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Weekly Blog :: Rabbi Berel Wein
A Generation Departs

Time inexorably does its work. King Solomon ruefuiointed out that
“Generations come and generations leave and yetdtth itself eternally
remains.” The generation that experienced World Wand the Holocaust
Jews who lived through it is rapidly departing frasar midst. At the
seventieth D-Day commemorative ceremonies two wegc very few
actual participants in that great venture coul@ératt And in the Jewish
world, the ranks of the survivors of the Holocaargt thinned daily.

That fateful generation of human history is departand though memory
remains, the actual eyewitnesses and survivorshaff ime and those
events are irrevocably gone. Such is the natutaehuman condition of
mortality. In the United States and perhaps inWhéed Kingdom and its
then dominions as well, that wartime generation wad is viewed as
being perhaps the most exemplary one of many gfreerations.

It was a generation of sacrifice and honor, loyald victory. It may truly
deserve being viewed as the “finest hour” of West@gemocracy. | was
and am a child of that generation. | remember the wividly though it
hardly affected me physically or even comfort-wi¥et the mood in our
house was tense and foreboding because a portiany dather’s family
that did not yet leave for the Land of Israel ie #930’s, when most of the
rest of the family did so, remained in Lithuania.our hearts we knew that
they were doomed to destruction. And immediatetgrathe war ended,
our worst forebodings and fears were confirmed.

The Jewish world seventy years ago was a disasspiritual wasteland in
the main and a physically, emotionally and natitynehallenged society.
The survivors of the Holocaust were refugees asglaced persons. The
doors to Palestine were barred to them by Britighansigence and Arab
violence. The Torah infrastructure laboriously doamsted in Eastern
Europe and in the Sephardic Middle East, over éemila of study and
creativity, was permanently eradicated.

Semi-official anti-Semitism in American businessesjiversities and
governmental agencies was pervasive. Jewry thedveedr thrashed about
to find moorings and to somehow rebuild itself. T®beld War was upon
us and millions of Jews now found themselves cdmgrdnd Stalin’s Iron
Curtain. In short, it certainly was not a happyedinor was there a positive
prognosis for the future of the Jewish people ottie resurgence of Torah
in its midst.

And yet all of this pessimism — then it was reatlyalism — was
confounded by the Jewish nation. Israel came ietoghand has flourished
against all odds, implacable foes and a hostileldvdforah study has
achieved unimaginable popularity and numbers intone. Jews became
more confident and rightfully self-assertive, rigito high achievements in
finance and commerce, academia and scholarshifi kinds, as well as
government and politics.

And, to a great extent all of this was due to tfieres and drive and talents
of the broken remnants of Israel, the survivorghef Holocaust and the
mellahs who rebuilt themselves and thereby the Elofissrael as well.

| am reminded of all of this by the passing of migrid and congregant,
Rabbi Dr. Armin Friedman this past week. A surviairthe Holocaust,
left alone and bereft, he rebuilt his life with pase and family, Torah and
public service. He devoted his life to educatingida children in Torah
and tradition and to give them the necessary tdoissuccess in a
competitive and changing world.

Though at times he spoke of the experiences ofdush in the camps he
did not allow himself to be consumed by them. THotg questioned the
circumstances that allowed the Holocaust, he nersered in his loyalty
to the God of Israel and to His Torah. He and matiwers like him of that
heroic generation looked forward and he and thegwetermined to build
a stronger Jewish world than even the one thatlbesh so ruthlessly
destroyed.

Building and teaching, helping and encouragingse¢heere the goals of
his life, his justification of survival and of liféself. That was a generation
of driven people, determined to rebuild and notceutb. And it is upon
their attitudes and actions that our current gdimrand those generations
that will yet follow will continue building and edating the Jewish world.
Aristocratic, soft-spoken, determined and schojafe was a fine
representative of his home and upbringing. But isn dccomplishments
against many obstacles after the Holocaust, weessted his true mettle
and faith. The departure of that person and ofd@seration is a sad
moment for all of us.

Shabat shalom
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Korach

In the entire biblical narrative of the sojourntbe Jewish people in the
desert of Sinai, the tribe of Levi is not mentioredbeing a participant in
any of the rebellions and mutinies of the Jewisbpbe against God and
Moshe. The tribe of Levi stood firm in its faith caoyalty during the
disaster of the Golden Calf and rallied to the sifldoshe to stem that
tide of idolatry.

In the complaints mounted against Moshe and Goditalvater and food,
the tribe of Levi is not to be found. The tribel@vi did not participate in
the mission of the spies and explorers of the Lahtsrael and there is
opinion that it was not included in the decree that generation would die
in the desert and never see the Land of Israel. thfiet seemingly
impeccable record is tarnished by the events desttrin this week’s
parsha.

Here, apparently, the tribe of Levi, through Koraatd his supporters, are
the leaders of a very serious rebellion against ahthority of Moshe.
Moshe himself is a Levite and when he criticizes biehavior of the tribe
of Levi — “is it not enough for you to be the choservants of the Lord in
your Levite status that you must insist that yoll aiso be the priestly
class of Israel?!" he certainly does so with hea@art and great bitterness.
In effect he is demanding to know what happeneitio the holy tribe of
Levi into a rebellious group whose punishment wobkl their being
swallowed up by the earth.

One of my favorite truisms in life is that one isver to underestimate the
power of ego. The Great War of 1914-18 was in atgneeasure caused
and driven by the egotistical whims of some of thain monarchs of
Europe who were then in power. The Talmud recoodsu$ that the evil
but potentially great King of Israel, Yeravam bemalj was offered by
God, so to speak, to stroll in Paradise alongsideg KDavid and God
Himself, again, so to speak.

The Talmud tells us that Yeravam refused the dffscause King David
would have preference of place over him on thatkwal Heaven. The
message and moral that the Talmud means to conitleyhis story is how
dangerous and tragic an inflated ego can be ts @e#f and, if one is in a
position of leadership and authority it, may affettiers as well.

Korach and the tribe of Levi fall victim to themflated egos. Their sense
of self is now far from reality and responsibilitPne cannot be without
ego and self-pride. Yet these attributes must bwéeed by perspective,
logic and a sense of loyalty and obedience to thielwf God. That, in my
opinion. is the basic lesson of this week's parsha.

Moshe’s overriding sense of modesty diminishesditiee of his own ego
and he is able to say "would that all of God's ¢eggtion could join me as
prophets.” Korach, consumed by his unjustly inflieégjo, destroys himself
and many others in his quest for positions thahalobelong to him nor is
he worthy of having.

Shabat shalom
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Insights

The G'shmak of Gossip

“And Korach took..."” (15:1)

Why do people talk about a “juicy” piece of gossip?

What does gossip taste like?

Gossip is very low in nutrition. It contains neithétamins nor minerals. It
doesn’t do the consumer any good in this world (e@dainly not in the
next).

Quite recently there was a serious difference dafiop between two great
Torah leaders. There is no doubt in my mind thaetrtdifferences were
totally for “the sake of Heaven” — altruistic andtlvout personal interest of
gain or prestige.

It amazed me, however, how every Tom, Dick, andit@hsuddenly
started pontificating and vilifying the other sideTorah leader based on
his own righteous indignation.

Gossip is so delicious, so juicy, because it allowgo feel that we — the
tiny foot-soldiers of Judaism — too are “players”eVeé also in the Big
League. Suddenly we become world-arbiters of bathdha and hashkafa
(Torah law and philosophy).

Isn’t that g’shmak? Isn’t that juicy?

“And Korach took...” Targum Onkelos translates thisrg#e as, “He
removed himself.” “He removed himself from the resthe congregation
by sustaining a dispute.” (Rashi)

The Mishna in Avot (5:17) comments, “What is a dispthat is for the
sake of Heaven? The dispute of Hillel and Shammai.”

Only the giants of each generation, like Hillel g8dammai, may allow
themselves a dispute for the sake of Heaven. Wall &mings that we are,
must distance ourselves not only from selfish aolid rows, but also
from those disagreements that seem to us purel@nistc.

For, without doubt, we will not be able to restst tg’shmak of gossip and
slander.

Sources: Based on Rabbi Chaim M’Volozhin as quatdturei Torah
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Peninim on the Torah by Rabbi A. Leib Scheinbaum
Parshas Korach

Korach separated himself. (16:1)

Vayikach Korach, "Korach separated himself': tworé®that define what
was to become one of the greatest tragedies of &ldRhbbeinu's
leadership, the consequences of which we contimlieg with to this very
day. Dispute, controversy and machlokes have beesept since Korach
publicized the concept of dissent, taking it to wmprecedented nadir,
which incurred previously unheard of punishmentnparalleled for its
severity and finality. All of this happened becaus@rach separated
himself." Obviously, there is more than one meanitog Korach's
separating himself. We will address the opinionRashi, because its
simplicity is unusually profound, teaching a sigzdaht moral lesson.
Lokach es atzmo I'tzad echad liheyos nechelok initog'eidah l'orer al
haKehunah. Korach "Took himself off to one sideh¢oseparated from the
assembly of Yisrael by raising objections to thénifeah." Rashi adds that
this is what Targum Onkeles means when he interprayikach Korach
as V'ispaleig, "And he separated himself." Raslentradds how he
separated himself - I'nachazik b'machlokes, "bytasnieg a dispute.”
Rashi seems to imply that the critique against Konaas that he sustained
the dispute. Apparently, its origins were not thtdameworthy. It was
continuing when he was proven wrong, when Moshéda@xgd to him that
he was making an egregious error.

Horav Yeruchem Levovitz, zl, quotes the well-knoMishnah in Pirkei
Avos (5:17), which distinguishes between a machddlshem Shomayim,
a dispute for the sake of Heaven, and one whichotsfor the sake of
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Heaven. The paradigm of controversy for the glofyHeaven is the
dispute of Hillel and Shammai, two distinguishechitaim, who disputed
halachah a number of times; yet, each one permittechbers of his
individual household to marry one another. It wiaefidly fire", with each
disputant seeking one thing: to establish halachihbreby glorifying
Hashem's Name. The paradigmatic example of a meehlahich is not
I'shem Shomayim is that of Korach and his followers

Perusing this Mishnah makes one wonder. Is I'shBom&yim the only
area of divergence between Korach's dispute andhatechic debates of
Hillel and Shammai? Is there no other area in wilhese two machlokos,
disputes, differ? How can we even mention Korableésant mutiny, his
rebellion against Hashem's designated leaders, ndxtension, against
Hashem Himself, in the same breath as the holy saofeHillel and
Shammai. Apparently, as Rav Yeruchem notes, ther@ much deeper
understanding of Korach's dispute with which we tmasoncile ourselves.
Korach was not out simply to usurp Moshe's leadprdh was not only
about seeking honor, fame and glory. Korach inytialanted a higher
position that meant greater closeness to Hasheis.i§kwhat he sought -
initially.

Thus, at the very onset, Korach was truly no déiferthan Hillel and
Shammai. They had a religious agenda; so did Korlel problem arose
when Korach was proven wrong, when Moshe explaimeetything to
him, when he revealed to him some of the ratiofmhind Hashem's
"decisions." This is when Korach should have sdbk, | am wrong. | will
no longer dispute the decision. Hashem has spol&adly, he did not do
that. He was machzik b'machlokes, continued toagughe dispute, to
transform a serious rational debate into an uglfiebaKorach's question
was acceptable. His eschewing the answer, his lityabd accept and
acquiesce to a Higher Power, is what brought himrdo

Korach's followers experienced a similar error.hRes they all had good
intentions, but, when one is proven wrong; when blaantly sees the
folly of his ways, he must be a total imbecile mntinue. This is what
Moshe told them when they agreed to offer the iseeRav lachem, Bnei
Levi, "This is to you, sons of Levi!" (ibid 16:7Rashi explains, "I have
told you a serious matter. Were they not fools? oshe warned them in
this manner. Yet, they still undertook to offer theense.” What prompted
them to act so foolishly - basically rejecting tHaies?

Rav Yeruchem quotes an analogy from Horav Yisreahr8er, zl. A
thirsty man who had been looking for water to seatiis parched throat
finally chanced upon a keg of water. A large grafpeople assembled
there confirmed that the water was fresh and peyfedrinkable.
Nonetheless, if one person who appears derangedscalong and warns
him not to drink from the water because there isqoin it, he will not
drink. This is despite everyones' agreement thatwhter is fine. If one
person - and one who is, at best, totally deranggdims that the water is
poisonous, no rational person will drink from ihak is the way it is.
Likewise, with yiraas Shomayim, fear of Heaven. Argon convinces
himself that there is no one in charge. He cantguihis daily endeavors
as he sees fit. What should he worry about? But ijjucase they are
wrong, and Hashem will punish you for your sin,lwiu still continue to
drink the water? You will - if you are a fool. This what Moshe was
saying to them: "Gentlemen, you were at the fuseshNadav and Avihu,
where you observed the immediate devastating regpdo offering
incense without being commanded to do so. Are ydling to risk your
lives? Are you normal?"

They stood before Moshe with two hundred and fiftyen from Bnei
Yisrael, leaders of the assembly, those summonednieeting, men of
renown. (16:2)

The two hundred and fifty men that rallied with loh were not ordinary
people. They were from among Klal Yisrael's spaitelite. This, of
course, did not prevent them from making the mistak their lives.
Perhaps their distinguished position, thinking thelves infallible, might
have led to the error which cost them their livds.one should think that
he is above reproach. One who does is in seriouble. Who were these
two hundred and fifty men? Rashi claims that theyenall from the Tribe



of Reuven. Ibn Ezra, however, contends that there wepresentatives of
all of the tribes. He posits that when the bechpfirstborn, were demoted
and exchanged for Shevet Levi, some among thersligltted. They were
the ones who joined Korach's rebellion. The numbkasvever, do not
seem to correspond. Certainly, there were more ttharhundred and fifty
misplaced bechorim.
The Ohr HaChaim HaKadosh says that during the stheoGolden Calf,
when Moshe Rabbeinu called Mi I'Hashem eilai, "Whofor Hashem,
should stand by me!" all of Shevet Levi joined, &mdividual members of
the other tribes also came forth. Applying the riptetation of the Ohr
HaChaim, the nation understands why such a smalipgof bechorim
joined the fray. Those who did not stand by Mog#le that they did not
deserve preferential treatment. They had been ghe&in chance, and they
chose to ignore it. The two hundred and fifty wdrese who had joined
Shevet Levi in support of Moshe. They now wantezbgaition for their
valiant and dedicated efforts to stand up to th&l&o Calf sinners. They
were not a large group, but ones who felt they mesea position of
spiritual leadership.
Regardless of their earlier allegiance, their presepport of Korach over
Moshe cost them their lives. Where did they go wfhorav Moshe Tzvi
Nariyah, zl, explains that it all reverts back twit attitude when they
responded to Moshe's call. Mi I'Hashem - elai repnés two statements:
"Who is for Hashem?"; "should stand by me." Thesehbrim accepted
the Mi I'Hashem; they were one with the Almight\hely were, however,
not prepared to commit to the eilai, to "me." Thegre prepared to die for
Hashem, to sacrifice their lives in order to dentaie their devotion to
Him. They were not yet prepared to accept Mosheheis leader. At that
point, it did not present a glaring problem. At thadir of the dispute,
however, it revealed itself in all of its repugnan&hen one makes a
commitment, he must do so wholeheartedly; whersHaj" he should be
completely in. Otherwise, later on, when challengessent themselves
and the "going gets tough," his lack of full

commitment will manifest itself in his downfall.

Why do you exalt yourselves over the congregatibilashem? (16:3)

In his commentary to Sefer Yechezkel (18:6), Radaikes that once a
Jew, always a Jew. "There is a covenant betweerhdiasand Klal
Yisrael, stating that those who are descendanfs/tham, Yitzchak and
Yaakov (who are of the Patriarchal lineage) willvele cease their
commitment to Judaism. Those, however, who, ovee tiapostatized
themselves and reneged on their faith in Hashem rieagr been real
descendants of the Patriarchs. They are the dffgwi the asafsuf, those
insincere individuals who attached themselves ¢aJgwish People."

In his Igeres Teiman, the Rambam makes a simidestent: "Those who
stood at Har Sinai, experiencing the Revelatiof, alivays believe in the
prophecy of Moshe Rabbeinu. This applies to théeir children and their
children's children, forever. For Hashem said tosig 'And they will
forever believe in you.' Therefore, one should kribat anyone who turns
away from the religion that was established at tbathering (the
Revelation) is not a descendant of theirs." In otherds, Rambam
reiterates that one who eschews Judaism, who hisnlsack on Hashem,
who becomes an apostate, is not mi'zera Avrahatmchak, and Yaakov.
He neither descended from the Patriarchal lineage,did his ancestors
stand at Har Sinai.

The question is now quite obvious: What about KbPatle certainly did
not descend from a newcomer to the Jewish faithoh can dispute his
illustrious lineage. Nonetheless, he disputed Maskeadership, claiming
that Hashem did not choose him. Can there be aster- more blatant -
display of heresy than this? This question was ¢hdseghe Gerrer Rebbe,
the Imrei Emes, zl, by his son-in-law.

The Rebbe replied that, indeed, Korach knew anig\ed in Hashem. He
was, however, one who is considered a prime exaoiplgodea es Boro
u'miskaven limrod Bo, "He knows and acknowledges Greator, yet
maliciously intends to rebel against Him." Thisasnew dimension in
kefirah, heresy. One knows what he is doing. Haware and believes in
Hashem, but this does not affect him. He could ¢ass. He will rebel

against his Creator because he wants to! Koracghédwavod, glory. As
long as Moshe stood at the helm of Jewish leadgerskorach was
relegated to a secondary position. This was somgttiiis despot could
not live with - even if it meant mutinying agairtee Almighty.

The Steipler Gaon, Horav Yisrael Yaakov Kanievsidy gives a different
answer to this question. The Rambam's positionaheé a Jew, always a
Jew (and a Jew that reneges his Judaism had netuaila been a Jew by
birth lineage) applies only when nothing is in hiay, nothing to distort
his belief, nothing to undermine his conviction., ¢ his own volition,
took a philosophical approach to Judaism. In acoord with his way of
thinking, he feels that the religion is unjustifiaband, therefore, he rejects
it. He did not see the miracles and wonders whieh racorded in the
Torah. If he did not see it, and if he cannot ustderd it, then he does not
believe it. Such a person is not one of us - perfodew, however, who
has sinned and fallen under the malignant spethefyetzer hora, evil-
inclination, and is thus led to heresy is nothingrenthan a Jewish sinner.
He is one of us - a sorry case - but one of ustheless.

This was Korach. He could not deal with his envys ktalousy over
Moshe's position of leadership destroyed him, nmmkiim act in the
reprehensible manner that he did. Korach was asbeminegade - but a
Jew nonetheless.

And Moshe heard and fell on his face. (16:4)

Moshe Rabbeinu had heard it all. This was the fstehw. As Rashi
explains, She'kvar zeh b'yadam sirchon revii, "Muis already the fourth
foulness that the Jews had committed.” They hadlwpped the Golden
Calf - after which Moshe prayed for them. They wergsonenim,
complained for no good reason, just for the sakeamhplaining; again,
Moshe prayed for them. They heeded the false aamtistous reports of
the meraglim, spies, and wept bitterly for no readdoshe again prayed
for them. This was the fourth time that the natimd defied Hashem. It
was too much. Moshe felt that he could no longeagltheir case. They
had gone too far. This can be compared to the §dimeoking who acted
contemptuously, once, twice, and a third time. Wiies son disgraced
himself and the king for a fourth time, the kinglsse friend who had
interceded the previous three times felt that Hiditg had weakened:
"How many times could he trouble the king? Perhepwiill no longe

r accept my placation?"

This all might be fine and well if there were noyme or reason to
somehow justify the first three episodes of disgras Horav Yaakov
Galinsky, zl, observes, however, each sinful eymesented itself with
what Klal Yisrael might excuse as mitigating or emndating
circumstances. During the episode of the Golderf, @ Satan played a
leading role in confusing the nation, attempting canvince them by
employing a convincing imagery of darkness and djauith Moshe's bier
being carried through Heaven by the Angels. The ptaimers were
victims of the eirav rav, mixed multitude, who jeththe Jewish nation as
they left Egypt. They were nothing but trouble. ©nagain, they
succeeded in wrongly influencing the nation to claimpfor no reason.
The spies were powerful leaders who had an ovegidegative influence
on an anxious and troubled nation. If they hadxauge for every episode,
why should they now be censured because it isoiettf time? Why count
the pre

ceding three?

In his inimitable manner, Rav Galinsky takes a ficat approach toward
resolving this question. He recalls being Mashgiatha yeshivah and
guestioning a student concerning his lack of atecd at davening,
morning prayers. "Why were you not at davening th@rning?" was his
opening question. "l attended a wedding last négiat returned quite late. |
was exhausted, so | slept in," the student resgbnde

"That explains today - what happened yesterday ghatented you from
joining us at davening?" Rav Galinsky asked. "lestingly, yesterday |
arose early and would surely have been on time| hatl been delayed by
my stomach. | must have eaten something that disdgwith me" was the
young man's reply.



"What about the day before yesterday?" he askedewbat impatiently.
"Yesterday is a different story. | woke up on tinbeit | noticed that my
negel vasser, water for washing my hands uponngtisiad been moved
from my bed. Aware of the halachah that prohibite 'om walking daled
amos, four cubits, without removing the spiritualpurities caused by
sleep, | felt that | should wait in bed until someoreturning from
davening would move the water to my bed." This wady a creative
excuse - but an excuse nonetheless.

Rav Galinsky told the young man, "Let us togethedy a passage in the
Talmud Chagigah 3b. Perhaps we might gain insigtat your davening
issue and how your lack of attendance should besaddd. Chazal explain
that the shoteh, imbecile, about whom halachahsrtheat he is patur,
exempt from mitzvah performance, is defined by Hjgeactions. To rule
that one is a shoteh has strong ramifications: ftavos, no punishment
for transgressions; his kinyan, acquisition, is acteptable; what he sells
is null and void. Thus, Chazal were specific inirtgdting the criteria for
declaring one a shoteh. They are: he goes out abneght, with no
concern for his well-being; he sleeps alone in ¢emetery; he tears his
clothes. In other words, he exhibits strange beirawhich indicates that
he cares about neither himself nor his possessions.

"The Talmud explains that one who sleeps in theetery might actually
be seeking an opportunity for a ruach ha'tumatitsgfiimpurity, to rest
upon him granting him the ability to practice witchft or other practices
of the occult. One who goes out alone at night nigted to get some cool
air. Last, tearing clothes could suggest absentatindss. Each one alone
does not irrevocably indicate that one is a shot&h.three together,
however, demonstrate that this person has serssugs."

Chazal seem to imply that three occurrences, réegrdf the excuses one
presents, are an indication which connotes chazaktatus quo. Likewise,
imagine a man who goes to the doctor complaining teadache, high
fever, and blisters all over his body. A foolishctlwr will treat each
symptom exclusive of the other, while an astutetaowill realize
immediately that one illness, an infection, martgesd! three symptoms.
Returning to Moshe Rabbeinu: True, each infractioald be justified, but
three, one after another, constitutes a chazakatiicating a deeper
sickness, one which cannot be ignored. This wasmger opportunity for
prayer. They had shown that their spiritual illne@gzs of an extremely
serious nature. It had to be expunged in such anemathat radical
punishment was the only way to eradicate the spiriinfection that was
destroying the nation.

And put fire in them and place incense upon thermhén the man whom
Hashem will choose - he is the holy one. It is toouch for you, O
offspring of Levi. (16:7)

Rashi asks a simple, but piercing, question: Konaek far from a fool.
Indeed, he was well-known as a pikeach, wise, ligeglt man. If so, what
did he see that motivated him to commit to sucloaigh act? He knew
that there could be only one winner. Offering Ketgrincense, was not
child's play. It had to be done correctly by thghti person, or else the
person who offered it became history. Only a foaduld risk so much.
Korach certainly was no fool.

We wonder why Rashi asks this question with regarthe Ketores. Why
not raise the issue of what prompted Korach to takévloshe Rabbeinu
immediately, at the beginning of the parsha whemakb initiated the
dispute? What motivated Korach to act this way2mMde numbered among
the ones who carried the holy Aron HaKodesh. He ares of the most
prominent citizens of Klal Yisrael. To act in thisanner runs counter to
everything that Korach represented and stood fateéd, it would make
sense to ask the question of Korach right from hikginning, when a
member of the nation's spiritual elite chose tdleléfimself by impugning
Moshe Rabbeinu and Aharon HaKohen's leadership.

Horav Elazar M. Shach, zl, explains with a simptsveer, expressing a
profound verity which sadly holds true today - moften than we care to
admit. A tzaddik, righteous person, is not perfdttis possible for a
tzaddik to err. To err is human; to ignore onetereis unforgivable and
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indicates that one is witless. Korach could havelena mistake. He was
envious of Moshe, and envy causes a person taraagst things - even sin
reprehensibly. As long as Korach's actions couldléined as sinful, it
could be "understood." It was when he acted ingensi&e a fool driven
by idiocy, that we ask, "How could he commit suttus, foolishness?"
He knew that all but one of the two hundred anty fitcense renderers
would die; yet, he committed himself to the tespvaay. This shows that
Korach had become unhinged. He was acting witheighsl, common
sense. That is inexcusable! To paraphrase the Reshivah, Veil di
greste aveirah iz tzu zein a naar, "Because tretagesin is to be a fool."
Now, some people cannot help themselves. Theyarethat way. When
one is born with the gift of common sense, yetsefuto apply it, then his
actions are unpardonable. We are blessed with &imgomind for the
purpose of using it. To act foolishly, ignoring theective of common
sense, may not be condoned.

A Torah leader, or anyone, for that matter, whospeses seichal hayashar,
straight, common sense, has no excuse for makingemsical mistakes -
especially if his mindlessness hurts others. Tetolarship is important,
commendable and is to be respected. If one possessything but
common sense, however, he - and everyone connegtiechim - is in
serious trouble.

The Torah teaches that when Moshe was judging thieeenation by
himself, his father-in-law, Yisro, suggested that $et up leaders over
various groups. Yisro suggested four attribute$ wauld qualify the one
who possessed them for leadership: anshei chagil, schmeans, who have
no need to flatter or show recognition; yirei ElokiG-d-fearing people;
anshei emes, men of truth, who inspire confidemzk whose words are
worthy of being relied upon; sonei betza, peopl® wkspise money who
hate to have their money in litigation, willing part with their money,
rather than go to court to argue over what is fulighand rightfully theirs.
Apparently, these traits were indicative of highlpstanding individuals;
it was a tall list of attributes to all fit one gen. The Torah tells us that, in
the end, Moshe chose anshei chayil, men of accelmpk&nt, men of
means, as his judges. Ostensibly, when he haddosehamong all four
attributes, the one that was most im

portant was anshei chayil. This does not mean tthatjudges did not
possess the other qualities. It only means thatdide not exemplify them.
Thus, when Moshe had to make the decision, hétfaitanshei chayil was
the most crucial characteristic for a judge aneaalér.

The definition of anshei chayil which was rendeadtve, men of means,
follows Rashi. Sforno, however, adds to this défni, suggesting that
anshei chayil means more than being able to tradsthes need to impress
and flatter, to curry favor from people. Anshei ghas the quality of
mevin davar mitoch davar, someone who is able 4ocedin the veracity of
a matter and bring it to a definitive conclusiorhey were chosen even
over those who were G-d-fearing, but they were"able men."

Sforno views "ability" as the most important qualithich a leader/judge
should possess. It is vital that he be well-versedhe law, astute and
capable of rendering a decision. The anshei clagiié scholars who were
knowledgeable and of a strong character, althoagkirig in some of the
other qualities which Yisro felt a leader shouldgess. Apparently, if they
could not have it all, they settled for what wasotal - men of ability, who
could think through a problem and render a decision

In the Shiurei Daas, Horav Yosef Yehudah Leib Bladh develops this
idea further. He posits that to serve Hashem ptppene must be astute,
developing a profundity of the mitzvos and the nenim which a Jew
should serve Hashem. A "thinking" Jewish scholdrpus knowledgeable
and understands the depth and veracity, the wisttmhsagacity of Torah
- who fears Hashem out of a sense of perceptionimedligence - is
greater than he who is extremely meticulous anlbvd the letter of the
law with care and fear, but without insight and tied@he chacham, wise
man, who is capable of developing insight into ¥kdties of Torah, who
achieves Heavenly fear through a depth of undedstgrof before Whom
he stands, has a greater potential for spirituavtir than he who fears, but
lacks intellectual perfection. To put it in the gie vernacular: common



sense is a critical, indispensable requisite ffar, Wwithout which one is
incapable of rendering a decision. A lea

der who is lacking in this most basic quality ist only personally in a
precarious position, but he may also present asedanger to all.

Va'ani Tefillah

V'limadetem osam es b'neichem.

And you shall teach it to your sons.

The Magen Avraham (Orach Chaim 50:3) writes tha¢ emo studies
Torah without understanding what he is studyingsdoet fulfill the
mitzvah of limud haTorah. The principle of Torakidy requires that one
understands what he learns. No cognition - no rafizin his Pirkei Torah,
Horav Mordechai Gifter, zl, quotes his son-in-laWprav Ephraim
Eisenberger, zl, who questioned this halachah Isecatiits inconsistency
with a statement made by Chazal in Meseches Sudtay. say that as
soon as a child is able to articulate words, hisefiashould commence his
Torah studies. He begins with the pasuk: Torahatrilanu Moshe, "The
Torah which Moshe commanded us" (Devarim 33:4).afe such a
young child has no sense of understanding. How fuian father be
commanded to teach him Torah?

The Rosh Yeshivah explains that teaching one'sTamah is part of the
mitzvah of chinuch, educating one's child. Thiszwdth imperes one to see
to it that his child become proficient in the migvby getting used to it.
Practice makes perfect. In order for the child ésdme familiar with the
mitzvah, he must practice it, make it user friendpgency applies later
on when he begins to study Torah as part of thevatit of limud haTorah.
Sponsored by The Klahr Family (New York) In lowingmory of our grandparents
Phillip and Lillian Finger who were long-time fries and family of the Hebrew
Academy.

li"n R' Zalman Fishel ben R' Chanina Halevi a"h MarEttel Leah bas R' Yeshaya
Halevi a"h t.n.tz.v.h.
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Rabbi Weinreb’s Parsha Column
korach: “two jews, three opinions”

We all nod our heads in agreement when we heaphhese, “Two Jews,
three opinions.” We similarly chuckle when we héae anecdote about
the Jew who was discovered after years of livimpalon a desert island.
His rescuers noticed that he had built two hutdeafiom the one he lived
in. He told the puzzled people who saved him thattwere shuls, or
synagogues. When asked why he needed two shulstdred, “One is the
one in which | pray, and the other is the one imtich | would never set
foot.”
We have no trouble believing that Jews tend todrgentious and have to
express their disagreements with others, even vglramded alone on a
desert island. The question that must be askedhisther or not this
contentiousness is a good thing.
Long ago, one could find unanimity among wise mieoud certain values.
Everyone consented that wisdom, diligence, and baymwere values
worthy of acclaim. Then a great philosopher, Erasnsame along wrote a
book entitled In Praise of Folly. No longer coulbponents of wisdom
pretend that everyone agreed with them.
More recently, the philosopher and mathematiciartrBed Russell wrote
an essay entitled In Praise of Idleness. Gone fitmanlist of universally
held virtues were diligence and hard work.
What about concepts such as peace and harmony?thiavalso suffered
the fate of the aforementioned values? Have pelogirin to believe that
contentiousness and argumentativeness, if notgbutstrife, are to be
extolled?
This week’s Torah portion, Parshat Korach (Numbé&1-18:32),
provides the occasion to reflect on just such dqolest Korach is the
biblical paradigm of the contentious individual. li#e to say the least,
dissatisfied with Moses’ leadership style and caits question the entire
social hierarchy with which he was confronted. Adiog to the rabbis, he
was even skeptical of various rituals, not beinig ab accept that a house
5

full of holy books required a mezuzah, or thatlkt tmade entirely of blue
colored wool required tzitzit with the blue coloriihge.

He had no difficulty finding contentious companipmsid he eventually
organized them into a band of rebels and fomentédl-fledged revolt
against the authority of Moses and Aaron.

For the rabbis of the Talmud, Korach epitomizes tiegative trait of
machloket, strife and discord. A famous passaggtitics of the Fathers
distinguishes between legitimate disputes, thoselwdre “for the sake of
heaven,” and those which are not so motivated. Tddg): “What is an
example of a dispute for the sake of heaven? Tsputk between Hillel
and Shammai. What is an example of one not foséhke of heaven? The
dispute of Korach and all his company.” The formgre of dispute has
enduring value. The latter does not.

From this passage it is apparent that our sagestcategorically oppose
dispute, debate, and argument. Rather, everythiggentls upon the
motive. If the motive is a noble one, “for the saleheaven,” then debate
is not only tolerated but it is considered valualfiehe motive is ignoble,
and certainly if it is merely contentious, it isastgly condemned.

An example of such a harsh condemnation is to bedian the Midrash on
this week’s Torah portion. The Midrash points oawheach of the letters
comprising the word machloket represents a diffewée trait. Thus, the
first letter, mem, stands for makkah, wound. Thitetechet stands for
charon, wrath. The letter lamed begins the wordilakmitten. The letter
kuf represents klala, curse. The final letter teands for tachlit, which is
often translated as goal or objective, but in tuistext means a final tragic
ending.

But just as much as improperly motivated disputessveondemned by our
sages, so did they find value in disputes which dadnstructive purpose.
They particularly appreciated disputes which weagivated by the search
for truth. Hence, hardly a page in the thousandpagfes of the Talmud
does not record strong differences of opinion betwibe rabbis.

It is noteworthy in this regard that every singtapter of the work known
as the Mishnah, which is the core around whichTaknud developed,
contains a dispute between the rabbis on one poianother. The only
exception to this is the fifth chapter of the tedet Zevachim, “Ayzahu
mekoman,” which begins with the question, “Whathe location for the
Temple sacrifices?” No dispute at all is recordedhis unique chapter.
Yet this is the chapter chosen for inclusion in diaély prayer book. It has
been argued that it is precisely this chapter, wisadevoid of even a trace
of contentiousness, that merited inclusion in @ared liturgy.

An objection has been raised to the criterion tfar sake of heaven” as a
legitimate motive for dispute. Surely men have bewtivated to commit
horrible evil because they believed they were gctifor the sake of
heaven.” One of the strongest arguments raisedrdsthinkers against
religion is the fact that so much blood has beetesgpover the millennia
by people who were convinced that they were perfogrsod’s will.

It is to counter such an objection that the ralgiaige as an example of an
appropriate dispute the machloket between Hilletl 8hammai. The
disagreements between these two sages, and theiplds down through
the generations, were characterized by tolerandefriandship. So much
so that the Talmud records more than one incidemtnwHillel came
around to Shammai's way of thinking, and when Shamconceded to
Hillel.

The disputes between Hillel and Shammai endurehts very day.
Although we generally rule in accordance with tipégn@mn of the former,
we carefully attended to the arguments of therdaltt®r one am convinced
that we do so to perpetuate the attitudes of armess and harmony
which both Hillel and Shammai advocated and enacted

Students of Torah must not only study the conteihtthese ancient
disputes. They must also learn to re-create theshere which prevailed
among the disputants, an atmosphere of civility amdual respect and a
willingness to concede one’s original position mder to achieve the truth.
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Servant Leadership

“You have gone too far! The whole community areyha@very one of
them, and the Lord is with them. Why then do youysmirselves above
God’s congregation?” (Num. 16: 3).

What exactly was wrong in what Korach and his mpottand of fellow
agitators said? We know that Korach was a demagagptea democrat.
He wanted power for himself, not for the people. Wew also that the
protestors were disingenuous. Each had their oasores to feel resentful
toward Moses or Aaron or fate. Set these consitdesataside for a
moment and ask: was what they said, true or false?

They were surely right to say, “All the communitgeaholy.” That, after
all, is what God asked the people to be: a kingddmriests and a holy
nation, meaning, a kingdom all of whose members(@resome sense)
priests, and a nation all of whose citizens arg.fj|

They were equally right to say, “God is with therfiliat was the point of
the making of the Tabernacle: “have them make Metsary for me, and
I will dwell among them” (Ex. 25: 8). Exodus endghthe words: “So the
cloud of the Lord was over the tabernacle by dayg, fae was in the cloud
by night, in the sight of all the Israelites durialy their travels” (Ex. 40:
38). The Divine presence was visibly with the peopherever they went.
What was wrong was their last remark: “Why thenyda set yourselves
above God’'s congregation?” This was not a smalltakées It was a
fundamental one. Moses represents the birth ofwakied of leadership.
That is what Korach and his followers did not urstiend. Many of us do
not understand it still.

The most famous buildings in the ancient world wire Mesopotamian
ziggurats and Egyptian pyramids. These were moae fast buildings.
They were statements in stone of a hierarchicalabacder. They were
wide at the base and narrow at the top. At theatap the king or pharaoh
— at the point, so it was believed, where heaveheamth met. Beneath was
a series of elites, and beneath them the labounagses.

This was believed to be not just one way of orgagis society but the
only way. The very universe was organised on thisciple, as was the
rest of life. The sun ruled the heavens. The lided the animal kingdom.
The king ruled the nation. That is how it was itiune. That is how it must
be. Some are born to rule, others to be ruled.[2]

Judaism is a protest against this kind of hierar&wery human being, not
just the king, is in the image and likeness of Goderefore no one is
entitled to rule over any other without their agsdimere is still a need for
leadership, because without a conductor an orchestuld lapse into
discord. Without a captain a team might have hbriliplayers and yet not
be a team. Without generals an army would be a nmbfthout
government, a nation would lapse into anarchy.thlose days there was
no king in Israel. Everyone did what was rightlieit own eyes” (Judges
17:6, 21:25).

In a social order in which everyone has equal dygnithe eyes of heaven,
a leader does not stand above the people. He sdmgeseople, and he
serves God. The great symbol of biblical Israed,iienorah, is an inverted
pyramid or ziggurat, broad at the top, narrow & Hase. The greatest
leader is therefore the most humble. “Moses wasrg kumble man, more
humble than anyone else on the face of the eaxthin 12:3).

The name to this is servant leadership,[3] andritgin is in the Torah. The
highest accolade given to Moses is that he was s#reant of the Lord”
(Deut. 34:5). Moses is given this title eighteands in Tanakh as a whole.
Only one other leader merits the same descriptitoshua, who is
described this way twice.

No less fascinating is the fact that only one perso the Torah is
commanded to be humble, namely the king:

When he takes the throne of his kingdom, he is titevior himself on a
scroll a copy of this law, taken from that of thevitical priests. It is to be
with him, and he is to read it all the days of lifis so that he may learn to
revere the Lord his God and follow carefully alétivords of this law and
these decrees and not consider himself bettertirsafellow Israelites ...
(Deut. 17: 18-20)

This is how Maimonides describes the proper condfiatking:

Just as the Torah has granted the him great haraliobligated everyone
to revere him, so too it has commanded him to ldyland empty at
heart, as it says: ‘My heart is a void within m&salm 109:22). Nor
should he treat Israel with overbearing haughtinasst says, ‘he should
not consider himself better than his fellows’ (D€lit: 20).

He should be gracious and merciful to the small tnedgreat, involving
himself in their good and welfare. He should prbotee honor of even the
humblest of people.

When he speaks to the people as a community, hddsBpeak gently, as
in ‘Listen my brothers and my people...” (King Davidigords in |
Chronicles 28:2). Similarly, | Kings 12:7 state$f today you will be a
servant to these people...’

He should always conduct himself with great humiliThere is none
greater than Moses, our teacher. Yet, he said: tWdra we? Your
complaints are not against us’ (Exodus 16:8). Hmikhbear the nation’s
difficulties, burdens, complaints and anger asraegarries an infant.[4]
The same applies to all positions of leadershipinMaides lists among
those who have no share in the world to come, somedo “imposes a
rule of fear on the community, not for the sakéHefaven.” Such a person
“rules over a community by force, so that people greatly afraid and
terrified of him,” doing so “for his own glory angersonal interests.”
Maimonides adds to this last phrase: ‘“like heathHémgs.”[5] The
polemical intent is clear. It is not that no onéddnees this way. It is that
this is not a Jewish way to behave.

When Rabban Gamliel acted in what his colleaguesasaa high-handed
manner, he was deposed as Nasi, head of the cotymumitil he
acknowledged his fault and apologised.[6] Rabbamli&a learned the
lesson. He later said to two people who declinesl dffer to accept
positions of leadership: ‘Do you think | am giviggu a position of honour
[serarah]? | am giving you the chance to serve ygvfi7] As Martin
Luther King once said “Everybody can be great...begarsybody can
serve.”

C. S. Lewis rightly defined humility not as thinkiess of yourself but as
thinking of yourself less. The great leaders respdcers. They honour
them, lift them, inspire them to reach heights tha@ght never have done
otherwise. They are motivated by ideals, not byspeal ambition. They
do not succumb to the arrogance of power.

Sometimes the worst mistakes we make are when @jegprour feelings
onto others. Korach was an ambitious man, so heMases and Aaron as
two people driven by ambition, “setting themselvabove God's
congregation.” He did not understand that in Juddis lead is to serve.
Those who serve do not lift themselves high. Tlifepther people high.

[1] Some suggest that the mistake they made wasyp“all the congregation are
holy” [kulam kedoshim], instead of “all the congeatipn is holy” [kula kedoshah].
The holiness of the congregation is collective eathan individual. Others say that
they should have said, “is called on to be holythea than “is” holy. Holiness is a
vocation, not a state.

[2] Aristotle, Politics, Book 1, 1254a21-24.

[3] The well-known text on this theme is Robert iKe€nleaf, Servant leadership : a
journey into the nature of legitimate power andagmess, New York, Paulist Press,
1977. Greenleaf does not, however, locate this iid@arah. Hence it is important
to see that it was born here, with Moses.

[4] Hilkhot Melakhim 2: 6.

[5] Hilkhot Teshuvah 3: 13.

[6] Berakhot 27b.

[7] Horayot 10a-b.

Rabbi Lord Jonathan Sacks is a global religiouddeaphilosopher, the author of
more than 25 books, and moral voice for our timatilulst September 2013 he
served as Chief Rabbi of the United Hebrew Condregs of the Commonwealth,
having held the position for 22 years. To read miveen Rabbi Sacks or to
subscribe to his mailing list, please visitvw.rabbisacks.org
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Stick Figures



The chronology of complaining and retribution irnistiveek’s portion is
not only disheartening, it seems almost endlesst,Rhere is the terrible
Korach rebellion where this prince of Israel chadles the authority of his
cousins, Moshe and Ahron. A group of the 250 rabblesers are
consumed by fire after offering the spiritually atlle k'tores sacrifice.
Korach and his close cohorts are swallowed alivéhasearth opened its
mouth. Then the remaining group complained, andnatffzere was a
plague. Ahron had to actually tender the fearedriy offering and walk
through the camp in order to quell the Heavenlyepiic. And again the
Jews complained. Finally, to establish the DiviratiyMosaic leadership
and Ahron’s Priestly role, Hashem commanded Moshedrform the
ultimate sign.

"Speak to the Children of Israel and take from theme staff for each
father's house, from all their leaders accordingthteir fathers' house,
twelve staffs; each man's name shall you inscribéhis staff: And the
name of Aaron shall you inscribe on the staff ofiLér there shall be one
staff for the head of their fathers' house: It Ebal that the man whom |
shall choose -- his staff will blossom; thus, | Isltause to subside from
upon Me the complaints of the Children of Israehich they complain
against you. Moshe spoke to the Children of Israr all their leaders
gave him a staff for each leader, a staff for daelder, according to their
fathers' house, twelve staffs; and Aaron's stafé wenong their staffs.
Moshe laid their staffs before Hashem in the Ténhe Testimony. On the
next day, Moshe came to the Tent of the Testimamytzehold! The staff
of Aaron of the house of Levi had blossomed; itugtat forth a blossom,
sprouted a bud and al monds ripened.

"Moshe brought out all the staffs from before Hamshe all the Children
of Israel; they saw and they took, each man hig’s(flumbers 17:16-24)
A question | discussed last year seems glaringwkxdt importance is it
that the other princes took their sticks back. Aledy did the other
princes take their sticks back. Of what value tenthwere those sticks,
each being the same dry piece of wood?

Last week my wife and | shared the goodness of étaghblessings. My
wife gave birth to a baby boy. As what has becolmmst a ritual with all
my previous children, | visited my wife in the hasptogether with all the
newborn’s siblings, (those who are home and notystg away in
Yeshiva). After leaving my wife’'s room and our newb son, my children
stopped to peer through the large glass windovhefinfant nursery. All
the newborns were lined up in their plastic bagsin&y older girls
scanned the room “How adorable!” they whispered|arm@ng the
excitement of the miraculous spectacle with prdpmepital decorum.

My older daughters’ murmuring were muffled by thewanna see, |
wanna see” coming a few feet below from my threary#d who was too
small to reach the window of the nursery.

| picked him up and he looked curiously from wallwall at the twenty-
five newborns who were each in their separate comeats.

“Hey, it's all the same thing!” he declared.

Perhaps, in defeat, in realizing that you are nutogved with greater
power, one must still realize that he still has die identity. Even if he
looks outwardly exactly like all his cohorts, thése unique character that
makes him special. And those special attributed imeiseized as well.
True, Ahron’s stick bloomed, while the others ramea stagnant. But that
is no reason to ignore them. And though they al mgapear as the “same
thing”, their owners knew that each one had a gyali nuance, a growth
pattern or a certain form that was unique to thEhey may not have been
blooming sticks, they may not have sprouted almardgelded fruit, but
to their owners they were unique! And each priname back to reclaim
not only what was his, but what was his to chesishvell.

Good Shabbos

Rabbi Mordechai Kamenetzky is the Rosh Yeshivasifi¥a Toras Chaim at South
Shore and the author of the Parsha Parables series.

Rabbi Yissocher Frand - Parshas Korach

The Power of Prayer

Moshe Rabbeinu and Aharon were challenged by Koranld his
followers. Moshe set up a test to determine who thiasDivinely chosen
High Priest authorized to do Hashem's service & Mishkan. Moshe
challenged Korach and his 250 followers to compsih Aharon in
eliciting Divine response to their individual Kegsr offerings before
Hashem. However, before suggesting this competitidoshe Rabbeinu
first prayed to Hashem that He not accept the Kstofferings of Korach
and his followers: "...Do not turn to their giftfefing..." [Bamidbar 16:15].
The Ramban adds that Moshe did not only pray treaKetores offering of
this group not be accepted, he also prayed that #weir prayers and
supplications should be ignored.

We can really wonder — was that really necessarg® Mteally important
for Moshe Rabbeinu to beseech the Almighty NOT isbeh to their
prayers? Would we assume that had they in factepgrag Hashem to
support them in their re bellion against Moshe Ahdron that G-d would
have listened to their prayers?

After all, this was already a "done deal" from theginal six days of
creation. The Mishna states [Avos 5:6] that the Uthoof the earth"
destined to swallow up Korach and his followers wa® of ten items
created at dusk on the first Erev Shabbos of Greaffhis thing was "in
the bag" from time immemorial. There was no way thay were going to
win their argument with Moshe and Aharon. So whythe world did
Moshe need to pray to the Almighty "Don't listerthieir prayers"?

Rav Simcha Zissel of Kelm says we see from ovee lieat we should
never underestimate the power of prayer no mattes iv comes from.
This is an idea we have stressed many times oeeydhrs. In spite of the
fact that creation was pre-programmed to have "athiageady to swallow
Korach and his followers, the prayers of these feeephad they been
sincere — could have been effective. Such is thveepof prayer that even
when offered by people who are wicked, when thegrsaflow sincerely
from the depths of their soul, they have power. Wing that, Moshe
Rabbeinu felt compelled to daven: "Don't listerttteir prayers!"

The same concept is seen even more dramatically &#damous Mishna
in Tractate Makkos [2:6]. The Talmud teaches that avho killed
unintentionally must confine himself to the CityRé&fuge until the Kohen
Gadol dies. We thus can imagine that we would hlgentire community
of the City of Refuge praying on a daily basis ttiet Kohen Gadol should
drop dead. Only in that way would all the unintentl killers residing
there be able to achieve their freedom. In ord@réwent such prayers, the
Mishna teaches that the mothers of the High Priestd to prepare
packages of goodies — food and clothing -- forehmsirderers so that they
have mercy on them and their sons and not praythkedatigh Priest should
die.

The Gemara there asks, "So what if we have a fathrounity of
murderers getting up every day and cursing the K@badol? Why should
such an unjustified prayer be accepted?" The Talfadli gives one
answer. However the Talmud Yerushalmi gives a diffe answer. The
Yerushalmi distinguishes between a curse and aepréyworthless curse
will not be effective; however a sincere prayends to be dismissed. Even
a Tefilla from a murderer against a High Priest bareffective. Such is the
power of prayer.

With this approach, Rav Meir Bergman, answers astipre we discussed
recently. The Talmud [Brachos 10a] relates thataug of gangsters was
harassing Rav Meir and he prayed that they shoigldRhv Meir's wife,
Beruria, advised him that rather than pray thay ttie, he should instead
pray that they repent and not hassle him anymdre. Talmud concludes
that he prayed that they repent and in fact thdyejpent.

The Maharsha asks a fundamental question on thérsa@. How could
Rav Meir pray that someone else repent? Teshuwdependent on a
person's free will (Bechira Chofshis)! It is depenttotally on a person's
own initiative such that prayers for Divine intemi®n to bring about
Teshuva should be completely inapplicable. Varianswers have been
given to this question. Rav Bergman shares an amamlea: Tefilla
trumps Bechira. Prayer wins out over the principfiéreedom of Choice.
The power of prayer is so strong that in spitehef tact that most of the



time, the world operates on the principle of Begh@hofshis, Tefilla is
such a force that it can even overwhelm the conaEptee Choice.

With this premise, Rav Bergman explains a famous\&ea [Moed Katan
18b]. The Gemara says that a person is allowedcetorhe engaged to a
woman even during the Nine Days, when we are swgmbds restrict
joyous celebrations. The Talmud justifies this ésmy by citing the fear
"lest someone else get engaged to her fi rst." Tdenud then questions
this fear based on the well-established princiflébasherte’: The Talmud
teaches that "forty days before the formation ofeambryo, a Heavenly
Voice goes forth and proclaims, 'the daughter cést so will be married
to so and so'." In other words, it is predestindtb\a person is going to
marry. So how is it possible if | am destined tadree married to such
and such a girl that someone else will be ablestt me to the punch and
get engaged to her first? The Talmud answers "Eesteone else get
engaged to her first through mercy (b'Rachaminm)"other words, the
other person will daven and his prayers will bevaared and they will
overturn the Heavenly Decree that had predetermiteésl girl was
destined for someone else!

This is the same idea as expressed above. The mdvpeayer can work
against a Tzadik! The power of prayer can work yerashelm something
that was preprogrammed from the Six Days of Creatithe power of
prayer can work against Bechira Chofshis! The posfgsrayer can work
against 'basherte'! Such is the power of sinceagegor

Why Did Elazar Get The Assignment Of Making The EirPan
Memorial?

The challenge of Korach and his followers to theicté of Aharon as High
Priest ended in disaster. The Ketores offering aitipn culminated with
a fire that came out from Heaven consuming thei@8®iduals who were
challenging Aharon's designation as Kohen Gadoti@laar 16:35].

What happened to their fire pans? G-d told Mosheotomand Elazar, son
of Aharon the Kohen, to take the fire pans and niaken into thinned-out
sheets as a covering for the Altar. The Me'am Lasks why it was
specifically Elazar who was given this task. Aftdl; the challenge was to
the Kehunah of Aharon. The logical thing would haeen to have Aharon
himself -- who emerged victorious in this struggi¢h the 250 challengers
-- take the fire pans and make the appropriatensdent for the Altar.
Why was Elazar given this job?

The Me'am Loez quotes a commentary called Kesefukbdg who makes
a very sensitive observation here: Had Aharon bgieen this comm
andment, the first thing that would have come tadnivhen he picked up
the burnt fire pans was that his two eldest sohgdav and Avihu — also
tragically died in a very similar fashion, when yhaffered the Ketores on
a fire pan. He might be troubled by the dichotomshy was it that their
fire pans were not used to become part of the Baldikdash? Why was a
memorial being created for future generations \lith fire pans of these
wicked men and no such memorial was created withfite pans of his
sons?

The answer is that the fire pans of Nadav and Avilene totally sinful.
They were not commanded at all to offer Ketoresafid they offered
before Hashem a foreign fire that He did not commndrem” [Vayikra
10:1]). In the case of the fire pans of the 250psuters of Korach, they
were at least commanded by G-d to bring them (@&ans of being able
to Divinely designate the true Kohen Gadol).

Aharon would have had to relive the entire paimbft happened to his
sons and be reminded that his sons acted totathyout Divine license to
offer the Ketores and consequently their fire paase discarded. To save
Aharon that pain, G-d said "Let Elazar do thisheatthan Aharon." Such
is the sensitivity of the Ribono shel Olam.

Transcribed by David Twersky Seattle, WA; Techniéasistance by
Dovid Hoffman, Baltimore, MD

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

Parshat Korach: Constructive and destructive dispues
By Shmuel Rabinowitz

Thu, Jun 19, 2014 21 Sivan, 5774

How, then, can disputes be utilized for their camgive attributes,
without allowing the destructive ones to influense@

In this week’s parsha, Korach, we encounter on¢hef most common
phenomena in humanity — disputes.

Is an argument positive or negative? At first geat this parsha, disputes
are completely negative phenomena. As the storg,déerach, along with
250 men, organized a rebellion against the leadléhe Jewish nation,
Moses, and demanded to have him replaced.

By whom? By Korach himself, of course, a respeeted wealthy man.
After negotiating with the rebels, Moses discoviitere is no room for
compromise — they are going for the whole packagere that he has no
right to give up his God-given job, Moses turns ttee nation and
recommends that they “keep their distance” frors tiioup of rebels. He
declares that he is willing to run a test to seéchviof the sides is right:
“With this you shall know that the Lord sent medim all these deeds, for |
did not devise them myself. If these men die asnelh die, and the fate of
all men will be visited upon them, then the Lord im@t sent me. But if the
Lord creates a creation, and the earth opens itghrend swallows them
and all that is theirs, and they descend alive ihéograve, you will know
that these men have provoked the Lord” (Bamidba28630).

And indeed, the test that Moses suggests is canugdas the Torah tells
us: “As soon as he finished speaking all these syotite earth beneath
them split open. The earth beneath them openeddtgh and swallowed
them... and they were lost to the assembly” (Bamiditai31-33).

As such, it is clear that disputes are negative @egtructive; it is not a
coincidence that the earth swallowed those invoivethe argument. But
the wise sages of the Jewish nation concluded fthism affair that,
although there are negative arguments, there & suUsh a thing as a
positive or constructive dispute. They wrote: “Adigpute that is for the
sake of Heaven is destined to endure; one thaititonthe sake of Heaven
is not destined to endure. Which is a disputeithfdr the sake of Heaven?
The dispute(s) between Hillel and Shammai. Whicha @éspute that is not
for the sake of Heaven? The dispute of Korach dhdhis company”
(Mishna, Masechet Avot, 5).

Hillel and Shammai, or their famous students knasithe House of Hillel
and the House of Shammai, represented two diffeseinbols of thought
on all aspects of life; they had many disputes.

But despite this, they became the model for “awisghat is for the sake
of Heaven.”

n contrast, Korach and his company became the nfodéa dispute that
is not for the sake of Heaven.” What is the redledénce between the
disputes of Hillel and Shammai versus that of Kbraad his company?
There are several aspects of disputes. On the ane, llisputes clarify
issues that need it, bringing out the best in pEspbktrengths and
advancing humanity. And in general, nothing likespdites can solidify
opinions in different areas. But on the other hagidputes bring about
harm to the other, as well as animosity and evearettaHow, then, can
disputes be utilized for their constructive atttdmj without allowing the
destructive ones to influence us? Our sages revéhaéeanswer to this in
the definition they provided for each of the modwislispute.

A dispute that is “for the sake of Heaven,” meanitgyintentions are
devoid of personal animosity and it is intendedeally clarify the stands
of both sides — this is a constructive dispute Heatefits both sides. Such
were the arguments between Hillel and Shammai. rQthen the areas
about which they argued, they maintained an extellpersonal
relationship.

But a dispute that is “not for the sake of Heavanganing it is motivated
by jealousy, competitiveness and social standirg, negative and
destructive, with the power to destroy society &atl to its regression.
Such was the dispute between Korach and Moses.

This dispute was etched in our national memory hes model of the
destructive powers of disputes, which should bédsgat any price.

The writer is rabbi of the Western Wall and HolyeSi
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Rav Kook List
Rav Kook on the Torah Portion
Korach: Endless Blessing

Korach, with his motto, "All the people in the commnity are holy" (Num.
16:3), contested the idea of a select group desticit serving God. After
the rebellion was put down - quite literally, asutned out - God affirmed
the nation's need for Levites and kohanim to semvéhe Temple and
instruct the people.

Twenty-Four Matnot Kehunah

Since the tribe of Levi was dedicated to fostetimg spiritual aspirations
of the Jewish people, they were not meant to spieeid days working the
land. Instead, they were supported through a systérnterumot and
ma'aserot (tithes). For this reason, the story ofakh's rebellion is
followed by a detailed description of the twentysfenatnot kehunah, gifts
bestowed to the kohanim.

Not all people, however, are equally enthusiadimua giving these gifts.
Our eagerness to perform a mitzvah depends on hellwwe comprehend
its goal and purpose. If the objective of a mitzishot clearly understood,
then its fulfillment will suffer from a lethargitackadaisical attitude.

The institution of kehunah, the priesthood, and theous methods of
supporting it, will be better appreciated when éhére nation is on a high
spiritual level. Only then will we truly recognizihe benefit of their
influence. And we will realize that our lives arledsed to the extent that
we are connected to the spiritual life of the natio

We may discern three attitudes toward matnot kemuna

1. Refusal to Tithe

The lowest level is one of outright refusal to soppghe kohanim. This
attitude stems from a spiritual crisis in which diaéds to appreciate the
benefit of a spiritual life in general, and the iti@e influence of the
kohanim, knowledgeable in God's Torah, in particuBaich a person lacks
a connection to the special covenant of the kehamahits overall goal,
which encompasses all generations of the Jewisplpgepast, present, and
future. This is a terrible tragedy, the result oprafound emptiness and
estrangement from Torah.

2. Fulfilling the Letter of the Law

The second attitude is one of disinterest, everlenegAt this level,
appreciation for the institution of kehunah is lied to its future place in
the lofty state promised to the Jewish people. &ine have not yet
merited this long-awaited state, the resultinguat® is to observe the bare
minimum, fulfilling only the letter of the law saaot to violate any legal
obligations. Such an individual will seek loophotesavoid tithing, like
bringing produce into the house via the roof ordbartyard (see Berachot
35bh).

While this outlook is not so callous that it refle@ life tragically distant
from Torah, it is still very far from a life of bdeing. These individuals
have not clarified for themselves the purpose ¢é.liThey do not
appreciate the true value of eternal goals. Thdytdagrasp how these
goals transcend any particular time, how they famollective activity
composed of the combined service of many genemtiorbeautiful
structures built through continuous efforts of Toeand mitzvot over time.
Sadly, with such an attitude, life appears as shimgtthat must be
accepted against our will. Life's greatness aralityt its essential holiness
and beauty, are hidden. As long as one's outloab iBmited, life offers
little satisfaction, and the soul will not be camtewith any of its
accomplishments. What good is material successnifess inner content
is empty, incapable of nourishing our higher fegdimnd thoughts?

3. The Broad Outlook
The highest level is when one acquires the broameifook that
encompasses the overall expanse of life, embradingenerations and all
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times. From this viewpoint, the current state &fitistitution of kehunah is
not the decisive factor. The kehunah is respecateldcherished due to its
future greatness, and from the overall good thames from the
accumulation of all of its contributions in the pawesent, and future.
With such an outlook, the nation is ready to reeeiv profusion of
blessings, both spiritual and material. It is wittgard to this approach
toward tithing that it is written:

"Bring all the tithes to the storehouse, so tharehs food in My house.
Test Me in this, says the Lord of hosts: if | wilbt open for you the
windows of Heaven, and pour out to you blessingBtadiai” - until there
is more than enough." (Malachi 3:10)

The blessing is extraordinary, encompassing allfe material aspects.
But its source is the collective blessing that tadides life's inner depths:
the blessing of inner peace, enabling us to feelgiodness of life itself.
Life is not limited to the flawed present. As aukesnothing is lacking, and
we receive unlimited blessings - "ad bli dai." #e& Sages interpreted
homiletically: "Until one's lips are exhausted frgrotesting: 'Enough!™
(Shabbat 32b)

(Sapphire from the Land of Israel. Adapted from Ejyah vol. Ill, pp. 183-184)
Comments and inquiries may be sent to: mailto:R@akKest@gmail.com

More on Birchas HaGomell
By Rabbi Yirmiyohu Kaganoff

The Torah tells us, iparshas Korachthat Moshe spoke to the
people, begging them to separate themselves froradkts people
and not even to touch any of their property. Theptelistened and
were thereby saved from the calamity that met Kor&asan, and
Aviram. Did they now have a responsibility to rechirchas
hagomeiP

Question #1: Survival

“Was birchas hagomeiinstituted only for the four specific dangers
mentioned inTehillim? If someone survived a different type of
danger, such as an accident or armed robbery, Heesecite
birchas hagomed”

Question #2: Acknowledging at night

“May onebensch gomedt night?”

Question #3: What about the Chashmonayim?

“Did the Chashmonayinrecite birchas hagomeilupon winning
their war?”

Question #4: Time limits

“Is there a time limit within which one must reciteirchas
hagomeiP”

Answer:

In three other articles, | discussed many of theslaf birchas
hagomeil, but did not complete the topic. (If you look at the
website RabbiKaganoff.com under the search wdidchas
hagomeilall three articles should come up, in addition tfoarth
article aboutMizmor Lesodah. This article will discuss some
curious additional aspects that, as yet, have @en ldiscussed.

Only these four?

Wasbirchas hagomeilnstituted only for those who survived four
specific dangers, (those traveling through the desaptives, the
ill, and seafarers) mentioned Trehillim (Chapterl07)? If someone
survived a different type of danger, such as afdaot or an armed
robbery, does he recitdérchas hagomefl

We find a dispute amongshonim regarding this question. The
Orchos Chayinguotes an opinion that one shouddnsch gomeil



after going beneath a leaning wall or over a damgebridge, but
he disagrees, contending that one reciikgshas hagomeilonly
after surviving one of the four calamitous situatianentioned in

ruled theChasam Sofés city of Pressburg. (Today, Pressburg is
called Bratislava and is the capital of Slovakia.)
Rav Elchanan had returned from a sea voyage, andoinmmunity

the Gemara On the other hand, others conclude that one dhoulgreeted him with a joyous celebration on the evgmihhis return.
recite birchas hagomeilafter surviving any dangerous situation At this gathering, Rav Elchanan recited thiechas hagomeiin

(Shu't Rivash # 337). The Rivash contends that the four
circumstances mentioned Bghillim and theGemaraare examples
of instances in which it is common to be exposelifeethreatening

danger and, therefore, they automatically genexatgjuirement to

front of the large congregation.

One well-known local scholar, Rav Yitzchak Goit¢opk issue

with Rav Elchanan’s reciting théirchas hagomeilat night,

contending that since thgirchas hagomeils a substitute for the

recite birchas hagomeillt is also true that someone who survivedkorban todah it cannot be recited at night, kerbanoscannot be

an attack by a wild ox or bandits should reditechas hagomeil
although it is not one of the four cases. FurtheentheRivash

offered at night. Furthermore, he was upset that Hahanan had
not followed the accepted practice of recitinigchas hagomeiht

notes, sinceChazalinstituted that the person who was saved andkriyas haTorah

his children and grandchildren recitebeocha when seeing the
place where the miracle occurred, certainly oneukhaeecite a
brochaof thanks over the salvation itself!

This question was then addressed to Giesam Soferwhich of
the eminent scholars of Trieste was correct?
The Chasam Soferexplained that althougtbirchas hagomeil

The Shulchan Aruchguotes both sides of the dispute, but impliessubstitutes for thé&orban todah this does not mean that it shares

that one should follow thRivash This is also the conclusion of the
Taz and most later authoritiesM{shnah Berurah; Aruch
Hashulchai. Therefore, contemporary custom is to rebitehas
hagomeilafter surviving any potentially life-threateninigustion.

It is noteworthy that a differentishon presents a diametrically
opposed position from that of ti&vash contending that even one
who traveled by sea or desert does recite birchas hagomeil,
unless he experienced a miradl@abbeinu Manoach, Hilchos
Tefillah 10:8, quotingRaavad. In halachic conclusion, theBiur
Halachawrites that one recitdsirchas hagomeileven if there was
no difficulty on the sea voyage or the desert jeyrn

Time limits

Is there a time limit within which one must recitd@rchas
hagomeiP Indeed, there is a dispute among early authsrégeto
whether one must reciterchas hagomeitvithin a certain number
of days after surviving the calamity. TBeis YosefOrach Chayim
219) quotes a dispute amorighonim the Rambanholds that one
should recitebirchas hagomeilwithin three days, whereas the
Rashbaprovides a period of five days. However, thar implies
that there is no time limit to the recitation ofetbrocha The

all the laws of thé&korban The idea is that since we cannot offer a
korban todahtoday, our best option is to substitute the public
recital ofbirchas hagomeil

The Chasam Sofemoted that the gathering of the people to
celebrate theirav's safereturn was indeed the appropriate time to
recitebirchas hagomeilln this situation, th&€€hasam Sofewould
have recited birchas hagomeil in front of the assembled
community, but he would have explained why he digd s that
people would continue to recitbirchas hagomeilat kriyas
haTorah as is thaminhag klal Yisroel

Stand up and thank

The Rambam (Hilchos Tefillghl0:8) requires that a person stand
up when he recitedirchas hagomeil The Kesef Mishnehthe
commentary on théRambamwritten by Rav Yosef Karo (the
author of theBeis Yosefnd theShulchan Aruchnotes that he is
unaware of any source that requires one to starehwciting this
brochg and he therefore omits thislachain Shulchan Aruch

The Bachdisagrees, feeling that there is an allusion i® phactice
in Tehillim 107, the chapter that includes the sources fa thi

Shulchan Aruch219:6) concludes that one should preferably nobrochg but other commentators dispute this allusidelydh

wait more than three days to reditiechas hagomeijlbut if one did
wait longer, one may still recite it, and therens limit. Based on

Rabbah219:3). TheElyah Rabbalthen presents a different reason
why one should stand, explaining thatchas hagomeils a form

this conclusion, th&lagen Avrahan{219:6) says that one who was of Hallel, which must be recited standing.

released from captivity aftdariyas haTorahon Monday should not
wait until Thursday, which is the nekriyas haTorah to recite

Still other authorities present other reasons foe Rambarts
ruling. TheChasam Sofeexplains that one must stand because of

birchas hagomeilsince this is already the fourth day from when hekavod hatziburthe respect due an assembled community of &t leas

was saved; instead, he shollensch gomeitarlier, even though
this means that he will do so withdutyas haTorah TheMishnah
Berurahpermitsbensching gomeiven after thirty days, although
he prefers that one delay no longer than three. days

What about at night?

May one bensch gomeilat night? If bensching gomeilis a
replacement for th&orban todah and allkorbanosin the Beis
Hamikdashcould be offered only during the day, may we estie

ten people. Yet another approach is that simicehas hagomeil
replaces thdorban todahit is similar toshmoneh esreiyhich is
said standing and which is similaftlymkom korbar{Brachos26b);
therefore,birchas hagomeikhould also be recited while standing
(Nahar Shalon?219:1).

The Ramadoes not mention any requirement thiasthas hagomeil
be recited while standing, implying that he agreeigh the
Shulchan Arucls decision, although thé&ach and other later
authorities require one to stand when recitingltteeha The later

birchas hagomeilat night? This question is addressed by theauthorities conclude that one should recite threcha while

Chasam Sofemn an interesting responsurBhu’t Chasam Sofer,
Orach Chayim#51). The Chasam Sofés case concerned the
ChachamShabtei Elchanan, who was ttev of the community of
Trieste. This city is currently in northeasternyitébut, at the time

standing, but thatbedei'evid after the fact, one who recited the
brocha while sitting has fulfilled his obligation and skid not
repeat théorocha(Mishnah Berural219:4).

of theChasam Sofeiit was part of the Austrian Empire, which also Conclusion
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Did Yitzchak Avinuecitebirchas hagomeibfter theakeidat? Did  Even when someone in the latter situation is sdyedn obvious
Chananyah, Mesha’el, and Azaryah retitechas hagomeiupon  miracle, he should not reciterchas hagomeisince, had he lost his
exiting the furnace, or Daniel after waving goocekip the lions? life, he would immediately have been elevated aball/¢hat this
Did the kohen gadolrecite birchas hagomeilupon exiting the world could possibly offer. Similarly, he rules thhekohen gadol
kodesh hakodoshinon Yom KippuP Did Rabbi Akiva recite does not recitebirchas hagomeil upon leaving thekodesh
birchas hagomeibver the fact that he was the only one who hadcakodoshimsince his entering was to fulfill a mitzvah ldashem
studied the deepest secrets of the Torah (calpsddes) who Furthermore, he adds thakahen gadolvorthy of his position was
remained physically and spiritually intact? never in any danger to begin with — only an unwpkbhen gadol
The Chida, in his Machazik Brochacommentary toShulchan needed to be concerned with the dangers of enténhiagodesh
Aruch (219:1-3), presents a lengthy correspondence om thhakodoshinonYom Kippur

guestion that was conducted between his fathemanthertalmid  On the other hand, Rav Elazar Nachum read Rav Azula
chacham Rav Eliezer Nachum. Rav Yitzchak Zerachyah Azulairesponsum on the subject and strongly disagreed. NRechum
the Chidds father, contended that only someone who waseplat  notes severaimidrashic and Talmudic passages that mention the
a situation involuntarily, including one who tragdl by sea or tremendous songs of praise that were sung by thelamnd by
through the desert because circumstances compdiled to  great tzadikim upon surviving great travails. He concludes that
endanger himself, recitdsrchas hagomejlbut not someone who upon surviving these dangers one is required tdterdairchas
chose to give up his life to fulfill the mitzvah Kiddush Hashem hagomeilto thankHashenfor the salvation.

Please address all comments and requests to Hamelaket@Gmail.com
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