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PRE-CHANUKA THOUGHTS :: Rabbi Berel Wein

In many respects Chanuka is an enigmatic holidaycelebrates an
ephemeral and seemingly hollow triumph. The myitaictory of the
Hasmoneans, as is the case with most military negp proved to be
temporary. The rule of the Hasmonean kings oveeduwehs a period laden
with internal and external strife, civil war andestual capitulation to
Roman domination.

The rise of The Saducees, eventually encouragedldyander Yanai, the
most powerful of the Hasmonean kings, underminedpioples’ faith in
Torah and rabbinic tradition. So why is there sachig deal over the
matter of Chanuka? It seems akin to the Japandsdgratng Pearl Harbor
Day, December 7, as a national holiday today. Anthaas the miraculous
lights of Chanuka, the little oil that burned faglt days in the Temple,
the Temple was destroyed two centuries later artth withe golden
candelabra disappeared from the Jewish world.

Yet, if the rabbis of the Mishna declared Chanukdé a holiday and it
has been and remains such a holiday of family iffle@nd meaning over
all of the long years of Jewish history there islaubtedly a deeper cause
that lies behind its existence and its longevity ataying power.

The Jewish people and its rabbinic leadership arg hvesitant to proclaim
holidays or even days of commemoration. The récitadf the Hallel
prayer on special commemorative days has remainedygouchy subject
even in our present day world. Yet Chanuka merghtefull days of the
recitation of the complete Hallel prayer. Why?

I think that the answer lies in the view of thebrsband of tradition as to
the true nature of the struggle that Chanuka conwnetes for us. The
Jews were engaged in not only a military struggheirsst the Syrian
Greeks but, more importantly, in a cultural streggbr the hearts and
minds of Jews. The Syrian Greeks attempted to imgbeir culture,
mores, way of life and beliefs on the Jews. In théy failed.

The Jewish population had its own fifth column e thellenist Jews who
were willing to succumb to the outward blandishraeoit Greek society
and behavior. But the core of the Jewish peoplesesf to be deterred from
its traditions and uniquely holy value system.

In The Purim story we read that “Mordecai would bend nor bow.”
Chanuka is the companion holiday to Purim and thenktbneans in their
original mold and the Jewish people at all timesialso not bend nor
bow to Greek culture. Rabbi Yehuda Halevi of twelftentury Spain
summed up the matter succinctly in his comment ceels culture: “It is
all beautiful flowers but produces no fruit.”

The triumph of Judaism over paganism and Greeki@ilvas lasting, at
least as far as the Jewish world is concerned. Tiights of Chanuka
are certainly justified even today. They repregést light of Torah and
goodness in a world of fright and darkness.

Judaism has warred with many cultures over its loistpry. It struggled
against Marxist atheism in this age, both in thei@dJnion and even here
in the Land of Israel. Yet it has once again proiternvincibility. Jewish
life in present day Russia exists and grows, niyers after Lenin and
Stalin arose to destroy it.

In fact, it is today's symbol of the living candbé Jews and Judaism that
Chanuka represents and strengthens. Today's im@myeis apathy and
hedonism. Yet, here too, we can see signs of a sdtwrn to Jewish life
style and values. We praise God on Chanuka withHallel service in
order to remind us that this struggle to remainislew- witness the
difficulty we have to have anyone admit that weadewish state — is one
that we have always won.

It is a lasting triumph and the fulfillment of odestiny and mission. The
rabbis stated that “a little light can push awayr@at amount of darkness.”
As we prepare ourselves to light our Chanuka ligiesshould remember
this truism. It is no empty ritual that is beingfoemed.

Rather it is an affirmation of faith in our betterture and a measure of
thankfulness for the opportunities granted to usuntime. In the darkness

of a seemingly never-ending exile, the small lighft€hanuka illuminated
our way and gave us hope and warmth. They willadelst continue to do
so in our time as they did in the days of the past.

Shabat shalom.

Weekly Parsha :: VAYESHEV :: Rabbi Berel Wein

There is a difference — to put it mildly — thatostlined clearly between
Yosef and his brothers in this week’s parsha. Yasdhe quintessential
dreamer, his head in the stars and his youthfuberance and certainty in
the truthful outcome of his dreams becomes veitating to his brothers.
Since his head is in the clouds in a world of Eisaml Shechem the
brothers feel it to be the height of impracticalitf not even
irresponsibility. to be a dreamer. The brothersehd#veir feet firmly
implanted on the ground, in the reality of the doih which they exist,
with clear recognition of the inherent dangers @meats inherent.

Yosef feels the brothers have been unjust for tiegchis dreams
immediately and they in turn are convinced thatanel his dreaming
constitute a veritable danger to the unity andisahof Yaakov's family.

It is not only the contents of Yosef's dreams -t the will dominate the
family — that disturb the brothers. It is the véaygt that he is dreaming that
raises their suspicions and fuels their enmity toladaim.

In the struggle between Yosef and the brotherscondict is between the
lofty and inspirational theory of Judaism and ismetime mundane
practice of hope and actual reality - of what carabhieved even though it
is not exactly what one dreamt of achieving. Theflaci between Yosef
and his brothers is never really ended. It is camsed by both sides
recognizing the validity of the position of the ethand living with that
reality.

The Jewish people in its long and difficult histbigve somehow been able
to combine the spirit and dreams of Yosef with hlaedheaded realism of
his brothers. Both traits are necessary for ourvigar and
accomplishments, both as individuals and as a maomeone without
dreams and ambition, who refuses to reach heavenarad conquer the
stars, will never be a truly creative or originatgon.

But if this drive is not tempered by a realistiose of the situation and the
society that surrounds us, then all dreams are ddoto eventually
disappoint. Yosef's dreams are realized only afterhas been severely
chastened by his brothers’ enmity, slavery and isopment in Egypt.
Even after he seemingly has them in his grasp,still a contest of wills.
Again, Yosef's dreams are finally realized but omlffer he has been
subjected to many hard years of unpleasant redlity.brothers, realists to
the end, are shocked to see that the dreamer lageghtriumphant.

The dreamer saves the world from famine while #wadists end up being
its customers. Thus the Torah teaches us that ee peth dreamers and
realists within our ranks. A nation built excludiwen dreams, without
practical reality intruding, will find that realityising to foil the realization
of the dream.

A nation that ceases to dream of reaching greaights will stagnate and
not survive. So, both the brothers and Yosef aghtt in their pursuit of
building a nation and of spiritual growth. We neetealthy dose of both
values and views in our Jewish world today as well.

Shabat shalom.

Rabbi Yissocher Frand on Parshas VaYeishev

The Rokeach's Enigmatic Link Between Vayeshev andehillim 92

The Rokeach (in his commentary on Chumash) makesetiigmatic
observation that there are 112 pasukim [verse§larshas Vayeshev and
there are 112 words in Chapter 92 of Tehillim, MnShir L'Yom
HaShabbos [A Psalm for the Sabbath Day]. The Rdkedmes not
elaborate at all as to any hidden meaning thatuggested by this



"coincidence.” He is obviously trying to point osbme profound link
between our parsha and the Psalm of Mizmor ShioidYHaShabbos, but
he leaves to us the exercise of figuring out what link might be.

Rav Matisyahu Solomon offers a very elaborate ergilan of this
Rokeach. The basic idea he develops is as follows:

The Book of Bereshis is the blueprint for Jewishtbliy. It contains within
it many strata of insight, all within the rubric tfla’aseh Avos Siman
L'Banim" — the actions of the "fathers" foreshadthe events that will
befall the "children." Within the parameters of sthoperative principle
throughout the Boo k of Bereshis, Parshas Vayestresents the chapter
of Divine Providence (Hashgocha Pratis). It prosidee classic historical
precedent for the Almighty's manipulation of eveatsl people, actions
and governments in order to bring His Master Pdafnuition.

If one looks at Parshas Vayeshev — even the begjrof the parsha --
one is struck by the fundamental mistakes thatpéresonalities therein
have made. Of course, we understand that YaakonuAwias a wholly
righteous individual — one of the spiritual piBarof the universe.
Likewise, although a simplistic reading of the barsnight mislead us into
believing otherwise, each of Yaakov's sons were dikma [holy
individuals] and spiritual giants in their own righAnd yet all of these
great and holy individuals seem to make very basistakes in their
actions as portrayed by the Torah's narrationiswkeek's parsha.

Anyone fortunate enough to have raised childrelizesathat the first rul e
of child-raising is that one must not show favariti to one child over
another. One does not need to be Shlomo HaMeleiclg [Bolomon] to
know this principle. How does Yaakov make such atakie as to single
out Yosef and give the Kesones Pasim [long-sleeoad] to him? How
did the brothers make such basic mistakes vis-dheg siblings — in
terms of their attitudes, suspicions, and treatnwfnbne another? If
Yaakov in fact was aware of the brothers' hatredhtd Yosef, why did he
send Yosef alone to find them? Why were all thésaders made?

There are three words in the parsha that are alarostnnouncement on
the part of the Torah as to what is occurring. Thesuk says
"Vayishlacheyhu m'emek Chevron" [And he sent hionfrthe Valley of
Chevron] [Bereshis 37:14]. Rashi, citing Chazak[{Talmudic) Sages],
wonders about the term "Valley" of Chevron. Aftély Rashi points out,
Chevron is in a mountainous region. So why woutdTbrah use "Valley"
t o refer to a mountain? The homiletic interpretatiChazal explain, is
that Yaakov sent Yosef based on the "deep courishlearighteous one
buried in Chevron (i.e. — Avraham)."

In other words, "the Valley of Chevron" has nothinglo with topography
or location. "Emek Chevron" is a code word to ugisTact — along with
the other "mistakes" made by the prime actorsismdhama — are all part
of playing out the scenario: "your children will Bangers in a land not
their own..." [Bereshis 15:13] foretold to Avraham the Bris Bain
Habesarim [Covenant Between the Parts].

There was a Divine necessity for Yaakov Avinu amlvahole family to
wind up in Egypt and to remain there, enslaved,hfondreds of years.
How was that going to happen? The answer is Paksagesshev. All the
"weird" things that happen in this parsha are ideorto fulfill the
"counsel" of that righteous person buried in Chavro

Yaakov, Yosef, and the brothers were not makin @ decisions that
appear to us to be such gross errors in judgmemy Tvere merely
puppets on the stage of Divinely directed histooy eénable certain
scenarios to play themselves out. All the workthis parsha are the works
of the Puppeteer (i.e. — the Almighty).

The same Divine manipulation is apparent in thalraytrigue that occurs
years later in Pharoah's palace. Why did the flyifao the royal cup?
Why were the Baker and the Wine Steward thrownttageinto the same
jail as Yosef? All these little events were parttioé Grand Plan being
executed by the Almighty.

There are other examples in Jewish history wheristéikes" were made
because the Divine Will was executing His MasteanPIOne famous
example: Rabbi Yochanan ben Zakkai was given tiperpnity to ask for
three wishes from the Roman General besieging dlems He asked that
Yavneh and its wise men be spared, that the faofirabban Gamliel be
spared, and that a physician be p rovided to careTRadok. [Gittin 56b]

What happened to Rabbi Yochanan ben Zakkai? Whyhdidlow this
golden opportunity to make a historically substantrequest from the
future Emperor of Rome? He could have asked tleaRitman army leave
the country! He should have asked that the Beis iKd&sh be spared!
Rabbi Yosef (others say Rabbi Akiva) applied theupa"G-d turns wise
men backward and makes their knowledge foolish’spéya 44:25].

In this situation, the Almighty did not let Rabbiodhanan ben Zakkai
make the right decision. The Almighty wanted thenpée destroyed!
Parshas Vayeshev teaches us that G-d runs the.vwidrithe "blunders”
and the "political agendas" and "military stratstithat we see and think
are the determinants of the historical drama aaflyreot the primary
causes of the events that take place. The ulticdeterminant of history is
the Almighty's Master Plan. This is the lesson afsBas Vayeshev.

In lig ht of this lesson, we can come to understdmredenigmatic equation
of the Rokeach between the 112 pasukim in Parshgsstiev and the 112
words in Mizmor Shir I'yom haShabbos.

Chazal say that the Almighty finished creating ti@rld and took Adam
into the Garden of Eden. He showed Adam each figeneration and its
leaders. Adam was shown the next 6000 years afriiishdam's response
was "How great are Your deeds Hashem, exceedingfpynd are Your
thoughts" [from Tehillim Chapter 92, the chapterMizmor Shir I'yom
haShabbos].

Adam was impressed with two things — Creation (hgpeat are Your
deeds) and History (how profound are Your thoughtS)ven the
knowledge of how every event led into the next éwewl how it would all
end up, Adam was able to appreciate the depth eofdrgity of G-d's
Master Plan. No one else can fully appreciate hijenit is in the midst of
"playing itself out". It appears inexplicable to, ysst like the events of
Parsha s Vayeshev.

That is the connection between this Parsha an€tiapter of Tehillim —
how deep are Your thoughts, Hashem. Unsophisticated will not
understand this (ish ba‘'ar lo yeidah), and the ¥abl not comprehend it
(ukesil lo yavin es zos).

Transcribed by David Twersky Seattle, WA; Technid@dsistance by Dovid
Hoffman, Baltimore, MD

RavFrand, Copyright © 2007 by Rabbi Yissocher Frand Torah.org.
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OVERVIEW

Yaakov settles in the land of Canaan. His favaside, Yosef, brings him
critical reports about his brothers. Yaakov makesef a fine tunic of
multi-colored woolen strips. Yosef exacerbates Histhers’ hatred by
recounting prophetic dreams of sheaves of wheatrigpte his sheaf, and
of the sun, moon and stars bowing to him, signgyihat all his family
will appoint him king. The brothers indict Yosefdcanesolve to execute
him. When Yosef comes to Shechem, the brothersitreled decide, at
Reuven’s instigation, to throw him into a pit irele Reuven’s intent was
to save Yosef. Yehuda persuades the brothers ¢éoYakef out of the pit
and sell him to a caravan of passing Ishmaelitesven returns to find the
pit empty and rends his clothes. The brothers &aef's tunic in goat's
blood and show it to Yaakov, who assumes that Ybasfbeen devoured
by a wild beast. Yaakov is inconsolable. MeanwhiteEgypt, Yosef has
been sold to Potiphar, Pharaoh’s Chamberlain of Bh&chers. In the
Parsha’'s sub-plot, Yehuda’s son Er dies as punishfoe preventing his
wife Tamar from becoming pregnant. Onan, Yehuda®osd son, then
weds Tamar by levirate marriage. He too is punishedsimilar
circumstances. When Yehuda’'s wife dies, Tamar vesdio have children
through Yehuda, as this union will found the Dawitihe culminating in
the Mashiach. Meanwhile, Yosef rises to power ie touse of his
Egyptian master. His extreme beauty attracts theanted advances of his
master’s wife. Enraged by his rejection, she aciYassef of attempting to
seduce her, and he is imprisoned. In prison, Yssetessfully predicts the
outcome of the dream of Pharaoh’s wine steward, iwheinstated, and
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the dream of Pharaoh’s baker, who is hanged. ke gfihis promise, the
wine steward forgets to help Yosef, and Yosef |astges in prison.
INSIGHTS

Inclined to Recline

“And Yaakov dwelled..”

My father, olav hashalom, always used to remarkydu want something
done, ask a busy man.”

When we have little or nothing that demands owerditbn, merely getting
out of bed may pose an existential challenge.

We are here in this world to do three things: tovedHashem; to do the
mitzvot and to cope with challenges. In fact, onaywor another,
everything in life is a challenge. Some challendnesyever, are easier to
spot than others.

For example, it's a fairly obvious challenge wheyuare the father of a
family subsisting on food stamps to keep your fisgeut of an open bag
with several $100 bills smiling at you.

Other challenges are subtler. It always amazes ane beautiful people
preen themselves in the mirror - as if they hadetbing to do with their
beauty! It's not enough that G-d has given them &hd all its blessings,
but on top of that He has blessed them with araegift of good looks.
Why should they pat themselves on the back bectnge features are
symmetrical? Did they do anything? Their challeigé¢o see that their
beauty is an extra gift from G-d.

An even more subtle challenge is success in busiiss all too easy to
fall prey to the myth of the self-made man. Jusht@snan in the history of
humanity has managed to create himself out of cuwsexecutive has had
anything to do with his success - except for tugnip for work in the
morning.

Everything is from Heaven. | know some very brilligpeople who are
washing bottles, and some pretty dim ones who anénd Ferraris.
Intelligence and success are but distant relations.

There once was a wise businessman who made aorastd. Someone
asked him to what he attributed his success. “908ain(luck) and 10%
seichel (intelligence), and if I'd had less seichélhave made a lot more
money.”

What other people call “luck” - Jews call “hashgath(Divine
Providence).

Yaakov is called the “choicest” of the fatherstog lewish People, and yet
he had by far the hardest life. He grew up witmather who wanted to kill
him. Because of this he fled to his uncle who cb@dtim on a daily basis.
On his way back home his daughter was kidnappediatated, and when
he finally arrived home he is told that his favergon has been torn limb
from limb by a wild animal.

After a life of such stress, to seek some reposmesshelter from the
storm, would not seem unreasonable - and yet thehTariticizes Yaakov
for his desire for tranquility.

Why?

After all, Yaakov wasn’t planning to put his fegb and watch an old
movie with a cup of hot chocolate. Yaakov was timbediment of diligent
Torah study. He desired serenity only to attainaaenprofound depth and
clarity in his Torah learning.

Sometimes we can skimp on our learning or becomenlaour mitzvah
observance because our lives are full of pressure.

Pressure is life’s default position; that's the whings are supposed to be.
Life is a battlefield, and just as a soldier nedinction under fire, so too
a Jew has to perform despite life’s vicissitudasd sometimes because of
them.

Rabbi Shlomo Wolbe used to comment that his mesitiie moments in
Torah thought were when the phone was ringing loff hook, students
needed his attention, and he had one foot outdbetd the airport.

When we make that extra effort to function undeg, fiG-d gives up that
little extra help that lifts our lives from prosepoetry.

Rabbi Benjamin Yudin
The TorahWeb Foundation
Chanukah Cleaning

The primary observance of Chanukah is with thetation of Hallel and
Hoda’ah, and the recitation of Al Hanissim (ShabBbk). In the latter, we
recount, “when the wicked Greek kingdom rose upregaYour people
Israel I'hashgicham Torasecha - to make them foigmir Torah and
compel them to stray from the statutes of Your.Witlow did the enemies
of Hashem and Israel attempt to implement I'hagieic Torasecha? The
Romans knew how to cause Israel to forget its T.ofale wicked Roman
regime decreed that the Jewish people should rgagenin the study of
Torah (Berachos 61b). Rabbi Akiva defied their gdionvening public
assemblies to engage in Torah study. Rabbi Akiva tegured to and
executed by the Romans.

The Greeks, as taught in Megilas Antiochos (attetuto the elders of
Hillel and Shammai), forbade the observance of Bbgbmilah, and Rosh
Chodesh. We are not told that they forbade theystfidrorah. Where,
then, is the I'hashgicham Torasecha? The commoondi@ator to these
three mitzvos is that they are based upon kedugisasel. Shabbos is not
only a practical institution, a day of rest enafpliman to be more
productive in the forthcoming week, but rather enymenucha u’kedusha.
It enables the Jew to connect with Hashem and BiialTin a way that he
cannot the rest of the week. Indeed, the Talmudusfeimi (Shabbos
15:3) teaches that the primary purpose of Shakbts connect with and
learn the Torah he was unable to during the week.

A baby boy is born Jewish by virtue of his mothérior to the
circumcision the mohel announces “bris kodesh'thasmilah endows the
baby with additional kedusha. This kedusha is aepgsite for learning
Torah; the Torah hakedosha can only be mastered pgrson who is
kadosh. The Daas Zekeinim M'Baalei Tosafos atémginning of Parshas
Mishpatim relate the story of Onkelus. Born inte tyal family of Rome,
he approached the rabbis and asked them to leaaih.T®hey responded
that milah was a prerequisite to study Torah. He wiacumcised and
became the great Onkelus. Indeed, Rav Akiva Eiges i a teshuva that
if for any reason the father of the baby is notspre at the bris, the
grandfather is next in line to recite the berachfihachniso b'vriso shel
Avraham Avinu - as this Beracha goes on the respitihsof the father to
teach his son Torah, and interestingly, the grahdfaas well ash this
obligation. A Jewish man who is an orel - uncirciged - cannot eat and
partake of kodshim (offerings), as food endowedwsinctity can only be
eaten by one who has additional kedusha.

Rosh Chodesh is a further representation of thétyalof the Jew to
sanctify. Indeed the Jewish holidays not only safgaus from the non-
Jewish society, but they reflect our ability to ewdtime with kedusha.
The beracha of Kiddush on the Shalosh Regalim iskadaish Yisroel
vehazemanim - who sanctifies Israel who in turrcggnthe holidays.”

The Greeks valued wisdom and revered Socrates aistioe. They
respected Torah as another branch on the treeowfl&dge, together with
all other branches. Math, science, Torah and musie all to be studied
by cultured man. The Greeks could not accept, hewsat a particular
branch was holier and was to be treated and studiesanctity. “A
craftsman hates his fellow artisans” (Braishis Rébll9:4), as they
represent a threat to his turf and sphere of inftee Torah as wisdom they
respected, Torah as chochma Elokis - Divine knogged they ardently
rejected.

Our Torah mandates that “Kudsha Brich Hu v'Oraysadchu - Hashem
and His Torah are on and inseparable. Thus “Kedodfihiyu - you shall
be holy, for | am holy, says Hashem” (Vayikra 19@pnsequently, Torah
must be studied in an environment of kedusha. Hémceur prayers,
“kadhseinu b'mitzvosecha - sanctify us with yourtawos” and then
“v'sein chelkeinu b’sorosecha - allow us to master share of your
Torah.” Regarding the construction of the mishkdmg Torah charges,
“they shall make a Sanctuary for Me, vshachantdhisam - so that | may
dwell among them.” The Ohr Hachaim Hakadosh expl#ie sanctity of
the Sanctuary is to overflow and endow holinessanh individual. We
conclude every shemoneh esrei with the prayer $laeygh Beis
Hamikdash - that the third temple speedily be rélawid vsain chelkeinu
b'Torasecha - in the environment of greater sanaté will merit a greater
participation in Torah.



Yes, the Greeks attempted I'hashgicham Torasedacause Israel to
forget Your Torah. The emphasis in on the suffixTarosecha - Your
Torah. Their forbidding our observance of Smilahalsbos, and Rosh
Chodesh was an attempt to remove kedusha fromethish) people, ipso
facto causing a breakdown in our relationship tsh¢s and His Torah.
We are too familiar with Peasch cleaning. Evendeckit can relate to
cleaning their room for Shabbos. But Chanukah ahepand preparation?
Yes! The Chafetz Chaim pointed out that the onfyetithe Torah says
“v'shav meiacharecha - He will turn away from ydiDevarim 23:15) is in
a context of unholiness. We must create a greateraament of kedusha
within our homes which is conducive to learning aforand meriting an
increased Divine Presence. May this forthcomingrOkah inspire us to
merit “v’haya machanecha kadosh - so your commustigil be holy.”

Rav Kook on the Torah Portion

Vayeshev: The Nature of Exile

"They took Joseph and threw him into the pit. THeyas empty, without
water in it" [Gen. 37:24].

When the brothers threw Joseph into the pit, thie doegan. Not just
Joseph's personal exile from his father's houselanthnd of Israel. From
that dark, empty pit, began the exile of the entéwish people to Egypt.
In fact, Joseph's pit is a metaphor for Galut,dach exile of the Jewish
people from their land.

Three Types of Pits

There are, of course, different kinds of pits. Ehare pits filled with
water, wells that provide life to those living nediem. One must be
careful not to fall in and drown, but these aredpiaive, useful pits.

Then there are empty pits. They serve no purpase,ase dangerous.
Nonetheless, even empty pits have a positive sidbem. With energy
and skill, they may be filled with water and traorsiied into useful pits.
And there is a third type of pit. Rabbi Tanchumlaiped that Joseph's pit
belonged to this third category. It was empty oftexvabut it contained
other things - snakes and scorpions. Such a pfti® use - neither actual
nor potential - for humans.

Some mistake the pit of Exile for a well of watées, one must be careful
not to drown in it; but overall, they claim, it & positive experience. If
Jews are careful to act in a manner that will motise anti-Semitism, they
can dwell comfortably in their foreign homes.

But the true nature of Exile is like Joseph's pit] of snakes and
scorpions. It is a dangerous and deadly placehtodewish people. Such a
pit has only one redeeming value, intrinsic tovigsy nature: it will never
mislead the Jews into mistaking it for their perewirhomeland.

Snakes and Scorpions

What is the difference between a snake and a stt®@ snake bites with
its head, while a scorpion stings with its tail.eTénakebite is a planned
and intentional act, executed by the directiveshef snake's brain. A
scorpion stings from its tail, naturally, instingly, and without thought.
Exile is accompanied by both of these 'blessingsere are times of
intentional and malevolent persecution, such asethmerpetrated by the
Crusaders, Chmielnicki's Cossacks, Nazi Germany ather sinister
snakes of history. These are dark hours for théshepeople, but they are
also times of shining heroism and self- sacrifice.

Worse than these intentional snakebites are thé&ncad, unintentional
scorpion stings which are a natural part of Ex@ailtural dissonance,
intermarriage, and assimilation take their slowintended toll on the
Jewish people and their connection to the Torah.

The afflictions of Exile are by heavenly decreestleve confuse a
temporary resting place in the Diaspora for a peent home for the
Jewish people. The only true remedy for these e and scorpion-
stings is to rescue the nation from the pit, arstiore them to their proper
homeland.

[adapted from Ein Ayah vol. IIl, pp. 67-8]

Comments and inquiries may be sent to: RavKookLgst@il.com

Nesivos Shalom by Rabbi Yitzchok Adlerstein

This shiur is made possible by support secured byr&nk Lee and Joel
Levine, Los Angeles.

Chanukah 5768

Rising From the Ashes

“I know the thoughts (Yirmiyah 29:11).” — The shé&wa involved
themselves with the sale of Yosef. Yosef busiedskifrwith his sackcloth
and fasting. Ruvain busied himself with his sadtcland fasting. Yaakov
busied himself with his sackcloth and fasting. Yédtu was busy
attempting to take a wife. HKBH involved Himself ineating the light of
Mashiach. (Bereishis Rabbah 85:1)

The holy seforim emphasize that life sprouts anokdms only after
deterioration and destruction. Before a seed taloed, it rots and
disintegrates, leaving behind only the smallestrgef vitality, the kusta
d’chiyusa, from which life springs anew.

HKBH orchestrated the conditions that would be seagy to create the
light of Mashiach, to germinate and sprout thetligfat would eventually
illuminate the world. Here too, renewal and lifedhit® rise from within
decay and disintegration. And so it was. The thafighe midrash is that
wherever you looked at the nascent Jewish peopthaatpoint, nothing
whole and together could be found. In every corsemeone was dealing
with some deficiency or otherThe Klal Yisrael of the time was broken
and crushed. Ironically, precisely such a sorryestaovides the fertile
ground for planting the tiny kernel, the kusta dysa, that Hashem
planted just then, and would nurture until the cuof Mashiach.

How are we to understand this magic, vital elem#wt survives
disintegration and provides the essential vitatdoof future growth? We
do not have to look long or hard. It was their lenotheartedness itself.
Each one of those mentioned in the midrash had gmase mistake or
miscalculation weighing heavily upon him. It wast rthe activity of
donning sackcloth or fasting that made them notdwoibut the mental
anguish that they evidenced. Each one carried s/maden that burst his
heart. The kusta d’chiyusa was not their incredlblyy achievement of
other, happier times, but their dejection and dowddeness

The very last verses of the Torah showcase a dmaldiful of Moshe’s
most significant accomplishments. Among them is lbigaking of the
luchos. Now, we understand that Hashem gave His-tfe-fact approval
to what we could have imagined might have met Witvine wrath. How,
though, can his breaking the luchos be seen asobrids crowning
achievements? After the awful sin of the Goldenf,Qdbshe knew that
there would need be a process of tikun and rebBth.where and how
would such tikun begin? Moshe knew of but one vilghe hearts of the
600,000 members of Klal Yisrael needed to burd;rébuilding a failed
nation would begin with the broken hearts of itstmbers. He broke the
luchos in their presence, the shock of which coteptelemoralized them.
Their broken state was the kusta d’chiyusa.

We could propose an alternative to the identitythef kusta d'chiyusa.
Many people are so crushed by their failures they sink into an abyss of
despair. This is not what the midrash describeseNsf the figures accepts
his fallen state, but does something about it. Thiwhat they mean by
busying themselves with their sackcloth and fastiigrepresents a
confidence that mistakes can be rectified and regaiThey did not just
mourn for the past, they did something about it.

Put more simply, they refused to make peace witr theficiency. Their
intransigence towards their errors, their refusadcept — this itself is the
kusta d’chiyusa.

It is in our blood as a people. We sunk to the 48%el of degradation in
Egypt, but we merited redemption because we refusedccept our
subordination to the Egyptians. Chazal teach thaas in the merit of our
emunah, our faith, that we were redeemed. What thiasfaith? It was
faith that we would be redeemed. What nurtureddtazadé speak of
scrolls which they delighted in on Shabbos. Thesells spoke of a future
redemption. Flat rejection of their status quo Weskusta d’chiyusa, the
kernel from which sprang the beginning of theirengtion. These are the



“thoughts” that Hashem says He knows: the sackdath fasting are not
emblematic of despair, but of the certainty ofgsabove it.

This has played a central role in our survival apeaple for the two
millennia of our exile. Only through our refusal daocept galus have we
survived it.

What is true of ourselves as a nation holds truesoés individuals. Each
one of us must absolutely refuse to accept thetiposiof failure.
Whenever we should stumble, we must realize thahkla is prepared to
right him, to pick him up and hold him erect oncerex We need just
believe that it will happen, and He will do it. Fhis the key to our
redemption, personal and collective.

This is also the theme that unites the two holid#wg Chazal gave us.
Chanuka and Purim both commemorate great mirackeshéin wrought
for us. Their celebration provides illumination fthre long path of our
galus.

Both happened only because we refused to acceffaibues.

At the time of Chanuka, the Jews were mired in diesp small band of
people resisted a mighty power. They did not figatause they were so
desperate they had nothing to lose. To the conttheyr attitude was one
of utter confidence in the impossibility of losinghey would not make
peace with their situation; in that merit, Hashemssisted them
miraculously. Much the same happened at Purim. e[hiewas a single
individual who refused to resign himself to thefats. Mordechai had
complete confidence that “relief and deliveranck eame to the Jeves’

So it is with all the miracles and wondrous deéds twvere shown to us.
We helped bring them about by our refusal to acoeptfallen state. The
light of Mashiach depends on this as well. Ourhfait his coming, our
refusal to be without it, is the kusta d’'chiyusattBustains and nourishes
his long-awaited light.

1 Based on Nesivos Shalom, pg. 250-251

2 The Rebbe assumes here that each of the incidetsoned in the midrash deals
with some sort of aveirah and its aftermath.

3 As could be imagined, the Rebbe explains our akvah Tisha B’Av in the exact
same terms in his section on Bein HaMetzarim. Tégiriming of the rebuilding of
the Bais HaMikdosh, the tikun after the churbaninishe broken-heartedness we
display on Tisha B'Av.

4 Shemos Rabbah 5:18

5 Esther 4:14

Nesivos Shalom, Copyright © 2007 by Rabbi Yitzctakerstein and Torah.org

To support Project Genesis - Torah.org, pleasé hitg://www.torah.org/support/

YatedUsa :: Parshas Vayeishev :: 20 Kislev 5768

HALACHA DISCUSSION

by Rabbi Doniel Neustadt

The Halachic Definition of a Lie

Yaakov Avinu was the amud ha-emes, the Pillar ofitffr Indeed,
according to the Talmud,1 Yaakov was very fearflilencountering a
situation where he would be forced to lie. Whenkalv commanded
Yaakov to falsely present himself to his blind fatlas Eisav, he protested,
for our Sages2 compare lying to idol worship. ltswanly when Rivkah
told him that it was the will of Heaven that he the one to receive the
blessings from his father Yitzchak that Yaakov médel, and allowed his
mother to disguise him to appear as Eisav.3 Thuspts us to try to better
understand what is and what is not considereded fiom the point of
view of Halachah. Indeed, are there ever situatvamsn it is permitted, or
even recommended, to veer from the truth?

What is the definition of lying? Rabbeinu Yonah4tdi nine different
categories of lies. In order of severity, they are:

1. People who cheat in business, causing otheandial loss;

2. People who exploit others after gaining theistithrough deception;

3. People whose lies cause others to lose out e g@in or benefit that
was coming to them;

4. People who fabricate stories merely for the sdikgng;

5. People who hold out the promise of giving anotherson material
goods while never intending to follow up on thaiomise;

6. People who intend to keep a promise but do mmioh their
commitment;

7. People who claim that they did a favor or a gdedd for another when
in fact they did not;

8. People who praise themselves for virtues treat tho not possess;

9. People who change minor details when retellim@pisode. A careful
analysis of these nine categories shows that #fieofies are told either for
the purpose of cheating another person, or forgielffication. Rabbeinu
Yonah, however, does not list those who lie fogadt” purpose or with a
“good” intention. Indeed, throughout Talmudic laéure, we find stories
about our Sages who “compromised the truth” forotfjoreasons.5 As
Chazal tell us, Hashem himself veered from théhtmitorder to promote
marital harmony between Avraham and Sarah,6 anefédsrothers made
up a story in order to ward off Yosef's potentiaigar.7 Obviously,
however, only the poskim can draw practical coriohs from these cases,
since these very episodes can be understood aougdevels. Moreover,
not everything quoted in the Talmud has a pract&pplication in
Halachah, as we often rule differently from an aminstated in the
Talmud.

What follows are several modern-day situations whee find rulings
from contemporary poskim permitting one to veernfrche truth.
Obviously, every effort must be made in order t@beruthful as possible;
these rulings are meant to be applied in situatiwhen sticking to the
“plain” truth is not possible or desirable.

*To avoid dispute or to promote peace:

*e If, by refusing to receive Reuven (or by saythgt Shimon is
unavailable), Reuven’s feelings will be hurt anthay strain the
relationship between Reuven and Shimon, Shimoensitted to leave
instructions with another adult saying that heashiome. One should

not, however, instruct a minor to lie about hisgués’ whereabouts,

since that teaches the child to lie.8

Reuven is permitted to compliment Shimon on hiscpase even if
Reuven really thinks that Shimon made a bad depurhased an object
of inferior quality. Reuven may even offer Shimanunsolicited (untrue)
compliment about his purchase.9

If, for some reason, Reuven must deny Shimon’'sestor a loan (of
money or any other item) loan, Reuven may say im&f “I don’t have
any money.10”

*To protect privacy or damage:

*e If Reuven is asked information about a mattert ik supposed to
remain secret, he may answer, “I don’'t know”.11 igirnty, although one
is

not allowed to lie in order to avoid telling badvsel12 it is permitted to
say, “l don’t know”.13

A wealthy man is permitted to lie about his wedthe fears “the evil eye”
(ayin ha-ra) or if he does not want to arouse jeald 4

If one fears that a package will be mishandleds ipermitted to write
“glass” on it, even though it does not contain glags.15

One may veer from the truth in order not to reyalate or embarrassing
information about himself.16 Nor is Reuven oblighte reveal to Shimon
personal details about himself, when he feels $fitnon has no right or
business to know them.17

For the purpose of protecting her tzenius, a womay veer from the truth
concerning her whereabouts.18

*To perform a mizvah or a chesed:

*e |t is permitted to raise funds for hachnasadakeéven when the
collection is primarily for the benefit of the graal9

If one sees that his wife will be late for Shabbwsjs permitted to tell her
that the hour is later than it really is. This &rmitted only when it is clear
that she is procrastinating. If, however, she ishing and harried and
telling her that the hour is later than it realyy will only pressure her
further, it is forbidden to do s0.20

For the purpose of making sure that a procrastingilb make it on time
for a flight or bus departure, it is permitted ¢dl him that the plane or bus
is scheduled to leave earlier than the true deatitme.21



When offering a ride to another person, it is péedito tell him that you
are going his way in any case, if otherwise thes@emwill decline your
offer.22

It is permitted to veer from the truth in ordersfmare another person from
toiling on his behalf.23

*(FOOTNOTES)

1 Makkos 24a.

2 Sanhedrin 92a.

3 See Ohr ha-Chayim, Bereishis 27:8 and Emes I'gaaRereishis 27:12.

4 Sha’arei Teshuvah 3:178-186.

5 See, for example, Berachos (43b) - episode wik Rapa; Pesachim (112a) -
attributing a statement to a fabricated sourcehst it will be readily accepted;
Sukkah (34b) - quoting Shmuel’s threat to the haddamerchants; Bava Metzia
(23b) - departing from the truth for the sake ofriility, modesty or discretion; Bava
Metzia (30a) - episode with Rabbi Yishmael. Theermany other such examples.
6 Bava Metzia 87a. See Da’as Zekeinim, Bereishs3l8nd Bartenura, Avos 1:12.
7 Yevamos 65b.

8 Rav S.Z. Auerbach (Shalmei Moed, pg. 531); Ra8.\Elyashiv (Titen Emes
I'Yaakov 5:24). See similar approach in MachatasShekel, O.C. 156. 9 Rav S.Z.
Auerbach (Shalmei Moed, pg. 532); Rav Y.S. Elyagfiten Emes I'Yaakov 5:46),
based on Kesuvos 17a. If the item is damaged eriorfand it could be returned,
one should not praise it; on the contrary, he gh@aint out its deficiencies so that
that the owner could return it. 10 Rav Y. Y. Karsky and Rav S.Z. Auerbach
(Shalmei Moed, pg. 537). See Cheishev ha-Eifod.1:59

11 Rav S.Z. Auerbach and Rav Y.S Elyashiv quotediien Emes I'Yaakov, 5:25
12 Y.D. 402:12.

13 Rav S.Z. Auerbach, Rav Y.Y. Fisher and Rav YE§ashiv quoted in Titen
Emes I'Yaakov 5:43. See also Metzudos David, |l rShel 18:29. 14 Rav Y.S.
Elyashiv quoted in Titen Emes I'Yaakov 5:30. 15vRAS Elyashiv, Rav Y.Y.
Fisher and Rav C. Kanievsky, quoted in Titen Eréadkov 5:13 .

16 Rav Y.S. Elyashiv, quoted in Titen Emes I'Yaalo%7. Obviously, one may not
hide such information from a person whose job i&now this information, e.g., a
principal or a teacher.

17 Rav S.Z. Auerbach (Shalmei Moed, pg. 539). $eeiqus note.

18 Rav S.Z. Auerbach (Ma'adanei Shlomo, pg. 150).

19 Rav S.Z. Auerbach quoted in Titen Emes I'Yaaki\

20 Rav Y.S Elyashiv quoted in Titen Emes I'Yaako8%

21 Rav S.Z. Auerbach (Shalmei Moed, pg. 537).

22 Rav S.Z. Auerbach (Shalmei Moed, pg. 536).

23 Rambam, Hilchos Aveida 14:13; Meiri, Bava Metzia
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HALACHA TALK

by Rabbi Avraham Rosenthal

Embarrassing Others

In this week’s parsha, the Torah relates the imtidé Yehuda and Tamar.
When Yehuda is informed about Tamar’s actions,rders that she should
be killed. Immediately prior to her death, Tamardsea cryptic message to
her father-in-law (Bereishis 25:35), “Please re¢ogiio whom this signet,
cloak and staff belong.” Rather than stating diyetiat Yehuda himself is
the father of her unborn children, Tamar choosesuadabout method of
informing him. She said, “If he will admit on hisvo, let him admit. If he
does not, | will be killed and | will not embarrdsisn.” Chazal derive from
here, “It is preferable for a person to be throwtoia flaming furnace
rather than publicly embarrass his fellow” (Rashiac.)

Let us take this opportunity to examine some faoéthe prohibition of
embarrassing another person.

*A MOST SEVERE AVEIRAH

*Throughout the teachings of Chazal, we find maegative statements
regarding this prohibition. For example:

1) One who publicly embarrasses his fellow, evesughh he has studied
much Torah and has performed many good deeds, d@®ntion in the
World to Come (Avos 3:11).

2) The Gemara (Sanhedrin 99a) includes someoneswibarrasses others
in the category of “Devar Hashem bazah,” “he haspided the word of
Hashem” (Bamidbar 15:31). Since human beings wezated “b’'tzelem
Elokim,” in Hashem’s image, each person is congider “devar Hashem.”
Thus, one who belittles or degrades someone elgeiliy of despising
Hashem (Tosafos Yom Tov, Avos 3:11, s.v., hamethale

Although this sin is very severe, the Rambam (HifciTeshuvah 3:14)
points out that the stated punishments only applhose who transgress
on a regular basis and to those who do not repefotétheir deaths. One
who does proper teshuvah can gain entry into theldMo Come, for
“there is nothing that stands in the way of teshuva

*HALBONAS PANIM

*Although in the language of Tanach we find two@ypmous words that
mean embarrassment, busha and klimah, Chazal haeeyalescriptive
term to define this situation: I'halbin pnei chaegiwhich literally means,
“to whiten the face of his fellow.” This expressi@based on a possuk
(Yeshayahu 29:22), “You will not be embarrassed ,néaakov, and your
face will not pale now.” The word in the possuk,ethevaru” is
synonymous with “lehalbin,” to pale or to make wh{kad Hakemach,
Halbanah). Why is embarrassing someone called tnakbpanim”?

The Gemara compares embarrassing someone to bémbdsid explains
that when a person is embarrassed, the face Itsed &nd it turns white
like that of one who is dead (Bava Metzi'a 58b &abbeinu Chananel ad
loc.). Tosafos (ad loc., s.v., d'azil sumka) psiatit that the reason why a
person’s face first turns red is because the bfwst gathers in the face
before draining.

Others explain the comparison between embarrassimgone and killing
him by the fact that the pain of embarrassmentdsse than that of death
(Rabbeinu Yonah, Sha’arei Teshuvah 3:139).

It is interesting to note that although embarrassomeone is akin to
murdering him, in one aspect embarrassing is mevers. As we quoted
from Chazal, one who publicly embarrasses someandase his portion
in olam haba. However, we find no such punishmenbfie who murders.
Rabbeinu Yonah explains that the reason for thiseisause everyone is
aware that murder is a terrible sin. Therefore witrenmurderer wishes to
repent, he will be truly sorry for what he did. 38 not the case, however,
with embarrassing someone. Unfortunately, it is viewed as such a
horrible aveirah, and one who wishes to repent matl see the need to do
so (Sha'arei Teshuvah 3:142).

Others explain that murder is less severe becduseai one-time act. A
person only dies once. However regarding someone Wés been
embarrassed, he will suffer for a very long timediPYehoshua, Bava
Metzi'a 58b).

*IN THE FACE OF A MITZVAH D’RABBANAN

*According to the Gemara, a person’s honor is sagand so important it
supersedes a Torah prohibition (Brachos 19b). TemdBa explains that
this refers specifically to the mitzvah of “Lo sa8dDo not deviate from
the matter which they tell you, to the right orthe left” (Devorim 17:11).
This is the mitzvah min HaTorah which is the basis following all
mitzvos and decrees enacted by our rabbinic Iehigetsroughout all
generations.

Chazal were so concerned that people should nargacembarrassment
that they were willing to forego mitzvos that thbgmselves commanded.
For example:

1) According to Torah Law, it is forbidden to wesdmatnez, wool and linen
in the same garment. Chazal extended that pratribtt include certain
situations even when they are not in the same garrat it is impossible
to remove one without taking off the other. Forrapée: If one is wearing
a wool overcoat on top of a linen suit or a wootsveater over a linen
blouse and it is impossible to remove the lowemgant without first
taking off the upper one, he transgresses a rabpiohibition of shatnez
(Shulchan Aruch, Yoreh De’ah 300:5).

If one is wearing such a combination in a publiacpl and it would be
embarrassing to remove either of the garmentsnered not do so because
of kavod habriyos.

2) The halacha is that one may wear either a galiol or talis katan in a
public domain on Shabbos, as long as the attadtistare valid. Even
though the tzitzis themselves are not a garmemy tre viewed as
something that enhances the beauty of the talld ame part of it.
However, if the tzitzis are invalid, wearing thatlis in a reshus harabim
transgresses a Torah prohibition. (To explain vitiy is true is beyond the
scope of this article.) Therefore if one discowtis on Shabbos while in a
reshus harabim, he would have to remove the taflisis is because the
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tzitzis serve no function and he is considered #o darrying them.
(Shulchan Aruch, Orach Chaim 13; Mishna Beruraloag. On the other
hand, if one discovers that his tzitzis are invaidle he is in a karmelis,
an area in which one may carry according to Tora but is forbidden to
do so mederabbanan, he is not required to remaveyahment. Since it
would be embarrassing for him to remove his tatlipublic, Chazal allow
him to carry in a karmelis because of kavod halsrijid.).

*THE SOURCE

*There is a disagreement among the Rishonim reggritlie source of the
prohibition of embarrassing someone. Some mairtfzé it is derived
from the same possuk as the mitzvah of rebukirglew Jew, as it says
(Vayikra 19:17), “You shall rebuke your fellow amtb not bear a sin
because of him” (Sefer Hamitzvos, Lo sa’ase 303n@h #240; Semag,
Lavin 6). Chazal understand that the second parthef possuk is a
command not to embarrass someone. They interpgepalsuk to mean
that when rebuking someone, one must take cartorddi it in a way that
will embarrass him, for if one does, he will beasin because of him
(Toras Kohanim to Vayikra 19:17; Erchin 16b; Rambaiiichos Dei’'os
6:8). If the Torah saw fit to forbid embarrassingngone even while
performing the mitzvah of rebuking him, it is céntg forbidden to do so
when not performing a mitzvah (Semag, Lavin 6; Yiene#195; Kiryas
Sefer, Dei'os 6).

Other Rishonim contend that the prohibition of emésssing someone is
included in the issur of o’na’as devarim, whichaisnitzvah not to hurt
another person through speech (Chinuch #338; Shléttuch HaRav,
Hilchos O’na’ah #29). The issur of o'na’as devarintludes many
situations, even when the victim is not embarrased example, it is
forbidden to enter a store with no intention of ghasing anything and
asking the proprietor how much a particular itenstso Since the
prohibition is not to cause someone pain througtesip, and embarrassing
a person will cause him pain, halbonas panim iduded in o’na’as
devarim (Introduction to Chofetz Chaim #14).

According to a third view, the source of the prdtidm will depend upon
the manner in which one embarrasses the othermpdfdee does so while
rebuking him, he transgresses the mitzvah of “ddoear a sin because of
him.” However, if he belitles or degrades anothadividual, he
transgresses the issur of o’na’as devarim (Magess AVashbeitz] 3:15).
*THE BIG THREE

*There is a well-known concept in halacha calledifareig v'al ya'avor”
“he should be killed and not transgress.” Thisnefe a situation where a
non-Jew presents a Jew with the following choiédiee commit one of
the three cardinal sins, i.e., murder, idol worshipllicit relationships, or
be put to death. Because these aveiros are coedidetremely severe, the
halacha is that he must give up his life rathen tthansgress any of them.
Regarding other sins, the halacha is “ya’avor yeihareig,” “he should
transgress and not be killed” (Sanhedrin 74a;

Rambam, Hilchos Yesodei HaTorah 5:1; Shulchan ArMoheh De’ah
157:1). There are situations where even in resmecther aveiros the
halacha is yeihareig v'al ya'avor, but that is beyahe scope of this
article. The question is whether yeihareig v'alayar applies to the
prohibition of embarrassing someone. Meaning, fsone would put a
gun to a Jew's head and instructed him to eithdragrass someone or else
he would be killed, should the Jew transgress tbkipition of halbonas
panim in order to save himself, or since as we hsen, embarrassing
someone is akin to murdering him, so he shouldfoptyeihareig v'al
ya'avor? One source that would seem to indicade ittdeed death is the
preferred option is the incident with which we bedglais article — the story
of Yehuda and Tamar. Tamar refused to openly acéabeda even in the
face of imminent death, for that would have emtsmed him. It was this
incident that prompted Chazal to formulate theutfictlt is preferable for
a person to throw himself into a fiery furnace eatlihan embarrass
someone publicly (Brachos 43b).

Another source for this concept is where Yosef essho reveal his
identity to his brothers and refuses to do so engtesence of others out of
fear that this would embarrass his brothers. Heefbee decreed, “Remove
all the people from before me” (Bereishis 45:1)aZdl tell us that Yosef
did this knowing that he was endangering himsetilbee of his brothers’

extreme anger. Yet, Yosef said, “It is preferablattl be killed rather than
embarrass my brothers in front of the Egyptiansé@késh Tanchuma ad
loc.).

The Rishonim dispute whether or not yeihareig walavor applies to
halbonas pnei chaveiro. Some maintain that tectyispeaking, it should
be included along with murder, idol-worship andcitl relationships.
However, since this sin is not explicitly mentioniedthe Torah like the
others, it is not included (Tosafos, Sotah 10h, ssach). Others contend
that it is no different from actual murder andstpreferable to be killed
rather than to embarrass someone publicly (Rabb¥wnah, Sha'arei
Teshuvah 3:139).

According to a third opinion, the words of Chazadtt“it is preferable to
throw oneself into a fiery furnace rather than emdss someone” are not
to be taken literally. Rather this is meant to iegs upon us the severity of
this aveirah (Meiri, Sotah 10b).

*PUBLICLY OR PRIVATELY

*We quoted Chazal earlier that one who embarrassesone publicly
loses his portion in the World to Come. Is it aletbidden to embarrass
someone privately? This is a matter of dispute betwthe Rishonim. The
Rambam (Hilchos Dai’'os 6:7-8) writes that when tébg someone, it
should not be done publicly, but rather discretdife Rambam then
continues that when giving rebuke, it is forbiddemlo it in such a manner
that the one being chastised will be embarrassesltiWs see that it is
forbidden to embarrass someone even in private.

However, other Rishonim maintain that the prohiitiof embarrassing
others only applies in public (Rashi, Vayikra 194drmd Erchin 16b, s.v.,
panav; Sefer Hachinuch #240).

Both the Shulchan Aruch HaRav (Hilchos O’na’ah #aa) the Chofetz
Chaim (Introduction to Chofetz Chaim #14) contehdttthis mitzvah
applies even in private.

*HOW MANY PEOPLE?

*When we speak about embarrassing someone “puBliigw many
people are required that it be considered “publiglthough with regards
to many halachic concepts, such as making a mintem,people are
considered to be a significant unit, when it comeshalbonas pnei
chaveiro berabim, even three people (not includthg one being
embarrassed) are considered to be “public” (Shufty® Tzion #172,
Sefer Chofetz Chaim 2:1 in footnote).

*EMBARRASSING A CHILD

*The Rambam writes that it is forbidden to embasragher adults or
children (Hilchos Dei'os 6:8). It would seem howetleat the Rambam is
speaking about a child who is old enough to be erabsed. In order to
understand this, a brief introduction is required.

When someone injures another person, there arepfineiple types of
payment: 1) how much the victim’'s worth deprecidtedause of the abuse
(nezek), 2) for the pain endured (tza'ar), 3) maldidlls (ripui), 4) loss of
income (sheves), and 5) for any suffered humiliafimoshes) (see Shemos
21:25 and Rashi ad loc.).

In discussing the payment for boshes, the Gemaewa(Bama 86b)
concludes that sometimes a child is entitled t® plaiyment and sometimes
not. It will depend on whether the child becomedamassed or not. The
same should apply to the prohibition of halbonaa phaveiro. If the child
is too young to understand the concept of being aerabsed, the
prohibition to embarrass him does not apply (sea"tSBinyan Tzion
#172).

*THINGS NOT TO SAY

*Although it is impossible to discuss all the varsoways a person could
embarrass someone else, we will quote a few exangflembarrassing
statements cited in Shulchan Aruch (Choshen MisBp8at4-5 and 420:5).
Please note that some of the following are actuatigmples of o'no’as
devarim as well. However, as we mentioned earfiecording to some
Rishonim, the prohibition of halbonas pnei chavésrincluded in that of
o’no’as devarim:

1) One who degrades another individual by relatiaige information
about him (motzi shem ra) is guilty of embarrasging.



2) Also, if someone knows that his friend transgessa particular aveirah,
and he taunts him by saying, “I don’t do such-andhs’ Even though he
does not add the words, “As you do,” it is lookgm as if he did.

3) If one says, “You are pasul (invalid),” some ntain that this is an
embarrassing comment. This is true even though itigslt could be
understood to mean that he is invalid as a withessuse he is related,
which is not embarrassing.

4) One should not say to a ba’al teshuvah, “Remembat you used to
do.” It is even forbidden to say to the offspring & geir tzedek,
“Remember what your fathers did.”

Several weeks ago, the Yated printed an intervieasv®erman geir tzedek
whose grandfather was related to Hitler, ymsh”v.related that he never
saw a reason to hide his background until he retedss name in a
different interview and some misguided people dafien “Nazi,” and his
children were beaten up in school. This is clearliyansgression of this
aveirah.

5) One may not ask a question of a person who dotshave the
intelligence to answer it, as this would cause himbarrassment.
Similarly, the Sefer Chasidim (#312) maintains thaost should not ask a
guest to relate divrei Torah, unless he knows thatguest can do so.
Some people take pleasure in spontaneously teatidigild on what he
learned in school. A parent or a teacher has tiie and obligation to test
a child’s knowledge, for this will encourage thél@to know the material.
However, this is not the case when the one adrenmist the pop-quiz is
merely a neighbor in shul or the like, who is doiitgfor his own
amusement. In this situation, the child often bes®rambarrassed if he
does not know the material. Also, one should keemind that according
to some, a child under the age of bar or bas niitzsanot capable of
forgiving someone who wronged him (Sefer Hizaharuchizod
Chavreichem). 6) One may not call someone a dagjrag nickname. This
is true even if that name is commonly used angbéeon in question is no
longer embarrassed when hearing it. Neverthelesgegiintends to use the
name in order to embarrass, it is forbidden.

Although the Gemara says (Bava Metzi'a 58b) that @ho calls his
friend by a nickname loses his portion in Olam Hadkame Rishonim
maintain that this is only true if the nicknameittlels the bearer’s family.
Nevertheless, it is praiseworthy never to call aeydy any type of
nickname (Tosafos, Megillah 27b, s.v., V'lo chijisi

*TAKING THE BLAME

*Not only is it forbidden to embarrass another parst is praiseworthy to
take the blame for someone else’s infraction toesdm from
embarrassment. This is derived from the Gemarah@haim 11a) which
cites some incidents where several chachomim aatedrdingly. One
such incident was when Rabban Gamliel instructed $ieven students
should come to his study the following morning irder to discuss an
important matter. When he arrived in the mornirggfdund eight students.
He said, “Whoever came without permission is retpteto please leave.”
When Shmuel Hakatan, stood up to leave, Rabban i@atold him to
remain. The Gemara goes on to explain that in higtu8hmuel Hakatan
had been invited. However, to save the guilty p&ndyn embarrassment,
he volunteered to leave (Rashi ad loc.).

*WITHOUT SAYING A WORD

*In certain circumstances it is possible to emlesraomeone without
saying a word. For example: Reuven had borrowedesnérom Shimon
and the loan is now due. If Shimon knows that Rewlees not have the
money and cannot pay back, it is forbidden for Simnto intentionally
walk in Reuven'’s presence, even if he does nofasthe money. This is
because Reuven will be embarrassed (Bava Metzba SBulchan Aruch
97:2).

*WHILE GIVING TZEDAKAH

*The Gemara relates (Kesubos 67b) that Mar Ukvaldveurreptitiously
give money to a pauper in his neighborhood. One tthay poor man
decided to ascertain the identity of his benefacidthen Mar Ukva
realized this, he and his wife ran away and hidglves in a hot furnace.
The Gemara explains their actions by citing théutic “It is preferable for
a person to be thrown into a fiery furnace, rattfem embarrass his
fellow.” One must be careful when performing thézvah of tzeddakah to

do so in such a way that the recipient is not emasaed (Shulchan Aruch
Harav, Hilchos O’'na’ah #29).

*DURING A MEAL

*Chazal and the Rishonim instituted several prastipertaining to a meal
in order to save people from embarrassment. Fangbea

1) One may not stare at a person or at his foodewte is eating, as this
embarrasses him (Rambam, Hilchos Brachos 7:6; Banléruch Orach
Chaim 170:4).

2) A guest may not take from his own portion angkgt to the children of
the host without the host's permission. This isduse we are afraid that
the host does not have any other food and he wilhave enough to serve
his guests (Chulin 94a; Shulchan Aruch 170:29).

3) The Gemara maintains that one may not sendstdriend a barrel of
wine that has a layer of oil floating on top of thime. This is because the
recipient may invite guests thinking he has enooigfto serve everyone
(oil was a mainstay of the meal during that pericahd he will be
embarrassed when he discovers that this is wineaindil (Chulin 94a).
Although at first glance this last example does mte practical bearing
for us, | recently heard of an incident to whicksthalacha is applicable.
Apparently, someone wishing to engage in Purimlrgveent his friend
what appeared to be a large, heavily frosted dakeuth, the “cake” was a
piece of Styrofoam frosted with icing. The recigienot realizing the
practical joke, served the “pastry” to his guestha Purim seudah!
*TAMAR'S INGENUITY

*We mentioned at the beginning of this article tthet Gemara derives that
it is preferable to die rather than embarrass samdmm the fact that
Tamar was willing to give up her life, rather thembarrass Yehuda. The
question is raised, however, how exactly did Tamasid embarrassing
Yehuda? When she sent the signet, cloak and stdiiint, the messenger
could have recognized them as Yehuda's, therelginfprYehuda into
publicly admitting what happened. Additionally, tiwerding of the possuk
is difficult, as it says (Bereishis 38:25), “Shesa@eing taken out, and she
sent to her father-in-law, saying, ‘By the man toom these belong | am
pregnant.” And she said, ‘Recognize, please, wlansehis signet, cloak
and staff.” What is the purpose of the additiophfase, “and she said,”
when the possuk already told us that she “senteo father-in-law,
saying"?

The Mabharil Diskin explains that Tamar realized tanger to Yehuda's
kavod if she were to send the items with a messefperefore, she sent
two people. She did not give the items to the fingissenger, nor did she
show them to him. Rather she merely instructedtbisay, “By the man to
whom these belong | am pregnant,” with “these” mifig to the items that
she still had in her possession. She then sensigmet, cloak and staff
with a second messenger who was told to say, “Repegplease, whose
are this signet, cloak and staff.”

Since neither messenger knew what the other wagdoo one but Tamar
and Yehuda would know who the true father was. dswotally up to
Yehuda to decide whether to admit the truth.
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Vayeishev - Chanukah

Rabbi Asher Meir

In one of the most dramatic passages in the MisHizehh, the Rambam
tells the story of Chanukah: how we suffered peree spiritually and
religiously (prohibition of Torah and mitzvot), nesidlly (seizing
property) and personally (outrages of modesty); lamd with God's help
we overcame militarily (the Chashmonaim saved [sramationally (they
established the kingdom) and spiritually (sanditfien of the Sanctuary).
(Beginning of Laws of Chanukah, third chapter ofvsaof Megillah and
Chanukah)

In this description, the victories men- tioned espond to the oppressions
- almost. Against the assault on our property anstesty we have
"salvation", and corresponding to the desecratfdhesanctuary, we have
the rededication of the altar. But what does thestablishment of the
kingdom have to do with anything? After all, thetféhat the Greeks were



sovereign in the Land of Israel was not mentionsdaaeason for the
rebellion!

This lack of parallelism points out the ambivalegiaition to Jewish sover-
eignty in the Torah. On the one hand appointingng ks a commandment;
on the other hand the commandment is worded intigatrway: "When
you come to the land... and you say, | will appomg a king like all the
nations around me; you shall indeed appoint yofiraeking, whom
HaShem your God will choose... only he should rasehtoo many horses,
nor return you to Egypt..." (Devarim 17:14-16). Ttmm- mandment to
appoint a king is prefaced by the assumption thatdesire for a king is
only in order to imitate the gentile nations; ahéiimmediately followed
by a series of warning of everything the king sdoudt do.

Likewise, the prophet Shemuel is very critical loé thation's desire for a
king. Yet he does accede to this desire, and ie ex@ered by HaShem to
do so (Shmuel | chapter 8).

And so throughout Jewish history. Jewish sovergigatan important
value in our Torabh, it is even a commandment, bueeds to be kept in
appropriate perspective. After the first conqudsthe land it has never
been a justification in and of itself for war argbellion, but when our
lives and our ability to observe the Torah depem@mned struggle, then it
is appropriate that we carry out such a struggté wir own king, just as
other nations do.

This ambivalence is reflected in the observancthefholiday. The main
commandment of Chanukah is to praise HaShem for nifraculous
victory.

Appropriately, the special addition to the Amidaysr and to the grace
after meals, "al hanisim" (seif 21), empha- sizemarily the miracle of
the victory over the Greeks. However, the mostblésisymbol of the
holiday, the Chanukah lights, are connected inroumds primarily with
another miracle - that of the single cruse of diickh miraculously burned
for eight full days. This miracle is unrelated te tmilitary aspect of the
holiday, and focuses our attention on the spiriaggect: the consecration
of the Temple.

By emphasizing publicly the more spiritual sidetloé holiday, the side
which concentrates on the purification of the saagt, we show that
while the Jewish people also know how to esteeralaesuccess and we
thank HaShem for such success, our ultimate relaboour triumphs in
the secular is as a means to spiritual ascent.

Rabbi Asher Meir is the author of the book MeaningMitzvot, distributed by
Feldheim. The book provides insights into the inmeaning of our daily practices,
following the order of the 221 chapters of the KitShulchan Arukh.
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by Rabbi Mendel Weinbach

SERVING THE MASTER - Ketubot 96a

The disciple of a Sage has a responsibility toesérig teacher as a slave
serves his master. This ruling of Rabbi Yehoshumllswi is followed by a
warning from Rabbi Yochanan that the teacher whedehis disciple the
ability of serving him is guilty of withholding kdness from him.

To what form of service is Rabbi Yochanan referfing

One approach is that he is referring to the aqibgbical service such as
that mentioned by Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi. Thizased on the concept
mentioned in Pirkei Avot (4:12) by Rabbi Elazar Bdwamma that “respect
for your teacher must be like respect for Heavéd&nying the disciple
this opportunity to express his respect for Heawethis tangible way is
therefore considered a withholding of kindness.

A different approach is that the service mentiobgdRabbi Yochanan is
participating with the Sage in the study and applén of halacha.
Regarding such denial Rabbi Shimon Chasida hasds{&anhedrin 91a)
that one who withholds the teaching of halacha feomtisciple is cursed
even by the children still in their mothers’ wombB$ie meaning of service
in this approach is learning the halachic procesenfthe teacher.
Although this seems to negate the physical senvieationed in the first
approach there is actually a connection betweesé¢hdce mentioned by
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi and that of Rabbi Yochafae.reason for the
disciple’s obligation to physically serve his teachs that he should
always be near to him and thus learn halacha fiom h

WHAT THE SAGES SAY

“The teacher who denies his disciple the opporpugitserve him is guilty
of removing from him the fear of Heaven. Rabbi Naan bar Yitzchak -
Ketubot 96a
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