of Av 1942, the day the first killings started at Treblinka.


Says the Bnei Yissaschar, at this time of the year when we are at a low ebb spiritually and emotionally, the Torah readings of Matot and Masei come to give us strength. Where are these words of comfort and optimism to be found?


These two parshiot deal with the division of the Land of Israel among the Jewish People. They assure us of G-d's eternal promise to the Jewish People: "To these, you will divide the land."


Even if sometimes it looks that rather than receiving our inheritance we are giving it away, we should never forget G-d's eternal promise that we are the rightful and eventual inheritors of this Holy Land. For ultimately we will see that "To these, you will divide the land."


To "these" and to no other.
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PENINIM ON THE TORAH 


BY RABBI A. LEIB SCHEINBAUM 


PARSHAS MATOS-MASEI 


And he shall revoke the vow that is upon her. (30:9)  Chazal differentiate between a court's hatarah, annulment, of a vow and a husband or father's hafarah, revocation, of a vow. Hatarah is made with reason, based upon the premise that the vow was made either in error or in ignorance. For example, had the individual making the vow been aware of certain circumstances, he would never had made it. Therefore, the annulment is retroactive, indicating that it was all in error. Hafarah, on the other hand, is not retroactive. It is a power given to the husband or father to revoke the vow for the future - without reason, simply because he wanted to do so. 


The Chafetz Chaim, zl, applies the concept of hafarah and hatarah in regard to the attitude of those who have become alienated from the Torah way of life. At one time, those who denied the Torah weltshauung would conjure up reasons and philosophical logic to justify their opposition to Torah and mitzvos. They manifested some degree of embarrassment, and they did not want to totally rebel against Hashem. They sought an "amicable" break from Orthodoxy. It was a form of hatarah. They sought a reason to validate their iniquity. 


"Today", he asserted some 80 years ago, they no longer care what people might think. They no longer give excuses, reasons, or philosophies. They are filled with lust and seek to satisfy their passions. They have no sensitivity whatsoever to a Jewish lifestyle. They abolish the Torah with a hafarah. They revoke its laws and undermine its moral and ethical standards. David Hamelech says in Tehillim 119:126, Eis laasos l'Hashem heifeiru Torasecha, 'For it is a time to act for Hashem, they have voided your Torah.' 


This means that when we see that the level of iniquity has descended to such a nadir that it is, heifeiru Torasecha, they have revoked Your Torah, not caring enough to give a reason. They simply abandon it with disdain and derision. Then it becomes time to do something about it. This type of iniquity must be decried and battled. It is at a time like this that everyone must fight the battle for the preservation of Torah. 





 They approached him and said, "Pens for the flock shall we build here for our livestock and cities for our small children…Moshe said to them…Build for yourself cities for your small children and pens for your flock." (32:16,20,24) 


The halachah regarding reciting a brachah over two fruits that are not from the seven species of fruit with which Eretz Yisrael is blessed is clear: one makes the brachah upon the fruit which one likes more. What if he likes one more, but the second fruit has more therapeutic value, more vitamins in it? Horav Avigdor HaLevi Nebentzhal, Shlita, contends that the fruit which is qualitatively better for the person is the one that takes precedence in regard to the blessing. The source for this halachah can be derived from Moshe Rabbeinu's dialogue with Bnei Gad and Bnei Reuven. They said that prior to leaving for the battle for Eretz Yisrael, they first wanted to provide for their sheep and their children. In his response, Moshe Rabbeinu emphasized their responsibility to their children as a priority before their obligation to their sheep. Parnassah, earning a livelihood, is certainly important, but it does not take precedence over one's own children. 


Furthermore, as Horav Eliyahu Eliezer Dessler, zl, writes in his Michtav m'Eliyahu, the concern they had regarding their sheep was not a simple monetary one. No! Their Avodas Hashem, service to the Almighty, their Kiddush Shem Shomayim, sanctification of the Name of Heaven, was through the medium of their sheep. They were willing to forego living in Eretz Yisrael because they felt that it was difficult to raise sheep in Eretz Yisrael. Sheep need to graze. In a populated area such as Eretz Yisrael, it was inevitable that they would graze in areas that did not belong to them. In Ever HaYarden, Trans Jordan, there were large tracts of grazing land which were ownerless, which would provide sustenance for their sheep. 


In other words, raising both sheep and children was a critical component of their service to Hashem. Yet, there are priorities; there is an ikar, essential, and a tafel, secondary. One must prioritize the ikar over the tafel - always. This was their mistake. 


Rav Nebentzhal cites a number of situations in our daily life in which we err and focus on the tafel and ignore the ikar. First, there is the distinction between kiyum hamitzvah, the basic fulfillment of a mitzvah, and hiddur mitzvah, beautification, enhancement of the mitzvah. Regrettably, people go to great lengths to satisfy the precepts governing hiddur mitzvah, while simultaneously giving secondary significance to the actual fulfillment of the mitzvah. He cites a simple - but common - example. One purchases a very expensive, beautiful, filigreed silver Chanukah menorah. Great hiddur, wonderful devotion to the mitzvah. When he lights wax candles, however, instead of using pure olive oil, he indicates that the hiddur takes precedence over the essential mitzvah which emphasizes the importance of using olive oil, even though it might "tarnish" the beautiful silver menorah. 


It happens all of the time. We build beautiful shuls, traveling far and wide to get ideas to enhance the architectural and esthetic beauty of the edifice. Do we show the same concern, however, in regard to the beauty of the davening, service, or the Torah classes that form the foundation of the shul? People are more concerned and become petty with the price of hiring a competent rabbi/teacher to give Torah classes, but think nothing about the price of flowers for Shavuos. The list goes on. There are circumstances when a person's dedication to the mitzvah should inspire him to be mevater, forego, the mitzvah. Rav Nebentzhal writes that he witnessed an episode that demonstrated how far one can go in pursuit of a mitzvah and simultaneously disregard the spirit of the mitzvah, demonstrating a lack of concern for another Jew's feelings. He was in a shul when an individual was called up to the Torah for Maftir. Suddenly, one of the members declared that he is a chiyuv, had an obligation to fulfill, and since he had yahrzeit, he should receive Maftir. The fact that someone else had already been called up for the aliyah did not concern him at all. He could care less; he had yahrzeit. He did not mind embarrassing the person that was originally called up to the Torah or humiliating the Torah as it "waited" for the person to recite the blessing. He had yahrzeit! He forgot that the reason he had an obligation to receive an aliyah was that it serves as a nachas ruach, source of spiritual satisfaction, for the soul of the departed. What he seemed to ignore is that by hurting another Jew he certainly was not providing any satisfaction for the soul of the departed. 


It is related that Horav Yisrael Salanter, zl, once came to shul on the day of his mother's yahrzeit prepared to lead the services in her memory - according to the halachah. He noticed that there was another Jew in shul who had yahrzeit for his daughter. While halachah clearly states that a yahrzeit for a mother precedes that of a child, Rav Yisrael gave the amud, relinquished his right, and told the other individual to lead the services. He saw that the unfortunate Jew was anguished over not being able to lead the services in memory of his dear daughter, so he gave him the amud. He later said, "On the day of my mother's yahrzeit, I will perform a chesed, act of kindness, to another Jew. This will give my mother greater satisfaction." This is a benchmark of a gadol, Torah giant. He understood the spirit of the mitzvah, its purpose and its goal, and consequently realized that making a Jew feel good was the greatest source of satisfaction for his mother's soul. 


This idea applies equally to Torah study. We invest all of our time and energy in academia. A person is measured by his erudition and scholastic ability. Torah study and erudition is all-important, but what about Yiraas Shomayim, fear of Heaven? If one gathers together a large amount of grain and forgets to add a small preservative to retard spoilage - it will all go to waste. To focus on the academic and disregard Yiraas Shomayim is to overlook the raison d'etre of Torah study, as well as the ingredient that will ensure that the Torah he studies will be internalized and be a part of him - forever. 





  Parashas Masei 


These are the journeys of Bnei Yisrael, who went forth from the land of Egypt. (33:1) 


We must keep on going forward - not lingering in the past. While we must never forget the past, it is incumbent upon us to look forward to the future. We have left Egypt; the pain, persecution and travail are behind us. We go forward towards new horizons. When we live in the past, we become depressed and stagnant. The Lomza Rosh Hayeshivah, Horav Yechiel Mordechai Gordon, zl, would walk through the streets of Petach Tikvah with an air of nobility and dignity which bespoke a person who seemed not to have a care in the world. He spoke and acted with serenity and refinement. There were only a few very close talmidim, students, and friends who knew how deeply troubled and anguished Rav Yechiel Mordechai really was. He had lost two wives, and two of his sons had been killed. Thousands of his students had perished in the fires of the Holocaust, and his precious yeshivah was destroyed by the Nazis. His face never evinced his pain; his mouth never uttered a depressed word. He consoled others, giving them hope amid their pain. He always kept on going forward. He left Egypt/the decimation of European Jewry. He was rebuilding a Torah renaissance in Eretz Yisrael. 


Once, he gave into his emotions. It was a slip - a painful reference to his overwhelming losses. It happened that a survivor, an ember spared from the fires of the Holocaust, came to bemoan his fate and seek a blessing from the Rosh Hayeshivah. He had a son that had for a number of years been of marriageable age and was not succeeding in finding his barshert, designated mate. The father wept over the past, bemoaned the present, and feared what the future would bring. How does one console such a broken-hearted Jew? Rav Yechiel Mordechai shared his personal grief with him. He told him about his losses, the wonderful sons, the brilliant and precious students that he no longer had. Together, they wept - for one another and for themselves. 


Another time, as he attended the funeral of a brilliant, budding Torah scholar, a student of Slabodka Yeshivah who had drowned in a lake near Tel Aviv, Rav Yechiel Mordechai also revealed his pent-up grief. As the funeral cort?ge proceeded from the Lomza Yeshivah, the Rosh HaYeshivah suddenly began to cry uncontrollably with bitter sobs. They could not stop him. A rav who was with him asked, "What is wrong?" Rav Yechiel Mordechai answered, "It is a terrible tragedy for a young person to be taken so suddenly in the prime of his life. Yet, there is some form of consolation in the fact that he merits a funeral and burial in kever Yisrael, Jewish cemetery. I, regrettably, did not merit to accompany my sons to their burial." 


How did the Rosh Hayeshivah do it? How was he able to suppress his emotions and control his feelings of pain and grief? What gave him the strength and fortitude to maintain his composure despite his overwhelming grief? He did not look back. He looked toward tomorrow and the hope of the geulah, redemption, that accompanies it. 





 He shall dwell in it until the death of the Kohen Gadol. (35:25) 


What connection is there between the unintentional murderer and the Kohen Gadol? Rashi explains that the Kohen Gadol should have prayed to Hashem that such a tragedy in which one Jew kills another Jew, albeit unintentionally, does not occur during his tenure as Kohen Gadol. It is interesting how the Torah emphasizes that davening is not enough. One must know what to daven for. The Kohen Gadol should have prayed for the spiritual welfare of the people of his generation. Had he done so, the tragedy that occurred would have been circumvented. The Chafetz Chaim, zl, draws a powerful analogy to demonstrate this idea. 


The Kaiser decided one day to visit one of his infantry battalions. The soldiers all lined up at attention to present themselves before their commander-in-chief. Their shoes were shining brightly; their uniforms were in perfect condition. They stood erect and marched in perfect cadence. They succeeded in impressing the Kaiser. As a show of gratitude, the Kaiser announced that he would grant each soldier one wish. One "astute" soldier jumped forward and declared that he had a favor to request of the Kaiser. "What would you like?" asked the Kaiser. 


"My request is that the Kaiser grant me my daily meals," the soldier responded. 


The other soldiers were shocked at his request. Is this what you bother the Kaiser about? It goes without saying that a soldier in the Kaiser's army who performs his duties as ordered will certainly be fed three meals a day. Even his uniform is provided by the Kaiser. Once one is a soldier, his needs are addressed because he serves the king. The "brilliant" soldier should have had the common sense to ask for something special, something unique and out of the ordinary, something that he would not receive anyway. The mere fact that he wasted such an incredible opportunity is in itself the greatest loss. He could no longer have his request granted by the king. 


The Chafetz Chaim explains that this same idea applies to our daily Tefillos, prayers. Let us face it: What do we really daven for? We pray for material sustenance, material success - everything to enhance our material and physical status. Do we ever ask for Divine Assistance in performing teshuvah, repentance, or success in Torah study and yiraas Shomayim, fear of Heaven? Do we shed tears for our spiritual dimension, or are we so preoccupied with the mundane, the physical, the material components in our lives to focus on what is really important? 


Are we different from the "foolish" soldier who asked for the food he would receive anyway as long as he served with dignity and fidelity? Should we not understand that our prayers should focus on our spiritual health and our ability to serve Hashem properly and to carry out His mitzvos correctly? Is there any doubt that if we perform properly in the spiritual arena that Hashem will provide our material needs? I guess for some people that is not enough. 


 ________________________________________
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WEEKLY-HALACHA FOR 5763


By Rabbi Doniel Neustadt Rav of Young Israel in Cleveland Heights


A discussion of Halachic topics. For final rulings, consult your Rav


THE BLESSING OF HA-GOMEL


  In the times of the Beis ha-Mikdash, a person who survived a potentially life-threatening situation brought a Korban Todah, a Thanksgiving Offering, to express his gratitude to Hashem.(1) What does the Talmud(2) define as a potentially life-threatening situation- Crossing a desert or a sea, imprisonment or serious illness.


  Nowadays, when the Beis ha-Mikdash no longer stands and offerings cannot be brought on the altar, we substitute a public proclamation of gratitude to Hashem for an offering.(3) A survivor of any of the perils mentioned above publicly recites Birchas ha-gomel, thanking Hashem for saving him from danger.


The text of the blessing is as follows: "Baruch ata ha-Shem Elokeinu melech ha-olam ha-gomel lechayavim tovov shegemalani kol(4) tov."   After answering amen,(5) the congregation responds:" Mi shegemalcha koll tov hu yigmalcha kol tov selah."(6)


 Birchas ha-gomel, just like Korban Todah,(7) is an optional mitzvah; it is not a pure obligation and one who fails to recite it does not commit a sin.(8) The poskim, though, strongly suggest that one be careful to fulfill this mitzvah, just as he would have seen to it to bring a Korban Todah if he had the opportunity to do so.(9)   In addition to reciting the ha-gomel blessing in lieu of the Korban Todah, Chayei Adam(10)writes that one should give a charitable donation equal to the value of the animal that he would have brought as a sacrifice. When giving the money, he should expressly state that he is donating the money instead of bringing a Korban Todah. He further instructs one to recite certain verses in the Torah which deal with Korban Todah(11) along with an additional text that he authored when he himself was saved from an explosion in the year 1804.


 WHEN AND WHERE IS HA-GOMEL SAID?


  As ha-gomel is a public expression of gratitude, it cannot be recited in private. Indeed, the basic halachah follows the opinion that the blessing is said only in the presence of at least ten men. For this reason it became customary that ha-gomel is recited right after the public reading of Kerias ha-Torah. But like any other mitzvah, there are l'chatchilah and b'diavad methods of performing it. In addition, there are some recommendations which fall under the category of hiddur mitzvah. Let us elaborate:L'CHATCHILAH:


Ha-gomel should not be delayed more than three days after surviving a dangerous situation.(12) The custom is to recite ha-gomel at the soonest Kerias ha-Torah possible.(13) At least ten men, including two Torah scholars and the one reciting ha-gomel, should be present.(14) Ha-gomel is recited immediately after the Kaddish which follows Kerias ha-Torah. Ha-gomel is recited while standing.(15) Ha-gomel should be recited during daytime hours only.(16) If a number of people in shul are obligated to recite ha-gomel, each individual should recite his own [and not discharge his obligation by listening to another person's ha-gomel].(17) If, however, they are expressing gratitude for an incident which they experienced together, one person recites ha-gomel on behalf of everyone. The others respond: mi shegemalanu kol tuv hu yigmaleinu kol tuv selah. . .(18)


 B'DIAVAD / BISHAS Ha-DCHAK:


If three days elapsed, the blessing should be said within five days.(19) If five days passed, the blessing should be recited within thirty days.(20) If thirty days passed, the blessing may still be recited as long as the feelings of joy and gratitude are still alive in the mind of the survivor.(21) If two Torah scholars are not available, the blessing is recited in front of any ten men, at any time.(22) [A minority view holds that under extenuating circumstances ha-gomel is recited even with fewer than ten men present. It is not customary, however, to do so.] ha-gomel may be recited even at night. ha-gomel is valid if one was sitting when it was recited.(23) One can fulfill his obligation of ha-gomel by hearing the blessing recited by another person who is obligated in ha-gomel.(24)


HIDDUR MITZVAH:


At least ten men, plus two Torah scholars, plus the one reciting the blessing (altogether thirteen men) should be present.(25) The more people present, the greater hiddur mitzvah there is.(26) The one reciting ha-gomel receives an aliyah to the Torah,(27) and after reciting the final blessing on the Torah, ha-gomel is recited. If he received the last aliyah, ha-gomel is recited before the Kaddish which follows Kerias ha-Torah.(28) The one reciting ha-gomel remains standing, while those listening are seated.(29)


DO WOMEN RECITE THE HA-GOMEL BLESSING?


Expressing gratitude to Hashem for His kindness to us is certainly incumbent upon women as well as men. Indeed, when the Beis ha-Mikdash was standing, women, too, brought a Korban Todah.(30) But traditionally among the Ashkenazim, women did not recite ha-gomel even though it was instituted as a substitute for the Korban Todah. This tradition developed because - as stated earlier - ha-gomel is recited in front of at least ten men, and it was considered immodest for a woman to make a public recitation. While many poskim questioned and criticized this tradition and suggested ways where women, too, might fulfill this mitzvah(31), others maintained that the tradition be upheld and that women not recite ha-gomel.(32)   Still, there are a number of options which a woman can resort to in order to express her gratitude to Hashem: While remaining in the women's section, she should recite ha-gomel loudly enough for it to be heard by ten men. The men then respond with mi shegemalach . . .(33) This can also take place in the woman's home when ten men are present.(34) She should answer Boruch hashem ha-mevorach le'olam va'ed and amen to her husband's aliyah to the Torah with the specific intent of fulfilling her obligation to thank Hashem for His grace to her.(35) Traditionally, this was the method used by women who wished to fulfill their obligation of expressing gratitiude to Hashem after giving birth.(36) Harav M. Feinstein is quoted as ruling that a woman may recite ha-gomel in anyone's presence, man or woman. If she is married, she should preferably do so in her husband's presence.(37) Harav S.Z. Auerbach suggested that upon reciting the morning blessing of ha-gomel chasadim tovim l'amo Yisrael, a woman should have in mind to fulfill this mitzvah as well.(38) Although there are  various opinions, the accepted custom today is that minors do not recite ha-gomel nor does their father recite the blessing on their behalf.(39)


 WHICH SITUATIONS CALL FOR THE RECITATION OF HA-GOMEL?   We mentioned above four categories of people who are supposed to recite ha-gomel. We will briefly discuss those categories and their modern counterparts:


CROSSING  A DESERT   Nowadays, a trip on a paved road through a desert is no more dangerous than a trip on an interstate highway; thus ha-gomel is not recited. Still, were it to happen that one lost his way in a desert and survived, ha-gomel would be recited.(40)


DANGEROUS IMPRISONMENT   The poskim debate if this refers only to imprisonment in which one's life was endangered or threatened, such as being a prisoner of war, or even jail imprisonment for criminal activity, where one's life is not in danger. In practice, the individual case should be presented to a rov for a ruling.(41)


SERIOUS ILLNESS   This includes recovery from any illness which is or could be life-threatening,(42) or any surgery which requires general anesthesia.(43) Many poskim maintain that if a patient is so weak that he remains bedridden for three consecutive days, ha-gomel is recited even if according to the doctors the patient's life was not in danger.(44)   Diagnosed mental illness which required that the patient be restrained or or hospitalized is considered life-threatening; ha-gomel is recited upon recovery.(45)   Ha-gomel should be recited upon complete recovery from the illness or condition, even if the patient needs to continue taking medication for his condition. If, according to the doctors, the patient will never completely regain his former strength, then ha-gomel is recited as soon as he is well enough to walk on his feet.


SEA VOYAGE   This refers only to voyages far into the ocean that last several days.(46) It also includes shorter trips where harsh weather conditions threatened the safety of the passengers.   Whether or not to recite ha-gomel after an airplane trip is a subject of much debate. There are three opinions: It is doubtful whether ha-gomel may be recited(47), unless a potentially dangerous situation developed during  the flight. Ha-gomel is recited only when the airplane crossed over an ocean or a desert.(48) ha-gomel is recited after every airplane trip.(49)   While there is no clear ruling on this issue, the custom today follows the poskim who require the recitation of ha-gomel only when an ocean [or a desert] is crossed. [Once the destination has been reached, ha-gomel is recited; the return leg of the trip necessitates its own ha-gomel.(50)] Is ha-gomel recited in cases other than the four categories mentioned?


  In addition to the four categories of people mentioned above, our custom is to recite ha-gomel whenever one finds himself in a life-threatening situation and was saved through the grace of Hashem. As long as one came face to face with actual danger and survived, whether he was saved miraculously or by what appears to be "natural" means, ha-gomel is recited.(51) For example(52), a survivor of - an attack by wild animals who normally kill their prey a car accident which according to bystanders should have been fatal of a bus which was blown up by a suicide bomber a shooting attack an armed robbery a collapsed building a soldier who saw combat in war   In the above cases, the person found himself in actual danger and was nevertheless saved. Sometimes, however, a person is merely close to the danger, but was not actually involved in the danger itself. In those cases, ha-gomel is not recited.(53) For instance, a survivor of - a sighting of a wild animal, but the animal did not attack a killer aiming a weapon in one's general direction, but was overpowered a car that gets out of control but came to last minute stop a low impact head-on crash between cars a bomb which explodes seconds before people entered that area a gun that discharges by accident and missed the person by inches


GENERAL NOTE:   If one remains in doubt as to whether or not he is obligated to recite ha-gomel (e.g., it is difficult to determine if he was in "actual" danger; an unresolved dispute among the poskim; a minyan is not available; a father for a minor, a woman who is embarrassed to recite the blessing in front of men, etc.), he has two options whereby which he can fulfill his obligation: He can recite the blessing without reciting Hashem's name. The text is: Baruch ata ha-gomel . . . He can have specific intent to fulfill this mitzvah when reciting the morning blessing of ha-gomel chasadim tovim l'amo Yisrael. Preferably, he should do so out loud in front of ten men, including two Torah scholars. If he wishes, he can add at the end of the text the words "shegemalani (kol) tov."(54)


    FOOTNOTES:    1 Vayikra 7:12 and Rashi and Rashbam.    2 Berachos 54a, based on Tehillim 107. See also Rashi, Zevachim 7a (s.v. lo) and Menachos 79b (s.v. l'achar).    3 Rosh, Berachos 9:3, as explained by Chasam Sofer O.C. 51 and Avnei Nezer O.C. 39.    4 Some original texts omit the word kol, an omission approved by Harav S.Z. Auerbach (Halichos Shelomo 1:23-7).    5 Aruch ha-Shulchan 219:5.    6 O.C. 219:2. B'diavad, if the congregation did not respond, one fulfills the mitzvah regardless; Mishnah Berurah 219:5.    7 See Maharam Shick O.C. 88 and Sdei Chemed, Asifas Dinim, Berachos, 2:10. See Shiras David, Vayikra 7:12 for a possible explanation.    8 Based on Magen Avraham O.C. 219:1.    9 See Pri Megadim 219:1, Chasam Sofer O.C. 51 and Minchas Yitzchak 4:11-9.    10 Seder Amiras Korban Todah, published in Chayei Adam following Klal 69 and quoted in part by Mishnah Berurah 218:31.    11 See similar instructions in Shulchan Aruch ha-Rav O.C. 1:9.    12 O.C. 219:6 and Mishnah Berurah 20.    13 Sha'arei Efrayim 4:27.    14 O.C. 219:3 and Mishnah Berurah 6 and Sha'ar ha-Tziyun 7. See Tzitz Eliezer 13:18.    15 Mishnah Berurah 219:4.    16 Chasam Sofer O.C. 51; Kaf ha-Chayim 219:14. Women who recite ha-Gomel after childbirth may do so at night l'chatchilah; Tzitz Eliezer 13:17.    17 Based on Mishnah Berurah 8:13 and 213:12. See also Rav Akiva Eiger on O.C. 219:5.    18 Chasam Sofer (Sefer Hazikaron, pg. 25), quoted in Piskei Teshuvos 219:17.    19 Be'er Heitev 219:9.    20 Mishnah Berurah 219:8.    21 Based on Aruch ha-Shulchan 219:7.    22 O.C. 219:3 and Beiur Halachah (s.v. Lo).    23 Mishnah Berurah 219:4.    24 O.C. 219:5.    25 Sha'arei Efrayim 4:27 (at least 13 people); Chayei Adam 65:6 and Kitzur Shulchan Aruch 61:2 (at least 11 people).    26 Shulchan ha-Tahor 219:2, who therefore recommends waiting until Shabbos, since  more people and Torah scholars will be present.    27 Sha'arei Efrayim 4:27 and Chasam Sofer O.C. 51. See also Igros Moshe O.C. 5:14. But since this is only a hiddur mitzvah, he does not have priority over other chiyuvim; Sha'arei Efrayim 2:11 and Beiur Halachah 136:1 (s.v. b'shabbos).See note 36.    28 Eishel Avraham Tanina 219.    29 Birkei Yosef 219:6, quoting an oral ruling of the Rambam; Sha'arei Efrayim 4:27; Kaf ha-Chayim 219:15; Tzitz Eliezer 13:19-3.    30 See, however, Tzafnas Pa'aneich, Berachos 10:8.    31 An authority as early as the Magen Avraham (219:4) already suggested that a husband recite ha-Gomel on behalf of his wife. But besides the fact that this would not solve the problem for girls and unmarried women, Beiur Halachah (219:4, s.v. v'ain) rejects this option from an halachic point of view, and Aruch ha-Shulchan (219:9) testifies that it did never gained acceptance. Mishnah Berurah suggests that a woman recite ha-Gomel in front of [ten] women plus one man, but subsequent poskim rejected this solution; see Aruch ha-Shulchan 219:6; Kaf ha-Chayim 219:3; Igros Moshe O.C. 5:14; Harav S.Z. Auerbach (Halichos Shelomo 1:23-4).    32 Sha'arei Efrayim 4:28; Aruch ha-Shulchan 219:6; Orchos Rabbeinu 1:91, quoting Chazon Ish and Harav Y.Y. Kanievsky; Harav S.Z. Auerbach (Halichos Shelomo 1:23-4); B'tzeil ha-Chachmah 6:78; Teshuvos v'Hanahgos 1:195.    33 Be'er Heitev 219:1 quoting Knesses ha-Gedolah; Birkei Yosef 219; Chayei Adam 65:6; Ben Ish Chai (Eikev 5); Yechaveh Da'as 4:15.    34 Minchas Shelomo 2:4-31.    35 Eliyahu Rabba 219:5, quoted by Sha'arei Efrayim 4:28 and Minchas Yitzchak 4:11-9.    36 This is the source of the widespread custom that as soon as a yoledes recovers, she goes to shul to hear and to respond to Barechu es Hashem ha-mevorach. In this case, her husband's aliyah has priority over almost any other chiyuv; Beiur Halachah 136:1 (s.v. b'shabbos.)    37 Oral ruling quoted in Igros Moshe O.C. 5:14.    38 Halichos Shelomo 1:23-8, and note 10.    39 Sha'arei Teshuvah 219:1 and 3  and Mishnah Berurah 219:3. See Har Tzvi O.C. 113.    40 See Ketzos ha-Shulchan 65:1.    41 See Beiur Halachah 219:1 (s.v. chavush), Aruch ha-Shulchan 219:5 and Kaf ha-Chayim 219:11.    42 Rama 219:8.    43 See Avnei Nezer Y.D. 321, Orchos Rabbeinu 1:91, Halichos Shelomo 1:23-2 and Tzitz Eliezer 12:18.    44 See Beiur Halachah 219:8 (s.v. kegon); Ketzos ha-Shulchan 65:3.    45 Tzitz Eliezer 12:18.    46 Minchas Yitzchak 4:11. Thus, ha-Gomel is not recited when taking the ferry from Britain to France.    47 Chelkas Yaakov 2:9 quoting Belzer Rebbe. This was also the view of the Brisker Rov and Tchebniner Rov, quoted in Teshuvos v'Hanahagos 1:81 and 3:191. See also b'Tzeil ha-Chachama 1:20. According to this opinion, ha-Gomel can be said only without pronouncing Hashem's Name.    48 Chazon Ish and Harav Y. Y. Kanievsky (quoted in Orchos Rabbeinu vol. 1, pg. 91); Minchas Yitzchak 2:47; Tzitz Eliezer 11:14.    49 Igros Moshe O.C. 2:59; Ketzos ha-Shulchan 65:1; Harav S.Z. Auerbach (Halichos Shelomo 1:23-5); Be'er Moshe 7:69; Yechaveh Da'as 2:26 (for a trip longer than 72 minutes).    50 Halichos Shelomo 1:23-4. Others hold that if the duration of the trip is less than three days, then ha-Gomel should be recited only upon return; Kaf ha-Chayim 219:5.    51 Mishnah Berurah 219:32. This is the Ashkenazi custom; Sepharadim, however recite ha-Gomel only in situations that fall under one of the four categories mentioned; Kaf ha-Chayim 219:52.    52 The following lists are to be used only as a guide. In actual practice, the case with all of its various details must be presented to a rov for a final ruling.    53 See Maharal (Nesivos Olam, Nesiv ha-Avodah 13), quoted in Shevet ha-Levi 9:45. See also Knei Bosem 1:12 and Halichos Shelomo 1:23-1.    54 Harav S.Z. Auerbach (Halichos Shelomo 1:23-8). According to Harav Auerbach, this second method is preferable to the first.
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by RABBI MENACHEM LEIBTAG


PARSHAT MAS'EI                


The Borders of the Land of Israel                                


l      What are the precise borders of the Land of Israel?      From the story of Bnei Gad & Reuven in Parshat Matot (chapter 32), it seems as though the borders of Israel are rather 'expandable', while in Parshat Mas'ei (chapter 33) they appear to be quite fixed.  In the following shiur, we examine the biblical roots of this complicated topic.


INTRODUCTION      Two clichés, both based on psukim in Tanach, are commonly used to describe the expanse of the borders of the Land of Israel:      (A) 'from the Nile to the Euphrate'      (B) 'from Dan to Beer Sheva'


     The discrepancy between these two borders is immense! According to (A), Eretz Yisrael encompasses almost the entire Middle East, while according to (B), Israel is a tiny country not much bigger than the state of Rhode Island.      So which cliché is more 'correct'?


THE BORDERS IN PARSHAT MAS'EI      We begin our study with chapter 34 in Parshat Mas'ei, for it contains what appears to be a very precise description of the borders of the Land of Israel:   "And G-d spoke to Moshe saying: Command Bnei Yisrael and   tell them, when you enter Eretz Canaan, this is the land   which shall become your inheritance - Eretz Canaan   according to its borders.  Your southern border, from   Midbar Tzin... " (see 34:1-13).


     Over the centuries, many attempts have been made to identify each location mentioned in this chapter.  In regard to the eastern and western borders, i.e. the Mediterranean Sea (34:6) and the Jordan River (34:11-12), there really isn't much to argue about.  In regard to the southern border, most commentators agree that it follows a line from the southern tip of the Dead Sea until El-Arish, i.e. slight south of the Beer Sheva-Gaza line in the northern part of the Negev.   However, in regard to the northern border, we find a variety of opinions:      The 'minimalist' opinions identify the northern border in the area of today's Southern Lebanon, i.e. along the Litani River - until it meets the Metulla area (what used to be called the 'good fence').   On the other hand, the 'maximalist' opinions identify the northern border somewhere up in Turkey and Northern Syria.


THE EASTERN FRONTIER   To complicate matters, the 'eastern border' of the Land of Israel presents us with another problem.  Even though Parshat Mas'ei states explicitly that the Jordan river forms the eastern border of Eretz Canaan, the 'deal' that Moshe Rabbeinu makes with 'bnei Gad u-bnei Reuven' (see 31:1-54) clearly indicates that that it is possible to expand this eastern border to include what is known today as Transjordan.      As you review that story, note how Moshe Rabbeinu grants the area of Transjordan to the tribes of Gad, Reuven, and Menashe as their official inheritance - even though it's only on the condition that they fulfill their vow to help everyone else conquer the western bank!  [The fact that this area indeed becomes their 'official inheritance' can also be proven from Yehoshua chapters 13->14, and 22.]                ====


  So why are the borders of Eretz Yisrael so ambiguous?  Are they vast or small?  Are they fixed or expandable?  Are certain parts of the 'Holy Land' holier than others?      To answer this question, and to understand why this topic is so complicated, we must return to Sefer Breishit and carefully examine the psukim that describe the land that G-d promised to the Avot.


THE LAND PROMISED TO AVRAHAM AVINU      Recall from Parshat Lech Lecha, that when G-d first chose Avraham Avinu to become His special nation, at that same time He also promised him a special land.  [See Breishit 12:1-7. See also Breishit 13:14-17, 15:18, 17:7-8.]   [If you'd like to see additional sources regarding the   promise of the Land to our forefathers, see Breishit   22:17-18, 26:2-5, 28:3-4, 28:13-14, 35:11-12, 46:1-4,   48:4 & 21.]         In G-d's first three promises to Avraham, note how He describes the land in very general terms, without any precise borders.  For example:  1)  In Ur Kasdim:   "Go forth from your native land & from your father's   house to the land which I will show you" (see 12:1).  2)  At Shchem:      "I will assign this land to your offspring" (see 12:7).  3)  At Bet-El:   "Raise your eyes and look out from where you are... for I   give all the land which you see" (see 13:15).


     However, later on in Parshat Lech Lecha, when Avraham Avinu enters into two covenants ['britot'] with G-d concerning the future homeland of his progeny, we finally find a more detailed definition of the land.  However, as we will now show, each covenant appears to describe a different set of borders!


1)  At BRIT BEIN HA-BTARIM: / 'HA-ARETZ'      Let's begin by quoting the pasuk in 'brit bein ha-btarim' where G-d promised the Land to Avraham, noting how it details the borders:   "On that day G-d made a covenant with Avraham, saying: to   your offspring I assign this land, from the river of   Egypt [the Nile] to the river, the river Euphrates, the   Kenites, Knizites ...(the ten nations)"    (Breishit   15:18-20).         The land defined by these borders is immense!  It extends in the northeast from the Euphrates River that flows from northern Syria to the Persian Gulf, and in the southwest from the sources of the Nile River in Ethiopia down to the port city of Alexandria!  [Undoubtedly, this covenant is the source for the popular phrase 'from the Nile to the Euphrates'.]


2)  At BRIT MILA: / 'ERETZ CANAAN'      Two chapters later in Sefer Breishit, we find how G-d enters yet another covenant with Avraham, and once again He mentions the land as part of that covenant, yet its description is quite different:   "And I shall establish My covenant between Me and you,   and your descendants... and I assign the land in which   you sojourn to you and your offspring to come, all the   land of Canaan,..., and I shall be for you a G-d" (see   17:7-8).


     Note how according to this covenant, the 'promised land' is much smaller.  Although this is the first time in Chumash where we find the expression Eretz Canaan, the borders of Canaan, son of Cham, have already been described in Parshat Noach:   "And the border of the Canaani was from Sidon (the Litani   valley in Lebanon) down the coastal plain to Grar and   Gaza, [and likewise from Sidon (down the Syrian African   Rift)] to Sdom, Amora... [area of the Dead Sea]"                            (see Breishit 10:19).   [Note that this is the only border which is detailed in   the genealogies of Breishit chapter 10, most probably   because it is needed as background information to later   understand Parshat Lech Lecha!]


     This biblical definition of Eretz Canaan correlates (more or less) with the general locale in which the forefathers sojourned - 'eretz megurecha' (see 17:8).  In the various stories in Sefer Breishit, we find how the Avot lived [and traveled] in the area bounded by Beer Sheva and Gerar to the south (see 21:22-33, 28:10, 46:1), and the area of Shchem and Dotan (37:12-17) to the north.  Further north, recall as well how Avraham chased his enemy as far north as Dan, in his battle against the Four Kings (see Breishit 14:14)!   [Undoubtedly, this border reflects the popular phrase:   'from Dan to Beer Sheva'.  This phrase is used several   times later in Tanach to define the people living in the   Land of Israel.  For example: "And all of Israel, from   Dan to Beer Sheva, knew that Shmuel was a trustworthy..."   (See Shmuel Aleph 3:20, see also Shoftim 20:1 and   Melachim Aleph 5:4-5).


TWO BORDERS / TWO TYPES OF KEDUSHA      In summary, the source for the conflicting borders of Eretz Yisrael appears to lie in these two different definitions of the Land, one in brit bein ha-btarim and the other in brit mila.  Therefore, we assume that these different borders reflect the different purpose of each covenant.   To appreciate their difference, we must return to our study of Sefr Breishit, and the purpose of those two covenants.      In our study of Sefer Breishit, we discussed its theme of 'bechira' - i.e. how G-d entered a relationship with Avraham Avinu in order that his offspring would become a 'model nation' in a special land, whose purpose would be to bring the 'Name of G-d' to all mankind.  Towards that goal, G-d fortified that special relationship with two covenants - 'brit bein ha-btarim' and 'brit mila', each one reflecting a different aspect of the future relationship between G-d and His nation.      The very first time that G-d spoke to Avraham, He had already 'promised' the concept of a nation and a land (see 12:1-8, 13:14-17).  However, the details of how that nation would form and ultimately inherit the land only unfold several chapters later.


BRIT BEIN HA-BTARIM      After Avraham's military defeat of the Four Kings (and hence his first conquest of the Land / see chapter 14), chapter 15 describes how G-d initiates a 'covenant' - better known as brit bein ha-btarim - that reinforces His original promise from chapter 12.  However, even though that covenant reassures Avraham that his offspring will indeed conquer ('yerusha') the Land one day; G-d also informs Avraham at that time that it won't happen immediately!  Instead, some four hundred years will pass, during which his offspring must endure slavery in a foreign land; and only afterward will they gain their independence and conquer the 'promised land'.  [See Breishit 15:1-19, especially 13-18.]      As you review the psukim that describe brit bein ha- btarim, note how the land is consistently referred to as 'ha- aretz' (and not Eretz Canaan!), and its borders will extend from the 'Nile to the Euphrates' - the land of [then occupied by] the ten nations (see 15:18-20).      Hence we conclude that this covenant reflects the historical / national aspect of Am Yisrael's relationship with G-d, for it emphasizes that Avraham's children will become a sovereign nation at the conclusion of a long historical process (better known as Yetziat Mitzrayim).   Finally, note as well that throughout this covenant, the word yerusha is consistently used to describe the future conquest of the land, and Hashem's Name is 'shem Havaya'.


BRIT MILA (Breishit chapter 17)      Several years later, immediately prior to the birth of his only son from Sarah, G-d enters yet another covenant with Avraham - better know as brit mila.  In preparation for this covenant, G-d first changes Avram's name to Avraham and then promises that He will enjoy a special relationship with his offspring - 'lihyot lachem le-Elokim' - to be 'a close G-d for them'.  [See Breishit 17:3-9.]      This covenant seems to reflect a more 'personal' relationship between G-d and His people, not only at the national level, but more so at the personal - family level; a special intimacy with the Divine.  In this covenant, note how the Promised Land is referred to as Eretz Canaan", and the future inheritance of the land is referred to as 'achuza' (in contrast to the use of the word 'yerusha' in brit bein ha- btarim).


     Hence, we can conclude that there are two aspects in regard to the 'kedusha' (sanctity) of Eretz Yisrael:


(A)  The NATIONAL aspect      The 'kedushat ha-aretz' of brit bein ha-btarim relates to the conquest of the land (yerushat ha-aretz) and the establishment of a national entity - a sovereign state.  This kedusha is only realized once Bnei Yisrael attain sovereignty, as was the case in the time of Yehoshua.  For example, the obligation to give tithe from the land (i.e. 'trumot u- ma'asrot') only begins once the land is conquered.                [See Rambam, Hilchot Trumot, first chapter!]


(B)  The PERSONAL aspect -      The kedushat Eretz Canaan of brit mila already existed in the time of the Avot and remains eternal.  This kedusha reflects G-d's special Providence over this land (see Vayikra chapter 18), no matter who is living in the land.  This intrinsic kedusha is forever present no matter who is sovereign over the Land, be it Persians, Romans, Crusaders, Turks, British etc.  [Let's hope that there will not be a need to add any others to this list in our own generation.]


     The following table summarizes our analysis thus far:


       THE VAST BORDERS        THE LIMITED BORDERS


       ================        ===================


PHRASE:   Nile to the Euphrates   from Dan to Beer Sheva


COVENANT:   Brit bein Ha-btarim    Brit mila


NAME:       ha-aretz               Eretz Canaan


ASPECT:     National               Personal


ACQUIRED BY: yerusha=sovereignty   achuza





YERUSHA & ACHUZA      To clarify this distinction, let's take a closer look at two key words that describe our acquisition of Eretz Yisrael in each covenant:      (A)  In brit bein ha-btarim - yerusha  (Br.15:3,4,7,8);      (B)  In brit mila - achuza (Br.17:8).


     In Chumash, the word 'ye-ru-sha' implies conquest, which leads to sovereignty, i.e. military control over an area of land.  [Not to be confused with its popular usage, 'ye-ru- sheh', usually referring to an inheritance that one receives from a parent.]      This sovereign power can then apportion that land, or sell it, to its inhabitants.  Once acquired in this manner, the purchaser of this land can then sell or give his portion to anyone he may choose.  Usually, if the owner dies, the land is automatically inherited by his next of kin.  In Chumash, this type of ownership is known as achuza (and/or nachala).


     For example, when Sarah dies Avraham must acquire an 'achuzat kever' - a family burial plot (see Breishit 23:4). He must first purchase the plot from the Hittites, for at that time they are the sovereign power.  Accordingly:   (A)  Brit bein ha-btarim, the national aspect, uses the   word yerusha for it foresees Am Yisrael's conquest of the   Land.   (B)  Brit mila uses the word achuza for it emphasizes   one's personal connection to the land.


AT THE CROSSROADS OF THE MIDDLE EAST      Based on our understanding of these two covenants, their conflicting borders can be reconciled.      Avraham Avinu was chosen to be a nation that would become a blessing for all nations (see Br. 12:3).  In that promise, the special land set aside for that nation is called ha-aretz. In brit bein ha-btarim, ha-aretz is defined as the land between the Nile and Euphrates.  These two rivers don't necessarily need to be understood as borders; rather as 'limits' of expansion!  Let's explain why.      Never in the history of mankind have these rivers marked the border between two countries.  Instead, these rivers were the underlying cause for the formation of thohe two centers of ancient civilization - i.e. Mesopotamia ('nehar Prat') and Egypt ('nehar Mitzrayim').  [See 15:18-21.]      Therefore, as brit bein ha-btarim reflects the national aspect of our relationship with G-d, its borders - or the 'limits of its expansion' - reflect our nation's destiny to become a blessing to all mankind.  We are to become a nation 'declaring G-d's Name' at the crossroads of the two great centers of civilization.  The location of this land between these two rivers enables that goal, and hence reflects this aspect of our nation purpose.


THE 'KERNEL'      The more precise geographic borders of this special land are defined in brit mila as Eretz Canaan - 'the land in which our forefathers sojourned'.  Because this land is destined to become the homeland for G-d's special nation, it possesses intrinsic kedusha.  It is this sanctity which makes the land sensitive to the moral behavior of any of its inhabitants (see Vayikra 18:1-2,24-28).      Hence, the most basic borders of Eretz Yisrael are those of 'Eretz Canaan', i.e. 'from Dan to Beer Sheva', as promised in brit mila.  These borders constitute a natural geographic area; Eretz Canaan is bordered by the Mediterranean Sea on the West, the Negev desert on the South, the Syrio-African Rift (Jordan River) to the East, and the Lebanon Mountain Range to the North [the Litani River valley].      Once this 'kernel' area is conquered, in potential its borders can be (but do not have to be) extended.  The limits of this expansion - from nehar Mitzrayim to nehar Prat (as set in brit bein ha-btarim) could be understood as 'limits' rather than 'borders'; as each river represents a center of ancient civilization.      After conquering Eretz Canaan, Am Yisrael can, if necessary, expand its borders by continuous settlement outward, up until (but not including) the two ancient centers of civilization, Egypt and Mesopotamia.


EXPANDING KEDUSHA      This interpretation explains why Transjordan does not acquire kedushat ha-aretz until Eretz Canaan is conquered. Bnei Gad & Reuven must first help conquer the 'kernel' area of Eretz Canaan.  Afterwards, this kedusha can be 'extended' to Transjordan.  [Note the use of the phrase 'lifnei Hashem' in Bamidbar chapter 32, especially in 32:29-30.]      When Bnei Gad & Reuven follow the terms of their agreement with Moshe, not only do they help Bnei Yisrael conquer Eretz Canaan, they also facilitate Transjordan becoming an integral part of Eretz Yisrael ('ha-aretz').


THE RAMBAM's DEFINITION OF ERETZ YISRAEL      In his Yad HaChazaka, the Rambam must provide a 'halachic" definition of Eretz Yisrael, for many mitzvot apply only in that Land.  He does so in the first chapter of Hilchot Trumot & Ma'asrot [in Sefer Zraim]      As trumot & ma'asrot are laws that apply only in Eretz Yisrael, the Rambam must provide a precise definition of its borders.  Although one would expect a geographical definition, to our surprise we find instead a 'political' one!   "Eretz Yisrael - which is mentioned anywhere (in Yad   Hachazaka) - includes those lands that are conquered by a   King of Israel or by a 'navi' with the backing of the   majority of Am Yisrael ..." (see I:1-2).


     Note how Rambam defines the borders of Eretz Yisrael as the area under Israeli 'conquest' [= yerusha].  Whatever area within the Land is under Am Yisrael's sovereignty is considered 'halachically' as Eretz Yisrael.      Based on the above shiur, we can understand the reason for this strange definition.      Certainly, Jewish sovereignty doesn't make any geographic area 'holy'.  As Rambam himself explains in the third halacha, it is only if this conquest takes place within an area of 'the land that was promised to Avraham Avinu - i.e. the borders of Eretz Canaan as promised to Avraham at brit mila, and defined in Parshat Mas'ei.  However, this area reaches it fullest level of kedusha only once Am Yisrael conquers it.      Then, once this 'kernel' area is conquered, Am Yisrael can expand its borders up until Bavel [= nehar Prat] and Mitzrayim [= nehar Mitzrayim].  However, as Rambam explains in the third halacha, this expansion can take place only after the 'kernel' area of Eretz Canaan is first conquered.      Finally, in the fifth halacha, Rambam uses this to explain why the kedusha of the Land [= 'kibbush rishon'] was annulled when the first bet ha-mikdash was destroyed.  Because the kedusha of the land (in relation to trumot u-ma'asrot) is a function of its conquest (yerusha or 'mi-shum kibbush'), therefore as soon as Bnei Yisrael lost their sovereignty, the kedusha of the land was lost as well ['batla kedushatah']. Similarly, during the second Temple period, because the land was not conquered, rather it remained under the sovereignty of other nations (e.g. Persia, Greece and Rome), the kedusha never returned.  Instead, Ezra instituted a rabbinic kedusha to obligate the produce of the land with trumot u-ma'asrot, because the original kedusha did not return.      I recommend that you review this Rambam inside (see also the final halacha of perek aleph), and note how these laws relate directly to the primary points of our shiur.


'LAND FOR PROGRESS'      We have shown that our relationship to the Land of Israel, just as our relationship with G-d, exists at both the national and individual level. G-d chose this special land in order that we fulfill our destiny.      While kedushat Eretz Yisrael at the individual level may be considered a Divine gift, its kedusha at the national level is most definitely a Divine challenge.  To achieve its fullest borders and to be worthy of them, we must rise to that challenge.


                         shabbat shalom,                          menachem
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