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 Horayos 8


AGADAH: HOW MANY OF THE "ASERES HA'DIBROS" WERE HEARD DIRECTLY FROM THE VOICE OF HASHEM? 


OPINIONS: Rebbi Yishmael states that the Jewish people at Sinai heard the first two commandments of the Aseres ha'Dibros ("Anochi Hashem" and "Lo Yiheyeh Lecha") directly from Hashem. Does this imply that they did not hear the other eight commandments from Hashem, but from Moshe Rabeinu?


(a) The RAMBAM in MOREH NEVUCHIM (2:33) writes that this indeed is correct. He explains that even though the first two commandments were heard directly from Hashem, the Jewish people did not understand the words; they could not comprehend where one word ended and the next began. Moshe Rabeinu clarified this for them. The Rambam explains that this is why the Torah repeatedly refers to the "Kol" ("sound" or "voice") that the Jewish people heard (see Devarim 4:12 and 5:19-20). They heard only the sound of the letters of the words, and they could not clearly discern the words until Moshe helped them. They did not hear the last eight commandments directly from Hashem, but rather Moshe Rabeinu related them to the Jewish people as he heard them from Hashem. (See RABEINU BACHYA to Shemos 20:1.)


(b) The RAMBAN (in Shemos 20:7) argues that the Jewish people definitely heard all ten of the Aseres ha'Dibros directly from Hashem. He explains that the intention of Rebbi Yishmael is that the only commandments that the Jewish people heard *and understood* on the same level as Moshe Rabeinu were the first two. The rest of the commandments were also heard by the Jewish people directly from Hashem, but they did not understand what they heard until Moshe Rabeinu explained it to them.


The Ramban explains that this is the meaning of the verse, "Moshe Yedaber, v'ha'Elokim Ya'anenu v'Kol" (Shemos 19:19). The verse is saying that Hashem *will be made to be heard* by Moshe's explanation of the last eight commandments that they heard from Hashem but did not understand.


(c) The BE'ER SHEVA quotes the MA'ASEI HASHEM who gives a different explanation. He says that the method of communication of Hashem at Sinai was similar to that of a powerful and awesome king who gives orders to his servant. If he says all of his orders directly to his servant, then the servant will be very frightened. However, if the king gives the orders to a different party and intentionally lets the servant overhear the orders being given, this would be much less frightening. Similarly, after Hashem said the first two Dibros directly to the Jewish people, and they consequently became very frightened, Hashem decided that in order to make the experience bearable for them He would say the rest of the Dibros as if He was speaking only to Moshe. The Jewish people heard but were not as frightened, and they understood all of the Aseres ha'Dibros clearly, with no need for explication. The difference was merely that the first two Dibros were said directly to them, while the rest of the Dibros were said directly to Moshe and overheard by them. (See also TORAH TEMIMAH to Shemos 20:2.) (Y. Montrose)





 [FROM GEMAROS RELATING TO SHAVUOS:]





 Shabbos 86b


ALL AGREE THAT THE TORAH WAS GIVEN ON SHABBOS  AGADAH: The Gemara explains that no matter what day of the month it was, the Torah was certainly given on Shabbos. This may be interpreted homiletically as follows. Shabbat is dedicated to the study -- and hence the preservation -- of the Torah and its Mitzvot. This theme reappears numerous times in Chazal:  (a) "How I love Your Torah; it is my speech all of the day" (Tehillim 119:97). The Pasuk does not say "it is my speech all day," but rather, "it is my speech all *the* day." *The* day is a reference to the unique day, the Shabbat. On Shabbat, David would dedicate himself completely to the joy of the study of the Torah. (Rabbeinu Bachya, Shmot 20:8) (b) Throughout the entire Torah there is not a single section which begins with the convening of an assembly except for this one [the beginning of Parshas Vayakhel], which begins, "Moshe assembled the Bnai Yisrael," and continues with a discussion of the laws of Shabbat. Hashem meant to tell Moshe, "Make large assemblies [on Shabbat] and expound before them publicly on the laws of Shabbat, in order that future generations should learn from you to do the same. (Yalkut Shimoni #408)


(c) The Torah complained before Hashem, saying, "When the Bnai Yisrael enter the Land of Israel, everyone will become preoccupied with their agricultural pursuits -- what will become of *me* then?" Hashem answered her, "I have an excellent mate for you -- the Shabbat. On that day, the Jews are not busy with their work, and they will be free to occupy themselves in studying you. (Tur Orach Chayim #290; see also Tanna D'vei Eliyahu Rabba, Chap. 1)  [See also "Torah from the Internet," Parashat Vayakhel]





Shabbos 87 SPEAKING TO THE JEWISH PEOPLE ON THE DAY OF THEIR ARRIVAL AT HAR SINAI 


QUESTION: The Gemara says that when the Beraisa mentions that the "third day" was also the third of the month (i.e. 3 Sivan) and the third day of the week (i.e. Tuesday), it is referring to the third day on which Moshe Rabeinu spoke to Klal Yisrael, preparing them for Kabalas ha'Torah by telling them of the punishments and rewards in store for them. Since that day was the third of the month, then the first day on which he began telling them of the punishments and rewards must have been the first of Sivan, This seems to contradict the Gemara earlier (86b), which states that on the day of their arrival at Har Sinai Moshe did *not* speak to them at all because they were exhausted from traveling!  ANSWER: The MAHARSHA answers that on the first day at Har Sinai, Moshe did not tell them anything *that Hashem had told him*. This is what the Gemara earlier means. Rather, he merely spoke to them *his own words* of preparation for receiving the Torah.





Shabbos 88 ON WHAT DAY DOES SHAVUOS FALL 


QUESTION: The Tur and Shulchan Aruch (OC 494:1) say that Shavuos falls on the sixth of Iyar, fifty days after the day of bringing the Omer offering (the second day of Pesach). This implies that Iyar of the year that the Torah was given was not a full (Malei) month, but was 29 days long, for if Iyar of that year was 30 days long, Matan Torah would have been on the fifty-*first* day after the day of the Omer offering, and not the fiftieth. Our Sugya seems to conclude that according to the Rabanan, who maintain that the Torah was given on the *sixth* of Sivan, there were indeed fifty-*one* days between Pesach and Shavuos (since the Gemara (87b) resolves the Beraisa which conflicts with the opinion of the Rabanan by saying that Iyar of that year had 30 days). How, then, can we rule that Shavuos is on the sixth of Sivan and only *fifty* days after the day of the Omer offering?


Besides, no matter how we rule, according to both Rebbi Yosi and the Rabanan, the Torah was given on the fifty-first day. According to the Rabanan Iyar was 30 days, as we explained above, and according to Rebbi Yosi Iyar was 29 days but the Torah was given on the *7th* of Sivan, or 51 days after the day of the Omer offering.


ANSWERS: 


(a) The MACHTZIS HA'SHEKEL explains that this question is only a question if the Jewish people left Egypt on a Thursday (which would mean that there are fifty-one days between the second day of Pesach (Friday) and the day they received the Torah (Shabbos)). The Seder Olam, though, says that they left Egypt on a *Friday*, and thus the Torah, which was given on a Shabbos, was given *fifty* days later. (The Seder Olam also states that the Man started falling on a Monday. Even though the Gemara derived from verses that the Man started falling on a Sunday, this inference is not at all explicit in the verses, and the simple understanding of the verses does not imply that the Man started falling on a Sunday). We rule like the Seder Olam, and not like the Gemara. (It should be noted that according to the Seder Olam, the tenth of Nisan (the day that the animals for the Korban Pesach were designated) was not Shabbos but Sunday -- contrary to what the TUR in OC 430 quotes from the Seder Olam -- since the Jews left Egypt on a Friday, as the PERISHAH points out.) 


(b) The SEFAS EMES explains that the TUR holds that the Jewish people went out of Egypt on a *Thursday* (as he says in OC 430), and that the Torah was given on a *Friday* and not on Shabbos (as the Pirkei d'Rebbi Eliezer ch. 46 maintains). The Sefas Emes himself points out that this is problematic, because the Tur himself (OC 292) states that the Torah was given on Shabbos.


(c) The RIVASH (#96) writes that the festival of Shavuos has nothing to do with the day upon which the Torah was given. Shavuos comes fifty days after the day of the Omer offering, whether or not it falls on the day that the Torah was given. The reason we call Shavuos "Z'man Matan Toraseinu" is because the way our calendar is set up, the festival falls on the sixth of Sivan, which is the day of the month on which the Torah was given (according to the Rabanan, whose opinion we follow). Unlike the day upon which the Torah was given, our 6th of Sivan falls *fifty* days after the Omer offering, while the original day of Matan Torah was fifty-one days after the Omer (because they left Egypt on a Thursday and received the Torah on Shabbos, as our Gemara states).


(d) The MAGEN AVRAHAM (OC 494) cites from SEFER ASARAH MA'AMAROS that by adding a day on his own, Moshe Rabeinu alluded to the second day of Yom Tov which is observed outside of Israel. Thus, the Torah was actually *supposed* to have been given on the fiftieth day after the Omer of that first year, which is why our holiday begins on the fiftieth day after the Omer. The Torah was actually given on the fifty-first day to symbolize that that day would be Yom Tov as well, when the Jews would go into exile. That is, just like Moshe Rabeinu made that day into the day of Kabalas ha'Torah, the Rabanan would later make that day into Yom Tov. The BEIS HA'LEVI (Parshas Yisro) expounds on the idea cited by the Magen Avraham. The Beis ha'Levi explains that even though the Jewish people received the Torah on the fifty-first day, the day that the Torah was *given* was the fiftieth day, as we shall explain. 


The Gemara (88b) says that the angels did not want the Torah to be given to Moshe. Why not? What were the angels going to do with the Torah? As Moshe Rabeinu argued, none of the Mitzvos are applicable to heavenly bodies; they are relevant only for humans!


The Gemara (Bava Metzia 61a) states that the verse "Lo ba'Shamayim Hi" ("the Torah is not in the heavens") means that the authority to expound and elucidate the Torah is not in the heavens, but was to the Sages. The angels argued that *this authority* should not be given to man, because they did not think that it was appropriate for man to have the power to legislate in Torah matters.


Moshe's decision to delay by one day the giving of the Torah was based on a Hekesh, as the Gemara explains ("just like the second day of Perishah was a day that follows a night, so, too, the first day must be a day that follows a night"). By using a Hekesh to derive a Torah law (i.e. the day that the Torah should be given), Moshe Rabeinu was asserting that the Torah was given to man to expound. The Gemara adds that indeed, Hashem agreed to Moshe's action.


Therefore, even if we rule in accordance with Rebbi Yosi that we received the Torah on the seventh day, that was the day of *Kabalas ha'Torah*, when the Jews *received* the Torah. The day before, though, was the day of *Matan* Torah, when Hashem *gave* man the ability to make decisions regarding the Torah.





Shabbos 88  FORCED TO ACCEPT THE TORAH  QUESTION: The Gemara says that at Har Sinai, Hashem held the mountain above the Jewish people and they accepted the Torah under pressure. The Gemara explains that because of this involuntary acceptance of the Torah, the Jewish people had a "Moda'a Rabah l'Oraisa" -- a claim of immunity for any transgressions that they might commit. This "Moda'ah Rabah" lasted until the Jewish people willfully accepted the Torah during the time of Purim, nearly a thousand years later.  If the Jewish people had this claim of immunity due to their forced acceptance of the Torah, why were they punished during the interim years for their sins, before they accepted the Torah willfully?


In addition, what does it mean that they were forced to accept the Torah? The Torah tells us that the Jewish people exclaimed, "Na'aseh v'Nishma," which implies that they willfully accepted the Torah!


ANSWERS: 


(a) TOSFOS (DH Moda'a) answers that although the "Moda'ah Rabah" vindicated them from punishments for most sins, they *were* punished for the sin of Avodah Zarah. The reason is because the Jewish people did accept upon themselves, willfully, not to practice idolatry.  As for how the Gemara can say that their acceptance of the Torah was against their will when we know that they said "Na'aseh v'Nishma," Tosfos explains that initially, before they stood at Har Sinai, they said "Na'aseh v'Nishma," intending to accept the Torah willfully. However, when they stood at Har Sinai, Hashem had to hold the mountain over them lest they change their minds out of fright, when they saw the mountain afire and the full awe of the Divine presence (which caused their souls to leave their bodies).


(b) The MIDRASH TANCHUMA (Parshas Noach) explains that they willfully accepted Torah sh'bi'Ch'tav, the Written Torah (the Pentateuch). If so, it was for the laws of Torah sh'bi'Ch'tav that they were punished. The "Moda'a" was for Torah sh'Ba'al Peh, the Oral Torah, which they were forced to accept. They did not accept it willfully because it is much more difficult.


(c) The RAMBAN and RASHBA explain that when they accepted the Torah, they accepted to keep it in the land of Israel. The land of Israel was being given to them only on condition that they keep the Torah (see Tehilim 105:24). The "Moda'a" was in effect only after they were exiled from the land (see Sanhedrin 105a). 


On Purim they accepted the Torah out of love even in the Diaspora. They wanted to never again be separated from Hashem, so they accepted the Torah such that even if they must go into exile again, they will still remain loyal to the Torah. Thus, the "Moda'a" was no longer in force.


The explanation of the Ramban is consistent with his explanation (Vayikra 18:25, Bereishis 26:5) that the primary goals of the Mitzvos are fulfilled only in the land of Israel. Although we must observe the Mitzvos outside of Israel as well, nevertheless the observance of the Torah does not accomplish as much in the spiritual realms when done outside of Israel as it accomplishes when done in Israel.





Shabbos 88   THE JEWISH PEOPLE IS LIKE AN APPLE  QUESTION: The Gemara cites the verse, "[He is] like an apple tree ("Tapuach") amongst the trees of the forest..." (Shir HaShirim 2:3) and asks, why are the Jews compared to an apple tree? The Gemara answers that just like an apple tree reverses the natural order and produces its fruit before its leaves, so too the Jews reversed the natural order [when they accepted the Torah at Har Sinai] by saying, "We will do" before saying "We will hear." The implication of the Gemara is that the apple tree is different from all other trees. While other trees produce leaves before producing fruit, the apple tree produces its apples before sprouting its leaves. As TOSFOS (DH Piryo Kodem) points out, however, this claim seems to have no basis in reality. The apple tree produces its fruit no different than any other tree!


RABEINU TAM therefore suggests that the word "Tapuach" here does not mean an apple tree, but rather an Esrog tree, as the word "Tapuach" is sometimes used. Rabeinu Tam explains that the Gemara (Sukah 35a) tells us that the fruit of the Esrog remains on its tree from year to year. Our Gemara, then, means that *last* year's Tapuach (i.e. Esrog) precedes *this* year's leaves.


However, why is this a change in the order of nature? When last year's fruit first began to grow, it indeed followed last year's leaves, just like the fruit of all other trees! How can this be compared to the Jews' declaring "We will do" before "We will hear?"


ANSWER: The Gemara (Bava Kama 35a) states that the Jewish people merited to receive the Torah because they had meticulously kept the seven Noachide Laws that preceded the Torah. This, perhaps, is why they said the words "We will do" before the words "We will hear." How can one "do" a request that he has not yet heard? Perhaps what the Jewish people meant to say was, "Hashem, see that we continue to *do* what You have commanded us in the past. This demonstrates that we are prepared to *hear* more Mitzvos!"


If this is true, we can understand why the Jews who reacted in such a manner are compared to the Esrog tree. The Esrog tree still has fruit from the previous year hanging on it when it sprouts the next year's leaves. So, too, the Jewish people still were performing the old Mitzvos that they had already been given, when Hashem asked them to take on more Mitzvos. Just like the Esrog tree, they proudly showed their old "fruit" (i.e. actions), when new "leaves" (Mitzvos) were forthcoming. This was what the Jews meant by declaring "We will do" the Mitzvos, before saying "We will hear" the Mitzvos. (M. Kornfeld)





 Shabbos 89 WHERE IS THE TORAH 


QUESTION: The Satan wanted to know where the Torah had gone. Hashem told him to ask Moshe. When the Satan asked Moshe for the whereabouts of the Torah that Hashem had given to him, Moshe responded that he did not have the Torah. Hashem said to Moshe, "Are you a liar?" Moshe replied, "The [Torah, which is the] beloved hidden treasure in which you take pleasure every day -- how can I be so audacious to keep it for myself?" What exactly was going on in this interaction? What was Moshe answering to the Satan's inquiry, and how did he defend himself when Hashem asked him if he was lying?


ANSWERS: 


(a) The MAHARSHA says that the issue revolved around Sodos ha'Torah, the deep secrets of the Torah. The Satan was asking Moshe how he could keep the Torah, when he is only a human whose capacity for understanding is limited, and he cannot fully understand the Torah. Moshe answered the Satan that the Satan is correct, for he only understands the revealed parts of Torah (Niglah) and not the hidden parts (Nistar). Hashem asked Moshe, "Are you lying? You also know the hidden parts of Torah!" Moshe replied than were it for his own ability, he would never have been able to understand the hidden parts of Torah; it is only because Hashem spread his presence upon Moshe that he understood it. (b) The Gemara in Nedarim (38a) says that Hashem gave the ability to elucidate the Torah (Pilpul ha'Torah) to Moshe Rabeinu and his descendants, but in his generosity Moshe shared it with all of the Jewish people (see "Torah from the Internet," Parshas Ki Tisa). This is the subject of the discussion recorded in our Gemara. The Satan wanted to take back the Torah by taking away the Neshamah of Moshe, thereby removing all trace of the Torah from this world. Moshe said that it was no longer in his hands (because he had given it to all of the Jewish people). When Moshe said to Hashem, "Who am I to keep the Torah to myself," it was true that it was given to him, but he in turn gave it to the Jewish people. That is why Hashem said that the Torah will be called by the name of Moshe -- because it was Moshe's decision to share the Torah with the Jewish people. (M. Kornfeld)


-----


 Pesachim 68 EATING AND DRINKING ON SHAVUOS   QUESTION: The Gemara says that according to Rebbi Eliezer, who holds that one's Yom Tov activity may be totally dedicated to Hashem with no personal physical pleasure, there are three days on which one must have physical pleasure as well: Shavuos, Shabbos, and Purim. The Gemara explains the reason for each one. Shavuos is the day on which the Torah was given. Shabbos requires "Oneg Shabbos" as the verse commands. Purim is a day of "celebration and joy."


Why we must eat and be happy on Shabbos and Purim is clear. But why must we eat on Shavuos because that is the day the Torah was given? On the contrary, that should be a day completely dedicated to Hashem! It would seem that the appropriate way of showing appreciation for Torah would be to learn Torah all day on the day that it was given! Furthermore, we know that the Mishnah in Avos (6:4) says that the way of Torah is for one to eat only bread with salt, and to minimize one's physical pleasures (6:6). Why, then, is Shavuos not to be completely dedicated to Hashem?


ANSWER: Shavuos is not designated as the day of *learning* Torah per se, but as the day of *Kabalas ha'Torah*. In fact, all three days which Rebbi Eliezer agrees must have some element of personal pleasure are days of Kabalas ha'Torah. The Gemara (Shabbos 88a) says that on Purim, the Jewish people renewed their acceptance of the Torah. Shabbos, too, is that day of the week on which the Torah was given (ibid.), and that is why we mention Kabalas ha'Torah in the Shemoneh Esreh on Shabbos morning.


The days that represent Kabalas ha'Torah are days on which we must eat and feel pleasure, because if we were to fast, and not be happy and rejoice, that would show that we feel that observing the Torah is a burden (especially since we were forced to receive the Torah, as the Gemara in Shabbos explains). Therefore, on the day of receiving the Torah, we must emphasize our joy by celebrating publicly.


This is the same reason that Rav Yosef (who was blind) made a festive meal when he was told that a blind person is obligated to keep the Mitzvos (Kidushin 31a, Bava Kama 87a). He wanted to show that he was happy to be obligated in Mitzvos. This is also why a young man's Bar Mitzvah is celebrated with a festive meal -- to show the joy of accepting the Torah and Mitzvos.


-------


 Berachos 12 GRANTING SPECIAL STATUS TO THE TEN COMMANDMENTS 


QUESTION: The Gemara relates that there were attempts to incorporate the reading of the Ten Commandments into the daily prayers. These attempts were blocked because of "the heretical claims of the non-believers" who would say that we grant special status to the Ten commandments because only this part of the Torah was given to us by G-d (Rashi DH Mip'nei Tar'umos ha'Minin). The RAMBAM (Teshuvos ha'Rambam #46, Jerusalem edition) writes that for this reason we should take care not to attribute any special status to the reading of the Ten Commandments. This includes standing for the reading of the Ten Commandments when that portion of the Torah is read in the synagogues on Shabbos. The Rambam writes that the custom found in some communities to stand during this part of the Torah reading should be discontinued.


Why, then, is it our practice to stand during the reading of the Ten Commandments? We publicly read the account of the giving of the Ten Commandments three times a year: on the Shabbosos of Parashas Yisro and Parashas Va'eschanan, and on Shavuos. On each one of these occasions, the congregation stands while the reader recounts these basic tenets (for various reasons for this custom, see Parasha Page, Yitro 5757).


ANSWER: 


(a) The BEIS YAKOV (Teshuvos, #125) answers that the manner in which we read the Ten Commandments on *Shavuos* cannot possibly be used to support the perverted arguments of non-believers. If we would give unique status to the Ten Commandments any other day of the year, perhaps it would show that we consider that section of the Torah to be more important than any other. But what we do while reading them on Shavuos, the very day that the Torah was given to us, cannot be mistaken for anything but a commemorative act. This argument, however, cannot be used to defend the custom of standing during the reading of the Ten Commandments on the Shabbos of Parshas Yisro and Parshas Va'eschanan.


(b) RAV DOVID FEINSTEIN shlit'a (quoted in Igros Moshe, Orach Chayim 4:22) points out that it has become customary to stand for other Torah readings also (such as the the Az Yashir reading) and not just for the reading of the Ten Commandments. One can no longer claim that standing for the Ten Commandments gives them a unique status.


Following a similar line of reasoning, Rav Moshe Feinstein zt'l (ibid.) and Rav Moshe Sternbuch shlit'a (Teshuvos ve'Hanhagos 1:144) suggest that in order to avoid a clash with the Rambam's ruling not to stand for the Ten Commandments, one should rise *before* the reader reaches that portion. In this manner, he will both stand for the reading of the Ten Commandments, yet not afford it a different status than the rest of the reading.


(c) Another approach to this issue (MATEH YEHUDAH 1:6; CHIDA ibid.; RAV MOSHE FEINSTEIN ibid.) is that we cannot compare reading the Ten Commandments when other portions are not read *at all* (such as during the morning prayers, which the Gemara prohibited), to reading it in a *different manner* than other Torah portions (such as standing during their reading, which is permitted). The latter will not be enough to feed the arguments of those who reject the Torah.


(d) RAV YOSEF DOV SOLOVEITCHIK zt'l (the late Rosh Yeshiva of Yeshiva University) suggested a brilliant approach to this matter, exonerating both our custom and the Rambam's ruling.


In most Hebrew printings of the Chumash, a note appears before the Ten Commandments advising us to read it in public using the "upper set of cantillations". The Mesorah provided us with two different ways of cantillating the Ten Commandments. Instead of setting each verse apart from the following one, as the lower set of cantillations do, the upper set of cantillations set each of the Ten Commandments apart from each other. In doing so, they either group a string of verses into one long pseudo-verse (in the case of the commandment to observe the Shabbos), or they divide a verse into many tiny pseudo-verses (in the case of the verse beginning with Lo Tirtzach).


The custom of reading the Ten Commandments with the upper set of cantillations is quite ancient and is mentioned in the early Torah commentaries. However, there is disagreement as to exactly *when* the upper set is to be used. The Magen Avraham (494:0) cites the disagreement: CHIZKUNI (Shemos 20:14) and MAS'AS BINYAMIN (#6) assert that they are only to be used on Shavuos; the lower set of cantillations are to be used for the Shabbos readings of Yisro and Va'eschanan. On the other hand, OHR TORAH and HAKOSEV (Ein Yakov, Yerushalmi Shekalim, ch.7) tell us to read even the Shabbos readings using the upper set of cantillations and to use the lower set only when reading the Torah in private. Present day practice (in most synagogues) is in accordance with the latter opinion.


When the Ten Commandments are read with the upper set of cantillations, Rav Soloveitchik explained, it is clear from the very *manner in which the verses are read* (i.e. as Ten Commandments, not as individual verses) that we are commemorating an event rather than simply reading a portion of the Torah. It is thus justifiable to stand during this Torah reading since standing is a commemorative act which cannot be mistaken as a show of preferential treatment for one part of the Torah.


Where the Rambam lived, however, the Ten Commandments were apparently read using the lower set of cantillations (or perhaps the Rambam was only discussing the Shabbos Torah readings of Yisro and Va'eschanan, which he read using the lower set of cantillations). When read in such a manner, it is not clear that we are commemorating an event. Standing indeed attributes a unique status to the Ten Commandments which could lead to heretical claims.





____________________________________





Torah http://www.ezrastorah.org/sivan.htm


EZRAS TORAH LUACH


 EREV SHAVUOS 5 SIVAN, THURSDAY, JUNE 5 FOURTY NINTH DAY OF THE OMER The customary weekday service. No Tachanun; we say Kel Erech Apaim; three Aliyahs in Parshas Naso; no Yehi Ratzon; we say Lamnazeach.


One washes (some immerse themselves in a Mikveh) and makes all necessary preparations in honor of Yom Tov. We make an Eruv Tavshilin. The Yom Tov lights are kindled at the proper time, with the Brachos Lehadlik Ner Shel Yom Tov and "Shehecheyanu".


FIRST DAY SHAVUOS 6 SIVAN, THURSDAY NIGHT, JUNE 5 We delay the recitation of Maariv until 72 minutes after sunset (under extenuating circumstances, 60 minutes will suffice) because the count of seven weeks must be totally complete before we acknowledge the Holiday of Shavuos with our prayers.


MAARIV For a Yom Tov night; Borchu...; Ufros...; Vayedaber...; Half-Kaddish; Shemonah Esrei of Yom Tov – Es Yom Chag Hashavuos Hazeh Zeman Matan Torasainu; Kaddish Tiskabel; Yom Tov Kiddush: Borai Pri Hagafen; Asher Bachar; Mekadesh Yisroel Vehazmanim, Shehecheyanu; Aleinu; Mourner's Kaddish; Adon Olam.


Kiddush at home as above.


(Many are accustomed to spend the entire night of Shavuos studying Torah, saying the Tikun Shavuos, and reading listings of the 613 Commandments. Afterwards, they recite the Shachris prayers in the fashion of the Vetikin – the ancient pietists whose lives revolved around the performance of Mitzvos in the most exemplary fashion possible [see instructions for the Ten Days of Repentance for a fuller understanding as to the schedule with which this type of service is to progress].


6 SIVAN, FRIDAY MORNING, JUNE 6


SHACHRIS  In usual Yom Tov fashion: Psukei Dazimra; Nishmas; Birchas Yotzer; Hameir Laaretz; Ahava Rabba; Shema; Shemonah Esrei of Yom Tov; the Chazzan's Repetition; complete Hallel; Kaddish Tiskabel; Ain Kamocha; open Aron; we take out two Sifrei Torah. 13 Middos (with Ribono Shel Olam of Yom Tov); We say “Akdamos” — the long Aramaic poem praising G-D, before the Kohen makes his Bracha on the Torah. In the first Sefer Torah we have five Aliyahs in Parshas Yisro (Exodus 19:1-20:23); Half-Kaddish; Maftir reads in the second Sefer Torah from Parshas Pinchas (Numbers 28:26-31) Uvyom Habikurim. The Haftorah is read from Ezekiel 1:1-28 and 3:12 (a child should not be called up to read this Haftorah; usual Brachos for Yom Tov after the reading of the Haftorah; Kah Keili; Ashrei; Yahalelu; Half-Kaddish.


MUSSAF  For Yom Tov: Shemonah Esrei of Yom Tov Mussaf (the Additional Offering mentioned is Uvyom Habikurim); the Chazzan's Repetition; Priestly Blessing with Ribono Shel Olam and Yehi Ratzon; Kaddish Tiskabel; Ein Keilakainu; Aleinu; Anim Zmiros; Shir Shel Yom (Psalm of the Day); Mourner's Kaddish; Adon Olam.


(The custom is to partake of some dairy food on Shavuos besides the usual festive meat meals.)


MINCHA  Ashrei; Uva Letzion; Half-Kaddish; Shemonah Esrei of Yom Tov; the Chazzan's Repetition; Kaddish Tiskabel; Aleinu; Mourner's Kaddish. We make all preparations for Shabbos and Yom Tov; candle-lighting 20 minutes before sunset. The Brachos over the candles are: Lehadlik Ner Shel Shabbos Veyom Tov and "Shehecheyanu".


SECOND DAY SHAVUOS THE HOLY SHABBOS 7 SIVAN, FRIDAY NIGHT, JUNE 6


MAARIV We say “Mizmor Shir Leyom Hashabbos” and “Hashem Malach” followed by Mourner's Kaddish. (Nusach Ashkenaz omits Lechu Neranana and Bameh Madlikin whenever a Yom Tov occurs on Shabbos. Here, Nusach Sefard has many variations; each congregation must follow its own custom) Borchu...; Ufros...; Vashomru...; Vayedaber...; Half-Kaddish; in the Shemonah Esrei of Yom Tov we mention Es Yom Hashabbos Hazeh and Es Yom Chag Hashavuos Hazeh Zeman Matan Torasainu etc. After Shemonah Esrei, we say Vayechulu, followed by Magen Avot, concluding it with only Mekadesh Hashabbos; Kaddish Tiskabel; Kiddush for Yom Tov with all insertions for Shabbos starting with Yom Hashishi; Shehecheyanu; Aleinu; Mourner's Kaddish; Adon Olam.


Kiddush at home as above.


7 SIVAN, SHABBOS MORNING, JUNE 7


SHACHRIS The customary service for a Shabbos and Yom Tov: Psukei Dazimra; Nishmas; Birchas Yotzer; Hakol Yoducha; Kel Adon; Ahava Rabba; Shema; Shemonah Esrei of Yom Tov with all insertions for Shabbos; the Chazzan's Repetiton; complete Hallel; Kaddish Tiskabel. We read Megillas Rus (the Book of Ruth) followed by Mourner's Kaddish; Ein Kamocha; open Aron; (we do not say 13 Middos on Shabbos); we take out two Sifrei Torah; Brich Shmei; in the first Sefer Torah we have seven Aliyahs in Parshas R'ei (Deut. 14:22-16:17); Half-Kaddish; Maftir reads in the second Sefer Torah from Parshas Pinchas (Numbers 28:26-31) Uvyom Habikurim. The Haftorah is read from Habakkuk 2:20-3:19 (after the second verse of the Haftorah — Lechabakuk Hanavi Al Shigyonos, the Maftir recites the Piyut Yaziv Pisgam); Brachos after the Haftorah, with mention of both Shabbos and Yom Tov in the middle, and with Mekadesh Hashabbos Veyisrael Vehazmanim as the close; Yekum Purkan.


YIZKOR We make pledges to Tzedakah as a means of elevating the souls of the departed (particularly beneficial as a source of merit for both the living and the dead are donations to Ezras Torah, which aids thousands of needy families of Bnei Torah in Israel and throughout the world). Av Harachmim; (no Kah Keili); Ashrei; Yahalelu; we return the Sifrei Torah to the Aron HaKodesh; Half-Kaddish.


MUSSAF Half-Kaddish Shemonah Esrei of Mussaf of Yom Tov with Shabbos insertions; the additional Offerings mentioned are Uvyom Hashabbos and Uvyom Habikurim; Chazzan's Repetition; Priestly Blessing (because it is Shabbos we skip the petitions Ribono Shel Olam and Yehi Ratzon); Kaddish Tiskabel; Ein Keilakainu; Aleinu; Anim Zmiros; Psalm of the Day; Mourner's Kaddish; Adon Olam.


MINCHA Ashrei; Uva Letzion; Half-Kaddish; Vani Sfilasi; Torah Reading: three Aliyahs in Parshas Naso (no Half-Kaddish after Mincha Torah Reading); we lift up, rewind the Sefer Torah and return it to the Aron HaKodesh (withYahalelu ); Half-Kaddish; Shemonah Esrei of Yom Tov with Shabbos insertions; the Chazzan's Repetition; Kaddish Tiskabel; (we omit Tzidkascha Tzedek); Aleinu; Mourner's Kaddish.


ISRU CHAG 8 SIVAN, MOTZIE SHABBOS, JUNE 7, AT THE CONCLUSION OF SHABBOS AND YOM TOV


(It is proper to wait 72 minutes after sunset before making Havdalah or doing activities prohibited on Shabbos.)


MAARIV As is customary for the departure of Shabbos; Ata Chonantanu in Shemonah Esrei; Half-Kaddish; Vihi Noam and Va-ata Kadosh followed by Kaddish Tiskabel; Veyitten Lecha; Havdalah (as it is done at the departure of every regular Shabbos); Aleinu; Mourner’s Kaddish.


Havdalah at home as above.


 


8 SIVAN, SUN. MORNING, JUNE 8


SHACHRIS For a weekday morning, Shemonah Esrei; Chazzan's Repetition; Half-Kaddish (we omit Tachanun); Ashrei; Lamnazeach; Uva Letzion; Kaddish Tiskabel; Aleinu; Psalm of the Day; Mourner's Kaddish.


The final time for the sanctification of the New Moon of Sivan is the entire night following Thursday, June 12 (13 Sivan). If necessary the New Moon may be sanctified the entire night of Shabbos (14 Sivan).


 ____________________________________





taubes http://www.tzemachdovid.org/rabbitaubes/index.html


Divrei Torah of RABBI MICHAEL TAUBES 


Over the years, the newsletters of Tzemach Dovid have featured Divrei Torah of Rabbi Taubes. Generally, they related to the Yom Tov in the month during which the newsletter appeared. 


Zman Kabballas Toraseinu? 


The nickname given to the Yom Tov of Shavuos, as mentioned in the Kiddush, in the Shemoneh Esrei and in Birchas HaMazon is Zman Mattan Toraseinu, "The Time of the Giving of our Torah". If, however, we focus, as we tend to do, upon our role in the events highlighted by the this Yom Tov, and the impact on us of those events, it may perhaps have made more sense to refer to the holiday as "Zman Kabballas Toraseinu", "The Time of the Receiving, (or the Acceptance), of our Torah". After all, it would seem that the essence of the Har Sinai experience is the fact that we accepted the Torah, unlike the other nations to whom it was offered, as stressed by the Chazal in a number of places.


The Kotzker Rebbe explained, quite simply, that in actuality, Shavuos indeed celebrates the giving of the Torah, which was a one time occurrence, affecting all Jews in an identical fashion. Not so, however, regarding the acceptance of the Torah. Every person accepts the Torah in his own way and in accordance with his own ability; HaShem has given the Torah and made it available to all. But each person receives it his own way. And this acceptance of the Torah is not limited to any one day of the year, but is applicable at any time and in any place. Shavuos is thus not the holiday of the acceptance of our Torah but of the giving of it, because the acceptance can - and does - take place anywhere and anytime, and by each person according to his own level.


Each person therefore has his own share in the Torah and it is up to him to pursue that share. Dovid HaMelech describes the Torah as "Temimah", perfect and complete; this is the way HaShem gave it to us. We each then learn it, extrapolate from it, derive lessons from it, interpret it and build our lives around it. Nevertheless, though, as the Baal Shem Tov pointed our, the Torah remains complete and unchanged, as though it has never been touched. On Shavuos, then, we celebrate the giving of the Torah, Mattan Toraseinu, in its perfect and complete state with, it is hoped, an eye towards accepting the Torah, Kabballas Toraseinu, which we each do in our own way throughout the entire year.


 ____________________________________
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RAV HERSHEL SCHACHTER


REGARDING THE SECOND DAY YOM TOV FOR VISITORS IN ERETZ YISROEL


In Eretz Yisroel the yomim tovim are observed for only one day as  proscribed by the Torah. Outside of Eretz Yisroel the rabbis of the Talmud  here instituted the second day yom tov, not withstanding the fact that we  already have a fixed calendar, and there is no longer any doubt regarding  the correct identity of the day of yom tov (1).


For one from chutz laaretz who is only visiting Eretz Yisroel for yom tov  it is well known that there is a difference of opinion among the poskim as  to how many days of yom tov one must observe. The majority opinion always  was that visitors observe two days (2). Even if one always visits Eretz  Yisroel for Pesach and Succos, but not for Shavuos, R. Shlomo Zalman  Auerbach pointed out, based on the gemara, that one must observe two days  of yom tov even for Pesach and Succos. The minority view of the Chochom  Tzvi (18th century) was that even the visitors in Eretz Yisroel only  observe one day. In recent years, this opinion of the Chochom Tzvi has  gained more popularity among the poskim (3). 


Then there are compromise opinions. Many observe what has come to be known  as "a day and a half." They basically follow the Chochom Tzvi: davening  tefillat chol on the second day, putting on tefillin with a bracha, but by  way of compromise, they do not do any melacha on the second day to be  choshesh for the other opinions. This is what Rav Soloveichik used to  advise talmidim. He mentioned that his family tradition was that basically  the Chochom Tzvi's opinion was more correct. (On some occasions he would  even suggest that the idea of observing issur melacha on the second day  might not merely be by way of compromise, but possibly based on pure  halacha). (4)


Others have adopted an opposite style of compromise which some humorously  refer to as "two and a half days."  They follow what was always the  majority opinion and observe two days of yom tov, abstaining from melacha  on the second day and davening tefillat yom tov including the reciting of  kiddush and observing the second seder; but at the same time being  choshesh for the opposing view and putting on tefillin the second day  without a bracha and listening to havdalah in shul at the end of the first  day. (On the several rare occasions that I was visiting in Eretz Yisroel  for yom tov this was indeed my personal practice and that of my family.)  The rationale behind this practice is not to always be on the lookout for  every possible chumra under the sun as some unlearned individuals have  incorrectly understood; but rather to follow the classical majority view  that visitors must observe two days and at the same time be tolerant  enough to show respect for the minority view (5).


If one is in the practice of always following the views of Rav  Soloveitchik, then of course this issue should be no exception and one  should observe the "one and a half" days. But, in all honesty there are  not many people who actually follow all of the Rav's opinions- considering  that he had many many unconventional chumros! If one is a "chochom  shehigia lehoraah", then he is entitled and indeed obligated to research  each and every halachic issue and to follow his own personal view on any  matter. But, if one is not higia lehoraah  (as the overwhelming majority  of people who learned in yeshiva would be classified) then one may not  pick and chose arbitrarily from amongst the various opinions of the  poskim. One must either always follow one posek (as the mishna in Avos  tells us) or follow the consensus from among the group of poskim he looks  up to as his rebeim (because of the fact that that group left an  impression on him). 


Before this past Peach I was consulted regarding two interesting cases. In  the first case, a family was visiting Eretz Yisroel for yom tov. The  daughter, a student at Columbia, had previously studied in one of the  seminaries in Eretz Yisroel after high school, and was taught there - in  accordance with the classical traditional view - that one visiting Eretz  Yisroel must observe two days of yom tov. Just a few months before Pesach  the father had asked his local Orthodox musmach from down the block, to  whom he asks all of his shailas as well, (who happens not to be a  practicing pulpit rabbi) and was told that this family should only observe  one day of yom tov. The question posed was, does it make sense that half  of the family observe one day yom tov and the other half two days. My  thoughts on the matter were as follows: the Talmud records that there were  many disputes between Beis Hillel and Beis Shammai. Whoever was a follower  of Beis Shammai had to abide by their opinions, and whoever was a follower  of Beis Hillel had to abide by their opinions. But this is only provided  they are together with their own group. If one from Beis Hillel was with a  group of followers of Beis Shammai, he was not allowed to follow the views  of Beis Hillel, as this would be a violation of lo tisgodedu, causing it  to appear in a very noticeable fashion as if the Torah has been split into  two Torahs! (6) Since the family was spending the yom tov together, and  the majority of the members of the family had accepted the psak of their  local rabbi, even the daughter should follow that opinion on this  occasion, and only keep one day. On some other occasion, if the daughter  should happen to visit Eretz Yisroel again for a yom tov without the rest  of the family, she ought to follow the psak of her rabbi.


The second case came two weeks later, when I was consulted by a rabbi who  was going to Eretz Yisroel for yom tov with a group of baalei batim from  his shul. They were all going to spend the yom tov together. The majority  of his group was clearly going to observe only one day of yom tov, no  matter what the rabbi would tell them. They knew that such an opinion is  floating about, and were going to follow it this yom tov, as they had  already done in the past. The question was whether it makes sense for some  of the group to observe two days yom tov, when the majority of the group  was not going to. Here again I thought that since the majority of the  group planned to follow the one view, that it was not proper for the  minority to follow the opposing view. In the event that the minority of  the group should visit Eretz Yisroel on another occasion for a yom tov,  they should ask again what to do. The reason for this psak was that the  minority ought to follow the practice of the majority provided that the  majority is following a valid halachik opinion.


Of course, it is self understood that in both cases, if the family (or the  group of baalei batim) turns out to be staying in a hotel where the  majority of the guests will be observing the second day of yom tov, then  that majority ought to be followed.


1. Gemara Beitza (4b) 2. See Yom Tov Sheni Khilchaso (Fried, 1998) pg. 48, and pg. 215 (quoting  Rav Auerbach). 3. Rav A.Y. Hakohen Kook used to follow this view (see Sifrei Rav Neirah) 4. See Nefesh Horav, pg. 84-85 5. For a discussion of the halachik significance of the concept of "eilu  v'eilu divrei Elokim Chayim" see Be'ikvei Hatzohn, pg. 259 6. See Yevamos (13b - 14a), and Beitza (20a) quoting a Tosefta Chagiga
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Shabbat Shalom: Shavuot (The Feast of Weeks) 


RABBI SHLOMO RISKIN 


Efrat, Israel - WHY MUST DIASPORA JEWS OBSERVE AN ADDED FESTIVAL DAY?


Conventional Jewish wisdom, based on the Sages of the Talmud, explains why we celebrate the sacred character of the Festivals for one day in Israel and for two days in the diaspora: in Holy temple times, when the appearance of the new moon, and therefore whether the previous month had been 29 or 30 days was determined by testimony of witnesses before the Sanhedrin (Great Court) in Jerusalem, the Jews in Israel would know the precise date of the Festival whereas the Jews in the diaspora would not. After all, 2,000 years ago there was neither Fox News nor even CNN to report the declared day of the New Moon, the first day of the new month.


Hence the diaspora would observe two days, so that they would be honoring the Festival no matter which way the count of the previous month had been decided. And as for the fact that since the time of Hillel the Elder (fourth century CE) we have a fixed calendar, so that there is no longer any real question as to the precise day of the Festival, nevertheless _the (pre-calendar) custom of our fore-parents is still to be maintained by us._ (B.T. Betzah 2b, 3a).


But the Festival of Shavuot still poses a problem. From the Bible onwards, Shavuot has come out fifty days after the first day of Passover as the Bible teaches, _From the morrow of the Sabbath (the first day of Passover, according to our Sages) You shall count for yourselves.. Fifty days, and then you shall offer... first fruits to the Lord._ (Leviticus 23:15-17) So the Festival of Shavuot, the Festival of the first fruits (hag haBikkurim), is not dependent on the determination of the New Moon; it is dependent upon the first day of Passover! Therefore we always knew when Shavuot would fall out - in the diaspora as well. Why then must diaspora Jews maintain two sacred days of Shavuot?


My wife has always maintained that the real reason for the necessity of diaspora Jews to keep two sacred days of the New Moon is a punishment. It is a punishment afflicted by the Rabbis upon those Jews who opt to remain in the diaspora instead of making aliyah to the land of Israel. Interestingly enough, the midrash (Shir Hashirim Rabbah) on the verse _My own vineyard I did not guard (observe),_ teaches, _Said the shepherdess, Historic Israel, before the Holy One blessed be He: _Since I did not guard (observe) the one day of the Festival properly in Israel, I must now guard (observe) two Festival Days in the diaspora._ A punishment! Another explanation may be that the Talmud is explaining the difference in practice because of the very precariousness of Jewish life in the Exile: _And now that we have a fixed calendar, why do (Babylonian) Jews still observe two days of the Festival. It is because they send from there (Israel) the clear directive, _the custom of our fore-parents is still to be maintained by us; sometimes a foreign government may make a (cruel) decree and the (Hebrew calendar) can be abolished__ (B.T. Betzah 3b, 4a). It seems to me that the Talmud is explaining that we can never rely on a fixed Hebrew calendar outside of our own homeland. How well do I remember visiting the then Soviet Union in 1970 and bring with me the one gift which any even remotely connected Soviet Jew desperately yearned to acquire: a ten-cent Horowitz - Margareten pocket calendar for that year. The Communists - in order to obliterate Jewish culture and religion - had banned the Hebrew calendar from circulation. Hence the Sages of the Talmud ordain two days for the Festival in the diaspora in order to remind the Jews in exile just how vulnerable - and ultimately powerless - they actually are!


Rav Shaya Levy Horowitz, in his classical halakhic-kabbalistic work Shnei Lukat Habrit, explains the Israel-Diaspora distinction in a more positive way. It is a twice as difficult to experience Passover freedom, Sukkot protection and Shavuot Divine Revelation in Exile than it is in Israel - hence the necessity of the extra day in Exile.


Rav Abraham Isaac Hakohen Kook takes this idea one step further. The land of Israel, the very soil as well as its produce, is itself sacred - and constantly provides the almost palpable presence of the Divine. That_s why there are commandments which apply to the very earth and its fruits - the Sabbatical years and the tithes, for example - which do not at all pertain to the diaspora. Indeed, explained Israel_s first Chief Rabbi, this issue is actually the basis for the well-known debate between the Pharisees (our rabbinic tradition preserved in the Talmud) and the dissenting Saducees regarding the proper interpretation of _The morrow of the Sabbath_ - the day we begin the count of the omer and cut the grain for the omer barley sacrifice (Leviticus 23:15). The Pharisees maintain that the word Sabbath in this context refers to the first day of the Passover Festival - which is also a sacred day of rest. The Saducees vigorously disagree, insisting that it refers to the Shabbat which falls out on the Passover week. They buttress their position by pointing out that if the interpretation would be in accordance with the Pharisees, the morrow of the first day of Passover could fall out on the Shabbat day itself; how then could the Israelites reap the barley from the fields on the Sabbath?


Apparently, explains Rav Kook, for the Saducees the agriculture of Israel was merely an economic consideration: For the Pharisees, however, all of Israel - including the soil - contained the unique sanctity of the Holy Temple. And just as the Sabbath prohibitions were waived for the sake of Temple service in the Sanctuary, so would they be waived for the sake of the omer-barley service on the land. And since the very land of Israel has the added sanctity of an extra sense of Divine Presence with which it is suffused, we need only one day to celebrate the sacred Festival in Israel; the diaspora, however, devoid as it is of this distilled dimension of Divinity, requires the extra day of sacred observance in order to establish a rendezvous with G-d (moed).


Shabbat Shalom and Hag Sameah.


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


Ohr Torah Stone Colleges and Graduate Programs Rabbi Shlomo Riskin, Chancellor Rabbi Chaim Brovender, Dean To subscribe, E-mail to: Shabbat_Shalom-on@ohrtorahstone.org.il
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From Shavuot Vol.9 No.33 Date of issue: 6-7 Iyar 5760 -- June 9-10, 2000


COOKING MILK AND MEAT IN ONE OVEN 


BY RABBI HOWARD JACHTER


Reprinted with permission from the Journal of Halacha and Contemporary Society Fall 1996


Introduction An issue faced in every Jewish home is establishing a protocol for cooking milk and meat in one oven. There exist many opinions among rabbinic authorities regarding this issue, ranging from extremely lenient ones to those that are quite strict. This essay will explore the positions of the Gemara and the Rishonim regarding this question and will outline four different protocols for use of an oven for milk and meat from four major Halachic authorities. We will begin by reviewing the Talmudic discussion of the Halachic status of Reicha - aroma emitted by foods.


Reicha - Aroma Emitted by Food The Gemara (Pesachim 76b) records a debate between Rav and Levi whether Reicha Milta or Reicha Lav Milta - is the aroma emitted from food Halachically significant or not? The case discussed in the Gemara is Kosher meat cooked in the same oven with, but without touching, non-Kosher meat. According to Rav, the aroma emitted by the non-Kosher meat renders the Kosher meat not Kosher because Reicha is Halachically significant. Levi, however, rules that the meat remains Kosher because Reicha is not Halachically significant. These rulings apply also to milk cooked simultaneously with meat in the same oven.


Rishonim disagree regarding which opinion is accepted as the Halachic norm. Rashi (s.v. Amar Lecha) asserts that the Halacha follows the opinion of Levi. Tosafot (s.v. Osra) cites the opinion of Rabbeinu Tam who rules in accordance with Rav. Rif (Chullin 32a) and Rambam (Hilchot Maachalot Assurot 15:33) also rule that Levi's is the Halachically accepted opinion. However, they assert that even Levi does not permit one to deliberately (Lechatchila) cook Kosher meat in the same oven as non-Kosher meat. Levi only permits post facto (B'dieved) the Kosher meat that has been cooked in the same oven with non-Kosher meat.1


The Shulchan Aruch (Yoreh Deah 108:1) rules in accordance with Levi that Reicha is not Halachically significant. However, the Mechaber adopts the limitations of the Rif and Rambam that one may not deliberately cook Kosher and non-Kosher meat simultaneously in one oven.


The Rama then adds a series of stringent rulings on this issue, which incline the Halacha towards Rav while essentially ruling like Levi that Reicha is not Halachically significant. First, the Rama notes the custom to avoid cooking Kosher/non-Kosher or milk/meat together in one oven even if the oven is large.2


The Rama subsequently presents a variety of situations where there are opinions that even Levi would agree that Reicha is Halachically significant. These include where Chametz is cooked simultaneously with food intended for Passover use, if either food is sharp, such as onions or hot peppers (Davar Charif)3, or if the oven is not ventilated.4 Also, something Pareve cooked with either milk or meat in one oven should not be eaten (Lechatchila) with the opposite type of food (for example, a kugel cooked simultaneously with chicken in the same oven, should not be deliberately eaten together with milk. See Aruch Hashulchan 108:14-15 who explains that B'dieved it would be permitted if one has difficulty finding something else to eat). The Shach (no. 9) adds that if one places food in the oven with the intention that its aroma be transmitted to the other foods, then all agree that in this case the Reicha is Halachically significant.


The overall theme of this chapter in the Shulchan Aruch is best expressed by the heading printed in the text of the Shulchan Aruch: "One should not cook Kosher and non-Kosher in one oven." The Rama notes that all these rules apply equally to milk and meat. Therefore, it is not surprising that the Aruch Hashulchan (Yoreh Deah 108:9) rules that one may not initially cook even lean Kosher meat with lean non-Kosher meat.5 Similarly, Pri Megadim (Siftei Daat 108:18 (1)) rules that it is best to avoid cooking Kosher and non-Kosher bread simultaneously in one oven. Moreover, because of the concern of spills, one should not cook meat and milk simultaneously one above the other, even if both foods are covered (Rama 92:8 and 97:1). Only if the covered foods are placed side by side are they permitted to be cooked simultaneously (Pri Megadim, Siftei Daat 108:10). If, B'dieved, one cooked milk and meat simultaneously in an oven, a competent Halachic authority should be consulted.6 It should be noted that the Shulchan Aruch speaks mostly of cooking7 milk and meat simultaneously and not consecutively. Rama (108:1), however, applies these rules to cooking milk and meat consecutively beneath a flat pan (i.e. a confined area) if both the milk and meat emitted steam (Zeiah).8


Zeiah - Steam That Emerges From Food The Rama's introduction of the problem of cooking milk and meat consecutively in the same oven brings us to the issue of Zeiah - steam emitted from food. The Shulchan Aruch (92:8) cites the Teshuvot HaRosh (20:26) that "if one placed a pan of milk beneath a pot of meat, the steam emerges [from the milk] and is absorbed into the pot [of meat] and renders it forbidden" (because of the mixture of milk and meat). The Rosh cites the source for Zeiah being Halachically significant as being the Mishna in Masechet Machshirim (2:2), which states that the steam that rises from a bathhouse that is ritually unclean (Tamei) is itself ritually unclean.9 We see from this Mishna that the steam that rises from something retains the status of the item from which it emerged. Thus, steam that rises from milk is considered by Halacha to be milk.


An important question needs to be raised at this point. When the Talmud discusses Kosher meat being cooked simultaneously with non-Kosher meat, there is no mention of concern for Zeiah.10 Moreover, we seem to be stricter with Zeiah, which the Shulchan Aruch rules can render food non-Kosher, than with Reicha, which we say is Kosher B'dieved. We will cite six approaches to answer this problem. These answers are not of mere academic concern. They serve as the basis for the variety of protocols suggested by great Halachic authorities regarding cooking milk and meat consecutively in the same oven.


Mishkenot Yaakov Because of these questions, the Mishkenot Yaakov (Yoreh Deah 34) rejects the assertion of the Rosh and Shulchan Aruch that Zeiah is Halachically significant.11 He believes that one may cook milk and meat consecutively if the oven is clean. This Mishkenot Yaakov appears, however, to be the lone authority to take this approach. Virtually all other authorities accept that Zeiah is Halachically significant.


Aruch Hashulchan The Aruch Hashulchan (92:55) writes that Zeiah is a relevant concern only in a small, enclosed area and not in an open area. He continues that the aforementioned case in the Shulchan Aruch provides an example of an enclosed area "such as a very small oven in which a pot is placed and upon it is placed a second pot - the Zeiah rises and fills the area because it does not have a place to escape." The scope of Reicha, however, is not limited to such a situation. In addressing the issue of Reicha, the Talmud does not mention the issue of Zeiah because it is not speaking about a situation of cooking both foods in a small, enclosed area. The Aruch Hashulchan concludes, "but when [cooking in an] open area which has air such as in our ovens [meaning that the food is not placed in a tightly enclosed oven as in the time of the Talmud] the Zeiah rises in the air and does not render non-Kosher the pot that is close to it."


Rabbi Feivel Cohen (Badei Hashulchan 92:180), on the other hand, points out that Rama 92:8 seems to contradict this assertion of the Aruch Hashulchan. The Rama writes of the possibility of Zeiah when meat is hung above pots of cooking milk. Accordingly, the Rama is concerned with Zeiah even if the cooking area is not confined and closed.12


Pri Megadim The Pitchei Teshuva (92:6) cites a suggestion made by the Pri Megadim (in his Hanhagot Horaat Issur V'Heter 2:37), that perhaps the rule of Zeiah applies only to steam that emerges from liquids but not from solid food. This would explain why the Talmud, when discussing Reicha, does not mention the concern of Zeiah - because it speaks of roasting meat, whose Zeiah according to this approach is not Halachically significant. The Acharonim debate whether this suggestion of the Pri Megadim is correct.13


Rav Moshe Feinstein Rav Moshe Feinstein (Igrot Moshe Yoreh Deah 40) suggests a variation of Pri Megadim's approach. He suggests a consideration of leniency even if the Zeiah emerging from solid foods is considered Halachically significant. He infers from the language of Rama (108:1) that one does not have to assume that Zeiah emerges from solid foods as one must when dealing with liquid foods. Only when we see that solid food emits steam do we have to be concerned with Zeiah. According to Rav Moshe's approach, one may say that the Talmud is speaking of a situation where the meat did not emit steam, and therefore the Talmud makes no mention of Zeiah.


Chavat Daat Chavat Daat (Biurim 92:26) and other authorities (see Badei Hashulchan 92:166) rule that Zeiah's Halachic impact is limited to saying that it rises from food and is absorbed into a pot above the food. However, Halacha does not ascribe to Zeiah the ability to extract (Maflit) food absorbed in an oven roof above it and subsequently to serve as a conduit for this extracted food to enter the food below it. According to this approach, milk and meat pots cooking side by side constitute only a problem of Reicha and not of Zeiah, since there is no opportunity for the Zeiah to enter the other food.


Hence, one can account for the Talmud's omission of the concern for Zeiah because it is not speaking of Kosher food placed above cooking non-Kosher food. Nevertheless, many authorities, most notably the Dagul Mirevava (92:8, also see aforementioned Badei Hashulchan), disagree with this assertion. They would say that cooking milk and meat consecutively in the same oven constitutes a serious problem because the Zeiah from the second cooking extracts the Zeiah absorbed from the first cooking.


The Rosh The Rosh, whose responsum is the point of departure for the Halachic discussion of Zeiah, raises the possibility in that responsum that a hot pot prevents the absorption of Zeiah. Accordingly, a hot oven roof cannot absorb Zeiah. Aruch Hashulchan (92:55) adopts this approach as normative Halacha. This easily accounts for the Talmud's omission of the concept of Zeiah because Zeiah is relevant in relatively few circumstances - when the pot above the cooking food is cold or when food not enclosed in a pot is placed above cooking food. However, Rav Moshe (Igrot Moshe Yoreh Deah 40) is representative of the Halachic consensus that rejects this approach. Indeed the Shulchan Aruch seems clearly to rule that a hot pot absorbs Zeiah. (He did not limit his ruling, that absorption occurs, to a case where the pot was cold).14


The common denominator of the six approaches outlined is that they somehow limit the applicability of the concern for Zeiah. The Halachic authorities must do so because they must account for the fact that the Talmudic discussion in Pesachim 76 mentions only Reicha but not Zeiah. Whether an authority has an expansive or restrictive view of the applicability of Zeiah will have an impact upon how that authority rules concerning consecutive use of milk and meat and in one oven.15 We will outline the Halachic protocols of four major authorities regarding this question.


Four Halachic Protocols:


Aruch Hashulchan According to the approach of Aruch Hashulchan, one would be permitted to cook milk and meat consecutively in the same oven, provided the oven is clean. The cleanliness of the oven eliminates the problem of Reicha, and the fact that we do not cook in small confined areas removes the problem of Zeiah.16 Rabbi Hershel Schachter routinely tells inquirers that they may adopt this approach. Rabbi Schachter reasons that the problem of Zeiah applies only to Hevel - thick steam - an assertion supported by Biur Hagra (92:39). Rav Schachter counsels, however, that one wait for the oven to cool down from dairy use before the meat use and vice versa (see Pesachim 26b).


Rav Aharon Lichtenstein Although Rav Lichtenstein permits one to eat in a home where the opinion of the Aruch Hashulchan is followed, he recommends that one adopt a stricter standard. He suggests that one either wait twenty-four hours between cooking milk and meat in the same oven17 (it is reported that Rav Moshe Feinstein permitted this as well18) or Kasher the oven between cooking milk and meat in the same oven within twenty-four hours. One Kashers the oven for this purpose by cleaning it and letting it run for an hour at its maximum temperature.19 The laws regarding a microwave, however, may be different.20


Rav Moshe Feinstein Rav Moshe (Igrot Moshe Yoreh Deah 40) indicates that one may cook milk and meat consecutively in one oven if either the milk or meat pots are covered. This is based on the Rama (92:8), who states Zeiah does not constitute a problem if a pot is covered.21 In addition, Rav Moshe (as mentioned previously) rules that one has to be concerned that solid food emits Zeiah only if one is aware that it has done so. Rav Moshe does not mention the option of waiting twenty-four hours between cooking milk and meat; this is an oral report quoted in his name.


Rav Feivel Cohen Rav Cohen (aforementioned citation in the Badei Hashulchan) as well as the Chelkat Yaakov (2:136) and Minchat Yitzchak (5:20) strongly urge that one acquire two separate ovens for milk and meat. They believe that the use of milk and meat in one oven is so fraught with Halachic problems that a great effort should be expended to avoid these problems. In addition, Rabbi Cohen rules that one should have separate grates for milk and meat for both the oven and stove top. Rav Moshe (aforementioned responsum), on the other hand, wholeheartedly endorses the generally accepted practice to use one set of grates both for milk and meat.22 Rav Moshe notes that on Pesach, the common practice is to be strict and to change grates from Chametz use to Pesach use. This reflects an extra stringency, which is consistent with the very strict nature of the Halachot of Pesach.


Conclusion We have seen that there are many differing approaches to the question of cooking milk and meat consecutively in one oven. These opinions reflect the many different approaches to the scope of the applicability of the concern for Zeiah. One should seek guidance from a Halachic advisor as to which of these protocols to adopt in practice.


-------------------- 1. See, however, the Ran (Chullin 32a in the pages of the Rif) s.v. Veha Detani. 2. This custom is quite strict in light of the fact that Tosafot (Pesachim 76b s.v. Osra Rava), who rules in accordance with Rav, asserts that Rav would agree that aroma emitted from one food does not affect another food if the oven is large enough to allow any Reicha to dissipate. 3. See Gilyon Maharsha (thereupon, s.v. V'kol Shekein). For a description of what is considered a Davar Charif, see Rama 95:2 (at the end) and Aruch Hashulchan 96:13-14. 4. Rav Binyomin Forst (The Laws of Kashrus, p.143) writes that this does not apply to conventional ovens, since they are ventilated. However, he asserts that microwave ovens might not be sufficiently ventilated to say that their Reicha is not Halachically significant. There is no Halachic standard to objectively define the required amount of ventilation. A Halachic expert must make a determination. 5. The Talmud considered the fat in the meat to be the source of the aroma emitted. See Taz 108:1 and Shach 108:1, who disagree with the Aruch Hashulchan. 6. Certain judgments may have to be made that require a decision from a Halachic authority. An example is if a significant financial loss is involved (Hefsed Meruba). 7. It should be noted that even though the Talmud mentions roasting meat as generating Reicha, Rama (108:2) writes that one should be strict regarding cooking meat and milk simultaneously unless either the oven is open slightly (to permit the aroma to leave the oven), or, in a B'dieved situation, in case of significant economic loss. 8. See Aruch Hashulchan 108:17. 9. The Vilna Gaon (Biur HaGra 92:39) cites a different source. He cites Chullin 108b, which states that covering a pot is equivalent to stirring a pot. The Vilna Gaon explains that the Hevel (thick steam) of the pot transfers the taste of the food throughout the pot. According to this source, it would appear that this rule is limited to a thick steam and not just any steam rising from food. 10. See Yabia Omer 5: Yoreh Deah 7; Minchat Yitzchak 5:20; and Rav Noach Oellbaum, Mesora 4:23-34 for discussion whether Zeiah is of biblical or rabbinic origin. 11. He points out that Rashi (Chullin 108b s.v. Ne'eir) states that the concern when one covers a pot (see note 9) is that the water on the bottom of the pot will now spread throughout the pot. The Mishkenot Yaakov writes that Rashi seems to be concerned exclusively with the spread of the water but not with the spread of the steam emerging from the food. 12. Rav Akiva Eager (92:8 s.v. Shehayad Soledet) seems to adopt a middle approach concerning this question. He writes that if there is a question if the Zeiah is Yad Soledet Bo (hot to the touch - the Halachic definition of when something is hot and can be absorbed into a vessel; see Rabbi Forst, The Laws of Kashrus, pp. 403-404), then one may rule leniently if the foods are not enclosed in a small confined area. This is apparently because Safek Derabanan Lekula, one may rule leniently in case of doubt when dealing with a question rooted in a law of rabbinic origin. If, however, the foods were cooking in a small confined area, then even in a case of doubt if the Zeiah was Yad Soledet Bo one must rule strictly, as there is a question of infraction of a biblical law (Safek Deoraita Lechumra). Apparently, Rabbi Akiva Eiger believes that the question of Zeiah is of biblical origin (see note 10) when foods are cooking in an enclosed area and of rabbinic origin when the foods are cooking in a more spacious cooking area. 13. See Aruch Hashulchan (92:54), who rejects this distinction. Also see Rav Moshe's nuanced approach to this issue in the responsum cited in the text. For a summary of the opinions regarding this question, see Yabia Omer 5: Yoreh Deah 7:4-5. Chelkat Yaakov (2:136) rules strictly on this matter, because empirical evidence indicates that Zeiah emerges from solid foods. 14. The Maharsham (3:208) suggests another point of leniency concerning Zeiah. He suggests that any "food" (Beliot) extracted by Zeiah from the roof of the oven would be nullified by the food in the pot, which presumably contains sixty times more food than what is extracted. He adds that the rule "Ein Mevatlin Issur Lechatchila," that one is forbidden to intentionally nullify forbidden food, is not a relevant concern because there are many reasons to rule leniently and limit the applicability of Zeiah. Therefore, at worst the Zeiah creates merely a Safek Issur, something prohibited because of doubt. He cites the Shach (92:8), that the prohibition to nullify forbidden foods does not apply to foods forbidden merely because of doubt. See, however, Darchei Teshuva 99:37, who cites authorities who disagree with this assertion of the Shach. 15. This would appear to apply even to a small microwave oven. Aruch Hashulchan limits the applicability of Zeiah to a situation in which the two foods are cooked simultaneously in a small confined area. 16. This approach reflects the accepted practice of Eastern European Jewry as recorded in the aforementioned Teshuvot Maharsham and in Rabbi Shlomo Kluger's Teshuvot Tuv Taam Vedaat (3:1:176). It is hardly surprising that the Aruch Hashulchan's ruling is in harmony with the practice of Eastern European Jewry of his time. A hallmark of the Aruch Hashulchan is his recording, and most often defending, the Halachic practices of Eastern European Jewry. 17. This reduces the question from a biblical issue to a rabbinic issue. Halacha considers food absorbed in a utensil to become inedible after twenty-four hours (Notain Taam Lifgam) and hence permitted. It is forbidden to cook milk in a meat pot that has not been used for more than twenty-four hours only on a rabbinic level (the Rabbis forbade it lest one confuse a utensil used within twenty-four hours and one that was not; see Avoda Zara 76a). Since an oven for meat (for example) not used in twenty-four hours does not pose a problem on a biblical level and there are so many limitations on the applicability of Zeiah, Rav Lichtenstein (and Rav Moshe) believes that in this situation one may rule leniently. 18. Oral communication from Rabbi Efraim Greenblatt, a leading disciple of Rav Moshe who is the author of the voluminous Rivevot Ephraim. Rav Greenblatt reports that he heard this ruling in the name of Rav Moshe. 19. Rav Lichtenstein follows the ruling of his father-in-law, Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik that an oven may be Kashered by running it at its highest temperature for at least an hour. Rav Lichtenstein's ruling is cited by his student Rabbi Shmuel David (Alon Shevut 130:9-23). Rav Moshe does not offer this suggestion because he believes that this is not sufficient to Kasher an oven. He requires that the oven be heated to at least 700OF in order to be Kashered (see Igrot Moshe 1:59 and Rav Shimon Elder's Halachos of Pesach, pp.179-181). Rav Feivel Cohen (Badei Hashulchan 92:80; Biurim s.v. Lechatchila) objects to this approach because most of our conventional ovens are coated with porcelain, which is considered by most authorities to be earthenware, which cannot be Kashered. Chelkat Yaakov (2:136) objects to Kashering an oven from meat to milk (except on an occasional basis), based on the Ashkenazic custom (see Magen Avraham 509:11) not to Kasher from milk to meat and vice versa. One could reply that since the basis for this custom is the concern for confusion, that one may forget to Kasher the utensil and use the wrong utensil in preparing food, this is not such a pressing issue when concerning ovens where there exist many lenient considerations as we have discussed. It is very reasonable to state that regarding a situation like Kashering an oven between milk and meat, the custom was never intended to apply. Even if one forgets to Kasher, one still has the opinions of the Aruch Hashulchan and others to rely upon. The source for saying that we are not concerned lest someone forget in a situation where the food will be Kosher B'dieved even if he did forget is the Rosh (Chullin 1:5), and Taz (Yoreh Deah 2:4). 20. For a discussion of Kashering a microwave oven, see Rabbi Shimon Eider, Halachos of Pesach, p.182, and Professor Zev Lev (Techumin 8:21-36). It should be noted that this problem can easily be solved in a microwave oven by covering both the milk and meat foods. 21. Those who rule strictly and require one to use two separate ovens for milk and meat point out that the Rama concludes that one should be strict Lechatchila. Rav Moshe responds (Igrot Moshe Yoreh Deah 3:10) that this point refers only to cooking covered milk and meat foods, one above the other, simultaneously. If cooked consecutively, argues Rav Moshe, the concern for spills is irrelevant and is thus permitted Lechatchila. 22. Rav Moshe relies on the fact that pots, not food, are placed on the grates, and the Halacha states that two utensils do not absorb from one another (Rama 92:8). Rav Cohen objects to this because an exception to this rule is when there is liquid present between the utensils, which can serve as a medium to transfer taste (Beliot) absorbed in the utensils. His concern is for spills that cause liquid to sometimes be present between the pot and the grate. However, Rav Cohen defends Rav Feinstein's position by citing the ruling of Chavat Daat (Biurim 92:20) that a small amount of liquid cannot cause a transfer of taste from one utensil to another. The amount of liquid that would lodge between a pot and the oven or stove grate is presumably considered by Rav Moshe to be only a small amount that is incapable of transmitting taste. 
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The Talmud tells us that when the nations of the world heard the first mitzvos of the Aseres HaDibros, the Decalogue, Anochi - I am your G-d, and Lo y'heeyeh l'cha - You shall not have another G-d - they were skeptical. When they heard the fifth commandment, honor thy father and mother, they took a fresh look at these commandments and appreciated them (Kiddushin 31a).


Simply understood, the first mitzvos might appear to be self serving. It was the fifth mitzvah that introduced honor for mortal partners in man's creation: that affected the nations. If we analyze what the mitzvah entails it could affect our entire approach to Torah and mitzvos and certainly each other. Indeed, the Talmud brings, "It says, 'honor they father and mother' and ‘honor HaShem’ (Proverbs 3). This equates honoring parents with the honoring of HaShem (Kiddushin 30b)”. The Maharsha notes that even though the performance of the Mitzvah is different for parents than for HaShem, the Torah's equation demonstrates the fact that by honoring parents, one brings the honor of HaShem into the home. Chayei Adam teaches that if someone aggravates a parent, HaShem says it is better that I am not dwelling amongst them, for had I been with them, I would have suffered the aggravation. 


Sefer HaChinuch says, it is appropriate for a person to recognize and extend kindness to his beneficiary and he should not be ungrateful, for that is a despicable trait. One must recognize that his parents are the reason and case for his being on this earth and therefore it is proper to honor them and help them in every possible way. When one develops this trait of Hakoras HaTov, recognizing the good, it will extend to recognize the goodness of HaShem who is the source of his life, his parents lives and all generations going back to Adam. HaShem gave him life, a body and a G-dly soul; one should therefore give thought to how attentive one must be in serving HaShem.


In theory, we could have many different definitions of what honoring a parent means. In practice, what is the Mitzvah? "One must give food and drink, dress and cover, bring in and take out" (Kiddushin 31b). The mitzvah is to service and take care. This is the obligation regarding one's actions. What about feelings? Is it acceptable to dislike one's parents as long as the performance in deed is up to par?


The Chayei Adam states, "It is obvious that one must love his parents as he loves himself for they are included in V'Ahavta L'rayacha Kamocha - love thy neighbor as thyself. However, the love of parents exceeds that level for it is associated with the love of HaShem. Honor is in thought, action and speech…in his eyes and heart he must see them as important…great and honorable, even though in the eyes of others they are not important at all. This is the main element of honor. For if this is not upheld, it states "in their mouth and lips they honor me but their heart is far from me."


To explain this, let us refer to the mitzvah of revering parents. There are two facets and two distinct mitzvos vis a vis parents, Kavod V'Yirah - to honor and to revere. The Talmud states that one example of the mitzvah of yirah - fear, is not to sit in a parents’ designated seat. Why is this so important? Imagine getting a tour of the royal palace. You have freedom to roam throughout the king's domain. Would you consider sitting on the throne? You understand that of all the places, that one is off limits. Why? In deference to the king's position. In one's home one must treat parents with the greatest respect and regard, as royalty. What the Chayei Adam explains is that if the mitzvah were fulfilled in action only; that would be falsehood. One must treat parents in highest esteem because they should be held in highest esteem.


The Chayei Adam says that the mitzvos of a child to a parent are Piro'on Chov - as payment toward an obligation. A child must pay the parents tribute in recognition of all the good they bestowed upon him. He states that included in this payment is a strong feeling of love. Just as his parents bestowed love upon him, he in turn must love them without viewing the relationship as a burden. If someone does not honor his parents, he is called a rasha, an evil person, a title bestowed upon an individual who receives from another and does not pay back. 


This is fine if the parents were loving and benevolent towards their child. What if the parents were not? If the parents were abusive, there is discussion of the parameters of mitzvah. If the case was not extreme, but the child was simply not a constant beneficiary, one should look at the words of the Meshech Chachma for guidance. The Torah states, "Honor thy father and mother as HaShem commanded". Why does the Torah say "as commanded"? In the desert, raising children was not very demanding. Mana and meat came from heaven, water from the special well, their clothing was miraculously cleaned and preserved. Nevertheless, HaShem said to honor your parents. Even though it is a mitzvah in recognition of their goodness it does not mean that the parents necessarily have to be an endless source of benevolence.


The Meshech Chachma relates this to spiritual matters as well. Children must appreciate the fact that their parents led them on the right path and transmitted the mitzvos and code of conduct down to them from generation to generation. Yet, in the generation of Sinai, that was not the role of parents alone. The children heard from the Al-Mighty without the need for transmission of tradition from their parents and the Oral Law they heard from Moshe. Despite the limited role of parents, at that time, in spiritual matters, the Torah still commands honoring one's parents. 


HaRav Chaim Shmulevitz in Sichos Musar points out that the mitzvah of honoring parents is not fulfilled properly unless the child has great reverence in his mind. A child should look at his parents and seek out traits that the parent excels in more than anyone else and with that the parent is viewed as the great of the generation. If he does not have these feelings in the depths of his soul, even if he would feed, give to drink, stand before and run for the parent, he did not fulfill the mitzvah. 


He then takes this a step further and applies this concept to other relationships as well. We learn, "The honor of your friend should be as precious to you as your own". That is not meant to be a mandate for behavior but rather, it should reflect one's true regard for others. Just as one sees his own good qualities, so he should view others. The Torah is not suggesting that one should act in falsehood. The Torah prescribes a course of action. It is up to the individual to work on the feelings that go along with that course of action. Via that approach, one can come to the state that Klal Yisrael achieved at Har Sinai. The Torah says "VaYichan Shom Yisrael Neged HaHar" - Yisrael camped facing the mountain. Rashi observed that the word "camped" is written in the singular, even though it refers to the multitudes of Israel which of course is plural. The singular is used for they stood "K'Ish Echad B'Lev Echad" - as one person with one heart.


A study of the mitzvah of honoring parents brings to us an awareness that gratitude is essential. Just the fact that our parents brought us into this world is reason enough for us to be grateful. We can understand that this mitzvah could open one's eyes to come closer to HaShem. After hearing this mitzvah, the nations of the world had a different perspective of HaShem. As the Sefer HaChinuch says, "whatever good comes our way always leads us back to the source - HaShem”.
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ANTICIPATING KABOLAS HATORAH


We find ourselves in an intense period awaiting zman matan Toraseinu. The days of the omer in general, and the shloshes yemei hagbola in particular, challenge us to appreciate and internalize the profound significance of kabolas haTorah. The Ramban explains that the very purpose of sefiras haOmer is to connect the experience of yetsias Mitzrayim (the exodus from Egypt) with that of ma’amad Har Sinai (standing at Mt. Sinai). This linkage emphasizes the need to view our freedom from the bondage of Mitzrayim as a means toward heightened Avodas Hashem.


How do we prepare ourselves for the Shavuos experience? Which aspects of our avodas Hashem require the most considerable emphasis?


Unquestionably, we must approach our limud haTorah with a profound sense of passion, diligence, and commitment. We must perceive Torah study as an act of kabolas penei haShecinah, Divine revelation.


Rabbeinu Yonah, however, underscores tikkun hamiddos, perfection of character, as a necessary condition for kabolas haTorah. Commenting on the teaching of Rav Elazar ben Azaria, "im ein derech eretz, ein Torah" (Avos 3:17), Rabbeinu Yonah explains, "Torah einena shochenes l’olam b’guf she’eino ba’al middos tovos"; Torah can only reside in a ba’al middos tovos, one who posses a refined or exemplary character.


Interestingly, the Avudraham cites a minhag limiting the recitation of Pirkei Avos to the weeks between Pesach and Shavuos, highlighting tikkun hamiddos as a prerequisite for kabolas haTorah.


The Avnei Nezer explains that the students of R’ Akiva who, l’fi madreigasam (at their level), failed to exhibit proper kavod for each other, died specifically during yemei haSefira, a time designated for tikkun hamiddos.


Both limud haTorah and tikkun hamiddos require our constant attention and concern. Just as the Torah characterizes the weeks of Sefira as "temimos" (whole; perfect), so too our commitment to limud haTorah and tikkun hamiddos must be incessant and continual. May we merit a meaningful and profoundly significant kabolas haTorah.





____________________________________





 From: Menachem Leibtag [tsc@bezeqint.net]  


by RABBI MENACHEM LEIBTAG


THE TANACH STUDY CENTER - http://www.tanach.org In Memory of Rabbi Abraham Leibtag


 SHAVUOT & MATAN TORAH


    When the Torah wishes to inform us of the 'historical' reason for a holiday, it certainly knows how to do so. Take for example the two other pilgrimage holidays - "chag ha'matzot" & "succot": Even though these holidays are also presented from their 'agricultural' perspective (see Shmot 23:14-17), the Torah  informs us of their historical perspectives as well (see Shmot 12:17, 13:3 etc. and Vayikra 23:42-43).      Therefore, it is simply baffling that the Torah presents Shavuot ONLY from its agricultural aspect, without mentioning even a word about its connection to events of MATAN TORAH!      In this week's shiur, we attempt to understand why.   SHAVUOT IN THE BIBLE     Before we begin our shiur, let's verify our statement that Shavuot is presented solely from its agricultural perspective by quickly reviewing the five 'parshiot' in which it is mentioned:     I. Shmot 23:15 = "v'et chag ha'KATZIR bikurei ma'asecha"          [the HARVEST holiday - the first fruits of your work]     II. Shmot 34:22 = "v'chag shavuot... bikurei KTZIR CHITIM"          [Feast of Weeks, the first fruits of the wheat harvest]     III. Vayikra 23:15-21: "u'sfartem lachem..."          "And you shall count from the time you offer the OMER          offering (from your first harvest/ see 23:10) seven          weeks... and you shall offer a new MINCHA to G-d..."     IV. Bamidbar 28:26 = "u'v'yom ha'BIKURIM..."          "And on the day of the first fruit offering, when you          bring a new MINCHA to G-d on Shavuot..."     V. Devarim 16:9-12 = "...m'ha'chel chermesh b'kamah..."          "Count SEVEN weeks, starting when the sickle is first          put to the standing grain, then you shall celebrate the          holiday of SHAVUOT to G-d..."


    As you review these five sources, note in each instance Shavuot is presented solely as a harvest holiday, when we must thank G-d for our grain crops; while its connection MATAN TORAH is never mentioned - not even once!     However, when we study the above sources, it also becomes obvious that there is ample reason to celebrate SHAVUOT, even without the events of MATAN TORAH. Considering that grain is man's staple, it is only logical that we are commanded to celebrate its harvest together with G-d, in order to thank Him for His providence during this most critical time of the year.      [Recall also that the custom of the nations of Canaan was to     relate the growth of grain to various local gods such as     Baal & Ashera and Dagon etc. This made it even more     important to celebrate Shavuot, to assure that Bnei Yisrael     would thank the proper G-d and not fall into the traps of     AVODA ZARA. For more detail, see Hoshea chapter 2 (which     just so happens to be the Haftara for Parshat Bamidbar). See     especially Hoshea 2:7,10,14-18 & 23!]


    So, should we conclude that it is only coincidental that Shavuot falls out on the date of Matan Torah. Would that explain why Chumash makes no connection at all between that event and this holiday?      To answer this question, we must first take issue with our original assumption that the Biblical date of Matan Torah indeed coincides with the holiday of Shavuot. 


THE DATE OF MATAN TORAH     When the Torah wishes to inform us of the precise date of a certain event, it certainly knows how to do so. Once again, take for example the events of Exodus.  In Shmot 12:6,12-14,17-18 and 13:3-8, note how the Torah informs us of the precise date (and even the time of day) when the Tenth Plague struck and when Bnei Yisrael left Egypt! Later on, the Torah even records the precise date when Bnei Yisrael arrived at Midbar Sin (on the 15th of Iyar, see Shmot 16:1).     However, in regard to Matan Torah, the Torah is quite vague. Indeed we are told that Bnei Yisrael arrive at Har Sinai in the third month (Sivan), but we are not told on what DAY of the month they arrived:     "In the third month of Bnei Yisrael's departure from the       Egypt, ON THIS DAY, they came to Midbar Sinai." (19:1)


     Not only is the phrase "on this day" ambiguous, it is quite difficult to determine how many days actually transpire between their arrival at Har Sinai and Matan Torah (see Shmot 19:3-16).     Even if we assume that Bnei Yisrael arrived on the first day of the month (see Rashi 19:1-"b'yom hazeh"), the lack of a clear chronology in the subsequent events still makes it impossible to pinpoint that date. We know that Moshe goes up and down the mountain several times, and that three days are required to prepare for that special occasion; but we never told how many days elapse in the interim.      In the Mechilta (and in Mesechet Shabbat 86b), Chazal calculate that the Torah was given on either the sixth or seventh of Sivan (see also Rashi on 19:2->19), yet the fact remains that the Torah clearly prefers to obscure the precise date of this event.     There is an additional manner by which it is possible to calculate the approximate date of Ma'amad Har Sinai.  It is based on the assumption that the specific date of the tenth of Tishrei was chosen as 'Yom Kippur' because it marks the date when Moshe descended from Har Sinai with the second "luchot". [See further iyun section.]     If so, then we can calculate 'backwards', using the three sets of 'forty days' as described in the story of chet ha'egel in Devarim chapter 9; thus arriving at the following approximate dates:     Forty days - second luchot: 1 Elul -> 10 Tishrei.     Forty days - Moshe's prayer: 19 Tamuz -> 29 Av     Forty days - first luchot: 6 or 7 Sivan -> 17 Tamuz.


    However, even if all of the above assumptions are correct, the fact still remains that the Torah never explicitly mentions the date of Matan Torah, even though it has ample opportunities to do so!      Thus, we really have a double question. Not only is it strange that Torah makes no connection between Shavuot and Matan Torah, it doesn't even tell us WHEN Matan Torah took place!     Again, the question remains - why?


    To answer this question, we must consider a fundamental difference between the very nature of these two monumental events in our history: Yetziat Mitzraim and Matan Torah.   MATAN TORAH: AN UNCOMMEMORATED EVENT     In the Torah, we find numerous mitzvot through which we  commemorate Yetziat Mitzraim, both on the ANNIVERSARY of the Exodus: e.g. eating matzah, telling of the story of Yetziat Mitzraim, korban Pesach etc.; and even ALL YEAR ROUND: e.g. "mitzvat bikkurim" (bringing the first fruits to Yerushalayim), tfillin, shabbat, and the daily recital of "kriyat shma", etc., all of which the Torah relates to the Exodus (i.e. "zecher l'yitziat mitzrayim").      In contrast, in Chumash we do not find even one specific mitzvah whose explicit purpose is to commemorate the events of Matan Torah. [Sefer Devarim does require that we not forget the events that transpired at Har Sinai (see 4:9-16), but does not command us to perform any specific positive mitzvah in order that we do not forget that event! Certainly, those psukim do not require that we commemorate that event on any specific day. See Further Iyun section for additional sources on this topic.]     Why does the Torah call upon us to commemorate these two events in such dramatically different ways?


    One could suggest that by this manner of presentation, the Torah is sending a complex message.  Even though the Torah provides us ample information to calculate the approximate date of Ma'amad Har Sinai, its deliberate obfuscation of that date may suggest that we should not treat Matan Torah as a historically bound event.  Instead, from a certain perspective, each and every day one should feel as though the Torah has just been given.      This concept is reflected by the famous Midrash, quoted by Rashi on 19:1:     "... it should have been written: 'ON THAT DAY'. Why does      the pasuk say: 'ON THIS DAY'? This comes to teach us that      the words of the Torah should be considered new to you - as      though they were given TODAY!" (see Rashi Shmot 19:1)


     In other words, we should not view Matan Torah as a one time event. Rather, every generation must feel as though they have just entered into a covenant with G-d (see Devarim 5:1-3).  Every generation must feel that G-d's words were spoken to them no less than to earlier generations.  To celebrate the anniversary of Matan Torah as a single moment in our history could diminish from that meta-historical dimension.     Similarly, in our study of the Mishkan, we showed how the primary function of the Mishkan was to perpetuate the experience at Ma'amad Har Sinai. [See Ramban on Shmot 25:1, and the TSC shiurim on Parshiot Terumah & Tezaveh.]  From that source as well, it appears that the Torah would rather we treat Matan Torah as an event that needs to be perpetuated, more than commemorated.      In contrast to Matan Torah, the Exodus is not an event that must be re-lived. Rather it is an event that the Torah emphasizes over and over again that we must REMEMBER. Even if we must ACT as though we went out of Egypt on the seder night (See in the Hagada - "b'chol dor v'dor chayav adam lirot atzmo k'ilu..."), it is in order that we put ourselves in the proper frame of mind to praise G-d and thank Him for our redemption.      Yetziat Mitzrayim was, and should remain, a one time event in our history - our national birth. As such, it needs to be commemorated. Matan Torah is totally different! It is an event which must be constantly RE-LIVED, not just remembered, for it is the essence of our daily existence.


     So is it wrong to commemorate Matan Torah on Shavuot? Did Chazal make a 'mistake' (chas v'shalom) by connecting a 'purely agricultural' holiday with the historical event of Matan Torah?     Of course not! Is it possible that the most important event in our national history not be commemorated on its yearly anniversary?!     In this regard, Chazal strike a beautiful balance between Torah "sh'bichtav" (the Written Law) and Torah "sh'baal peh" (the Oral Law). Chumash emphasizes one perspective, the inherent danger of commemorating this event, while tradition balances this message by emphasizing the other perspective, the historical significance of remembering that day, by re-living that event.     Therefore, Chazal instituted that just like on "leil ha'seder (Passover eve), when we spend the entire evening 're-telling' the story of Yetziat Mitzrayim, on "leil Shavuot", we spend the entire evening engrossed in the study of Torah, 're-living' the experience of Ma'amad Har Sinai!


SOME BIBLICAL 'HINTS'     Even though the connection between Matan Torah and Shavuot is not explicit in Chumash, we do find several interesting 'hints' to their connection in Parshat Emor.


    Recall how Parshat Emor is the primary source for the specific details of the special laws of Shavuot (see Vayikra 23:15-21). That parshia discusses the special korban of the "shtei ha'lechem", offered at the conclusion of the 50 days of "Sfirat Ha'omer". Together with the shtei ha'lechem, the "tzibur" (the community of Israel) is commanded to bring an additional korban of "OLOT u'SHLAMIM". [The Olah is 7 sheep, 2 rams, and 1 bull, together with the standard goat for the chatat offering. For the shlamim the tzibur offers 2 sheep, whose meat is waved ('tnufa') together with the "shtei ha'lechem".]


THE SHTEI HA'LECHEM     There are two unique laws regarding the "shtei ha'lechem" - the special korban of Shavuot.     1) It is the only korban 'mincha' offered by the tzibur        which is baked 'chametz' (all other flour offerings must be     baked  'matzah').     2) It is the only time during the entire year when the          tzibur brings a korban SHLAMIM. 


1) CHAMETZ U'MATZAH      As we explained in earlier shiurim, matzah symbolizes the initial stage of a process, whereas the fully risen 'chametz' symbolizes its completion. Thus, the mitzvah to bake the shtei ha'lechem as 'chametz' may indicate that Matan Torah should be understood as the culmination of the redemption process which began with Yetziat Mitzrayim. Just as the "shtei ha'lechem' marks the culmination of the wheat harvest, the staple of our physical existence - the historical process which began with the Exodus culminates with Matan Torah, the essence of our spiritual existence.     Just as we find in "chag ha'matzot" and "succot", the agricultural time of year 'sends' an educational message that can help us understand the significance of the historical event that we commemorate. [See shiur on Parshat Emor.]      2) KORBAN SHLAMIM       If we compare the korbanot offered on Shavuot to the various korbanot offered on all the other holidays, we reach a very interesting conclusion: Shavuot is the ONLY holiday when the "tzibur" must offer a korban SHLAMIM, i.e. the two kvasim which are offered with the SHTEI ha'LECHEM.     As usual, to understand the significance of this korban, we must uncover its Biblical precedent.      The FIRST instance where we find a korban SHLAMIM is at the end of Parshat Mishpatim (Shmot 24:4-8) when the Torah describes the special covenantal ceremony that takes place at Ma'amad Har Sinai. At this ceremony, Bnei Yisrael proclaim "na'aseh v'nishma" while entering into a covenant to become G-d's special nation by accepting the laws of Matan Torah.     That ceremony included the offering of special korbanot: OLOT and SHLAMIM (see Shmot 24:5). The blood from these korbanot, sprinkled both on the mizbayach and on the people, symbolized Bnei Yisrael's entry into the covenant (24:6-8). [The meat of the shlamim was eaten at the conclusion of the ceremony (24:11).]     Thus we find that the very first korban SHLAMIM is offered as a symbol of Bnei Yisrael's acceptance of MATAN TORAH. Recall our explanation (see shiur on Parshat Vayikra) of how a SHLAMIM reflects a joint feast shared by covenental partners. Therefore, the korban SHLAMIM, which is presented together with the SHTEI ha'LECHEM on Shavuot, may serve a symbolic reminder of MATAN TORAH.     In fact, we find two additional instances in Chumash when Bnei Yisrael offer a special collective SHLAMIM offering - and once again, both relate to Ma'amad Har Sinai:     1) During the YOM ha'SHMINI ceremony (see Vayikra 9:1-5)     2) On Har Eival, when the generation that enters the land     re-enacts Ma'amad Har Sinai and studies its laws!                               [see Devarim 27:1-8]


1) In many ways, "Yom ha'Shmini"- the day of the dedication ceremony of the Mishkan - can be considered as an extension of Ma'amad Har Sinai. Considering that G-d's SHCHINA, which had left Bnei Yisrael in the aftermath of chet ha'egel, now returns to the Mishkan, and G-d begins once again to teach Bnei Yisrael mitzvot - now from the Ohel Moed instead of from Har Sinai - we can view this event as parallel to the day of MATAN TORAH.      Furthermore, this day marks the first time that G-d appears to Bnei Yisrael (see 9:4-5) since He appeared to them on the day when they first  proclaimed "na'aseh v'nishma" (see 24:9-11).      Once again, the korban SHLAMIM offered during this ceremony may reflect the re-establishment of the covenant of Har Sinai, which was broken due to chet ha'egel.


2) The purpose of the ceremony which G-d commands Bnei Yisrael to perform on Har Eival (to teach Bnei Yisrael the Torah and offer korbanot OLOT & SHLAMIM) is clearly to re-create the experience of MATAN TORAH for the new generation (for most of them were not present at the original event). Here once again, we find a thematic connection between the korban SHLAMIM and MATAN TORAH.


    Therefore, it is only logical to assume that special korban SHLAMIM that the Torah obligates us to offer with the SHTEI ha'LECHEM on Shavuot alludes to the deeper thematic connection between SHAVUOT and MATAN TORAH.      Indeed, Shavuot remains as "ZMAN MATAN TORATEINU".


chag sameyach,  


menachem
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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


 CARRYING ON YOM TOV:IS IT ALWAYS PERMITTED?


QUESTION: Since it is forbidden to carry on Shabbos, some people install combination locks on their doors so that they can lock and unlock their homes without carrying a key. On Yom Tov, however, when it is permitted to carry under certain circumstances, many people carry their house keys and do not use their combination locks. Is carrying a house key permitted on Yom Tov when one has a combination lock?


DISCUSSION: It is forbidden according to all views and could be a violation of Torah Law. There is a common misconception concerning the Labor of Carrying on Yom Tov; many people are under the assumption that all carrying is permitted. In fact, this is not true. To better understand the specifics of this halachah, we need to distinguish between three different types of carrying, each with its own set of halachos: 1. Carrying for a positive Yom Tov purpose - permitted 2. Carrying for no purpose - prohibited 3. Carrying for a "preventive" purpose - questionable


CARRYING FOR A POSITIVE YOM TOV PURPOSE ­ PERMITTED(1)   Carrying on Yom Tov is clearly permitted when the object being carried is needed on Yom Tov; e.g., it is permitted to carry food from one house to another, to wear a watch, to carry a handkerchief (2) or to carry a raincoat in case of rain.   It is permitted to take a baby outside for a stroll, to carry a Sefer Torah or another sefer for the purpose of studying it, to carry a lulav on Sukkos or a shofar on Rosh Hashanah,(3) or to carry any object which will be used to fulfill a mitzvah which should be fulfilled that day. It is also permitted to bring someone a gift, even if the item will not be used on Yom Tov.(4) All of these are considered positive, constructive purposes, and are permitted on Yom Tov.(5)   It is important to remember that a "positive Yom Tov need" includes only what is needed for that same day, which extends only until sunset of that day. It is strictly forbidden to carry an object which is needed only for the next day, even if the next day is another day of Yom Tov. It is forbidden, therefore, to carry home a tallis or a machzor, if the reason for carrying it is that one is planning to pray in a different shul the next day. [When the next day is Shabbos and a proper eiruv tavshilin was prepared, it is permitted to carry on Yom Tov for a Shabbos need.]


CARRYING FOR NO PURPOSE - PROHIBITED   It is strictly forbidden to carry an object that meets no Yom Tov need at all, such as carrying around a used tissue, a button, or a piece of paper which is not needed on Yom Tov. If the carrying takes place in a public domain (reshus ha-rabim) it is Biblically forbidden(6) unless a valid eiruv (tzuras ha-pesach) was made.(7) [Most poskim hold that an eiruv chatzeiros is not required for Yom Tov. To satisfy all opinions, it is recommended that when an eiruv chatzeiros is made for Shabbos, Yom Tov should be included as well.(8)   Thus before taking the baby carriage for a stroll on Yom Tov, one should check that only items that are needed [or that one may reasonably assume will be needed(9) during the walk are in the carriage. Similarly, before leaving the house for a walk on Yom Tov, one should rid himself of any items which will not be needed during the walk.(10)


CARRYING FOR A "PREVENTIVE" PURPOSE - QUESTIONABLE   There is a debate among the poskim concerning a third type of carrying, one which can neither be classified as a "positive, constructive purpose" nor as having "no purpose" at all. The case in question concerns the permissibility of carrying the key to a safe containing money [or other non-Yom Tov needs] since the owner does not feel secure hiding the key in the house. In the opinion of some poskim(11) this is considered a "positive" Yom Tov need since were the owner not to carry the key on his person, he would be so worried throughout Yom Tov that his enjoyment of the holiday would be marred. Others, however, maintain that since the purpose of carrying the key is primarily to prevent a loss, the carrying is not a Yom Tov need and is not permitted.(12) Mishnah Berurah rules that it is proper to be stringent and not to carry when the purpose of the carrying is to prevent a loss. Other poskim rely on the more lenient view and allow this type of carrying, and many people follow the lenient view.(13)   A house key, however, may be carried according to all views, since houses almost always contain food, clothing and other Yom Tov needs so that one would feel uneasy about leaving them unlocked. All poskim agree, therefore, that it is a genuine, positive Yom Tov need to carry a house key.(14) [In the exceptional case when one's "house" (e.g., a hotel room, or an empty house that one might occupy as a guest) does not contain anything that he needs for Yom Tov, the halachah would be comparable to the aforementioned case about carrying a key to a safe.] But even when all poskim agree that carrying a house key is a genuine Yom Tov need, carrying a key is permitted only when no other option is available. If the house can be locked and then reopened without carrying a key, all poskim would agree that it is prohibited to carry the key. Carrying under such circumstances falls into the category of carrying for "no purpose", which is strictly forbidden.(15) Thus:


* A homeowner whose house has a combination lock may not carry a house key on Yom Tov. * If there is someone in the house who is readily available to open the door, a key may not be carried. * One who wears his house key on a Shabbos belt or tie clip on Shabbos should do so on Yom Tov as well. * If on Shabbos one hides his key under a mat, etc., he must do so on Yom Tov as well. * Many poskim hold that it is only permitted to carry the key that is needed for opening the entrance door to the house. If there are other keys on the same ring, they must be removed from the key ring before going outside.(16)


 QUESTION: Is it permitted on Yom Tov to carry garbage out of the house? Is it permitted to transfer garbage from the backyard or garage to the front of the house so that it can be picked up by the Sanitation Department?


DISCUSSION: Some poskim consider the removal of trash from the house a legitimate Yom Tov need, since leaving it in the house causes unpleasantness which detracts from the enjoyment of Yom Tov.(17) According to this opinion, when the garbage cannot be removed to an enclosed area it may be taken outside. Other poskim hold that this is not considered carrying for a "positive purpose," since one has no "need" for the garbage. In their opinion, this is similar to carrying for a "preventive purpose" which we discussed earlier, since the main reason for removing the trash is to prevent a foul odor or to create space for additional garbage.(18) In the previous discussion concerning a house key, we concluded that it is questionable whether this type of carrying is permitted, but that many conduct themselves in accordance with the lenient opinion. In this case, contemporary poskim agree that if the garbage smells and it cannot be removed to an enclosed area, it is permitted to carry the trash outside.   But all poskim would agree that it is forbidden to transfer garbage which is already outside of the house [in the garage or back yard] to the lawn in front of the house in order for it to be picked up by the Sanitation Department. Surely, this serves no Yom Tov need whatsoever and is not permitted on Yom Tov. [In addition to the prohibition against carrying, there is also the issue of handling muktzeh,(19) so clearly this should be avoided.]


Rabbi Neustadt is Rav at The Young Israel in Cleveland Heights. He may be reached at 216-321-4635 or at jsgross@core.com


 FOOTNOTES:   1 Some poskim hold that medications should not be carried, since that is not considered a universal need (shaveh l'chol nefesh). While others are lenient, it is best to employ a shinui when carrying medications on Yom Tov; Harav S.Z. Auerbach (Shemiras Shabbos K'hilchasah 33, note 90).   2 Even two handkerchiefs may be carried as long as both are in one pocket. If they are in two separate pockets they may not be carried unless both will be needed; Harav S.Z. Auerbach (Shemiras Shabbos K'hilchasah 19, note 7; Harav Y.S. Elyashiv (Mevakshei Torah, Yom Tov, pg. 269).   3 The custom follows the opinion of most poskim who permit carrying a lulav or a shofar for women [or minors] who want to shake the lulav or hear the shofar, even though women [and minors] are not obligated to fulfill these mitzvos; Shulchan Aruch Harav 589:2; Igros Moshe O.C. 3:94; Az Nidberu 13:38. A minority opinion forbids carrying for this purpose; Sha'arei Teshuvah 589:1 quoting Sha'agas Aryeh 106.   4 Mishnah Berurah 516:12,14.   5 This is permitted even if one could have just as easily carried the object before Yom Tov; Mishnah Berurah 498:10.   6 Sha'ar ha-Tziyun 618:5.   7 For this reason, the city eiruv should be checked before Yom Tov just as it is checked before Shabbos.   8 Mishnah Berurah 528:1.   9 Based on Mishnah Berurah 618:10.   10 Minchas Yom Tov 98:126.   11 Rama O.C. 618:1.   12 Taz 618:1; Shulchan Aruch Harav 618:1.   13 Aruch ha-Shulchan 618:3; Minchas Yom Tov 98:125. Chayei Adam 96:1 rules that a ba'al nefesh should be stringent.   14 Mishnah Berurah 618:5. But this is only permitted for food or other Yom Tov needs for that day only. One who is leaving the house and will only come back that night [which is halachically the "next day"] or the next day, cannot rely on this; Harav Y.S. Elyashiv (Mevakshei Torah, Yom Tov, pg. 267). Harav S.Z. Auerbach, however, permits this since it is "today's need" to leave the house and the house cannot be left open; thus the key is needed for today, not for the next day (Minchas Shelomo 2:35-9).   15Shulchan Aruch Harav 618:1.   16 Igros Moshe O.C. 5:35; Harav S.Z. Auerbach (quoted in Shemiras Shabbos K'hilchasah 33, note 92); Hilchos ha-Moadim 5:9. Other poskim, however, are more lenient and allow carrying the entire ring of keys; See Minchas Yitzchak 8:30; Harav Y.S. Elyashiv (Mevakshei Torah, Yom Tov, pg. 268); Shemiras Shabbos K'hilchasah 19, note 14; Teshuvos v'Hanhagos 1:348. Car keys, however, are considered severe muktzeh and may not be carried; Harav S.Z. Auerbach (Tikunim u'Miluim 20, note 254).   17 Harav Y.Y. Kanievsky (Orchos Rabbeinu, vol. 2, Yom Tov, 6).   18 Harav Y.S. Elyashiv (oral ruling, quoted in Yom Tov in Halachah, pg. 156).   19 Since in almost all cases, once the garbage is out of the house, moving garbage based on the graf shel re'ii leniency is not applicable.      
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