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Rabbi Reisman- Parshas Ki Seitzei 5774

Rav Chaim Kanievesky in his Sefer Taima Dik’rayveften points out that
when a word in the Torah is written Choseir, a witvat is normally written
with an Oy sound that has a Vav in the word andsicnally that Vav is left
out there is always a Remez, always a hint. He imesifa few such hints in
this week’s Parsha. The 21:18){» 77io 12) Ben Soreir Umoreh, the child
who is misbehaving is called+(» 27io 12) which is spelled Mem, Vav,
Reish, Hei which is Malei. Later when parents camBais Din they say
21:20 Gm 77io 1 3m33). There the wordify) is spelled Choseir without the
Vav. Whenever a word is spelled Choseir, Rav Ché&mievsky explains, it
means that it is a little less. Since it is a temayeof parents to belittle the
faults of their children, when they talk about fhelts of their children they
belittle the fault, sory» 77io 7 113). It is written Choseir. A beautiful
understanding and consistent with the way Rav Cleiptains throughout.
That when the Vav is missing, the Malei is missihgyeans that there is a
little less.

Similarly, when the Torah talks about the man whe two wives in 21:15
7%21%®7%). The word Bechor in the Torah is almost alwaystem Malei with a
Vav between the Chaf and the Reish. Here, by:tkeaiz(; ;7527 123) there

are four or five times that the word Bechor is terit Choseir. Halo Davar
Hu! Says Rav Chaim Kanievsky, the GRA already drpld that this Parsha
is talking about a man who marriesx(tm 1237x7) and the oldest child by
conception is to thenfinx) and the oldest child by birth is to thest). The
Torah is talking about such a Bechor who is a Beahbirth but not at the
time of conception. Since we are not talking akmfull-fledged Bechor,
(753) is written Choseir. That even a Bechor missing aspect of Bechor
still has a Din of Bechor. A beautiful way to loakthe Pesukai Hatorah.

I might add that on the Posuk in 22:5af wa?-X2) ,aw-2y 123-793 mm-x

wR nonty) on the Issur of a man to wear a women'’s clotling woman to

included in this is there a prohibition for a martake a woman’s name or a
woman to take a man’s name. He brings a Divrei Malk a Teshuva who
says that a man should not take a woman’s nameaeverse. Rav Chaim
Kanievsky in his incredible Bekius brings 79 instesin Chazal where we
find a man and a woman with the same name. Indeddibone example he
brings Yonah Hanavi (a male) and the wife of Asierfind with the name
Yonah. Indeed today, Yonah is found as a womamsenas well. So that he
finds a whole list of such names with his incrediBekius.

3. Turning to one final thought, we turn to thehfatof Rav Chaim
Kanievsky Yibadeil L'chaim, the Steipler. In thigek’s Parsha we have
marriage, the concept of marriage, the institubbmarriage (wx np>->3

7wx) is introduced to us. In marrying a woman theestao steps required.
One is called Kiddushin. Kiddushin is the givingtieé ring (first Mishnah

in Maseches Kiddushin) -2f>77 *nwa 7n¥y nR 1Py 2°3717 WHwa n23p1 Awa
7R°22) vwa o322 n°Ip1). Today, we do Kiddushin the first step togethéhw
the second step. The second step is Chuppah arifli$®hat we call
Chuppah, the Yichud Room, Nisuin. In the time o€ it was the custom
to do Kiddushin at one point and Chuppah (Nisuiahynmonths later.
Today we do them both together. The issue is inutfterstanding of why it
should be so. There are many Kinyanim in the To@ae buys a field let us
say, he does one Kinyan and he acquires the féein one buys an object
he does one Kinyan and buys an object. We dordtdiver that we do two
Kinyanim, two acts of acquisition to acquire angihi Why is it unique to
marriage that we find this idea that there are Kiwyanim?

The Steiper in Siman 19 of the Kehillas Yaakov oaskthes Kiddushin
(B’inyan Kiddushai Bi'a page # 71 — 72) explainslalachik issue by
explaining the difference between Kiddushin andshiiis. He explains as
follows. | will be Makdim with a Mashal. You buymece of land, you buy a
pair of shoes, or you buy a car. When you buy it goquire it. What
happens after you acquire is not very importantstat is not important to
the Torah. You buy shoes take it on the bus andy@et and leave it on
the bus. Your shoes are traveling all over New Yoity to the bus depot.
Wherever they go they are yours. Eventually, yolilvé Meyaish. There is
not much of importance in the eyes of Chazal exadyt owns it, who are
the Bailim. When it comes to marriage it is notttway. In addition to the
acquisition to acquiring a wife, there is also eimgoing relationship. The
ongoing relationship is the fundamental part ofniage.

The Steipler explains. There is only one Maisehyiin one act of Kinyan
in marriage and that is Kiddushin, putting on timgr The second step we
call Chuppah. Chuppah has many phases. Some wmtisto be the
Yichud Room, the Ran at the beginning of Kesubatetstands it to be the
man taking his wife to his home, and others undarkit to be the canopy.
Still others, the Minhag of many Jews is to spreaihgle Tallis over
Chosson and Kallah. These are all part of Chupplady are not methods of
acquisition. They are statements of Metzius. Thateghat there is a certain
fact. The fact is they are married. They are stagii a manner of husband
and wife. Whether it is a single item of clothisygread over the two of
them, or a canopy, or a Yichud Room, they are ngp&istatement that they
are sitting in the Metzius of husband and wife. bEomarried you need a
Kinyan but you also need the Metzius of Ish V'iskdgether.

With this he explains a Maaseh, a story that hapgevith Rashi as brought
in the Mordechai. In the Maaseh, a couple got redrais we have the
custom of getting married today, Kiddushin and YidtRoom. Later after
the wedding was long over and they were home, thaljzed that the Eidai
Kiddushin, the witnesses at the time of Kiddusherewelatives and
therefore, the Kiddushin was invalid. Rashi wasstdted and he instructed
them to do the Kiddushin again, to bring two Kosh&nesses and to
perform the act of Kiddushin, the giving of thegiance again. They asked
Rashi does that mean that we have to get a Chuppabpy, and a Yichud
Room again. Rashi said no it is not necessary.qliestion is why not,
Kiddushin always precedes Nissuin. Why here coug$iNn precede

wear a man’s clothing, Rav Chaim Kanievsky brirtgs $haila as to whetherKiddushin? The Steipler explains Rashi that Nissueates a Metzius, a
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Matzav, it is an announcement. It is an announcetoethose watching that Yom Tov or when you are in the bathroom, but | firefen at these times.
this is husband and wife. They are standing unaanapy as husband and In fact, when we are all beating our chests on Yippur and confessing

wife. When you create a Metzius it is not like aayan. A Kinyan takes a
second and it is over. When you create a Metzilasis. By creating the
Metzius of Ish V’ishto that remains and later whieay do the Kiddushin
the Nissuin is automatic. That Metzius, that fédtat Matzav continues.
What a tremendous insight into the Kavanas Hatdbdlcourse into a
general insight in marriage, the Matzav of marrjag®latzav of being
together. That is what makes the marriage.

from: Kol Torah Webmaster <webmaster@koltorah.org>
to: Kol Torah <koltorah@koltorah.org>
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subject: Kol Torah Parashat Ki Teitzei 2016

Gain/Loss — It's not about the Money

by Rabbi Ezra Wiener

‘Al Cheit SheChatanu Lefanecha BeNeshech UVeMaibétn still making

money. My business is more profitable and afforéspienty of leisure time
since | lend money on interest. No time is evet.los

The Midrash on the Pasuk in Tehilim (55:24), “Ansbamim UMirmah, Lo

Yechetzu Yemeihem,” “Men of blood and deceit wilitdive out even half
of their lives,” remarks, “Eilu HaMalvim BeRibbit= this Pasuk, which
discusses the men who will live short lives, referghose that lend with
interest. How are we to understand this MidrashterAdll, plenty of Jews
who are charging interest from other Jews are divoat their full life. Ben

Yehoyada quotes the Gemara in Shabbat (89b) whake Shmuel Bar
Nachmeiny, in the name of Rabi Yonatan, expoundsnup Pasuk in
Yeshayahu (63:16). This Gemara tells us that infuhae, Hashem will tell
Avraham, “your children have sinned,” to which Alraan will respond, “let
them be wiped out for Your name.” Unsatisfied witis reply, Hashem will
say to Himself, “now | will ask Ya’akov, who hadegt Tza'ar Gidul Banim

The prohibition of taking interest is discussedé@veral locations throughout(pain raising children), the same question. Butakav will respond the
the Torah, including in Parashat Ki Teitzei. Thar@ea (Bava Metzia 75b) same way as Avraham. Once again, Hashem will beapmh with this
relays the severity of this prohibition by statiRgbi Shimon’s opinion that response, so He will say to Himself, “The older ¢taeks reasoning, and the
those who lend with interest are indirectly ridiogl Moshe Rabbeinu andyounger one lacks good counsel; | will ask Yitzchaditzchak will reply to
saying: “llu Hayah Yodei'a Moshe Rabbeinu SheYihyévach BaDavar, Hashem, “Why do You refer to them as my childremew they're Your
Lo Hayah Kotevo,” “If Moshe Rabbeinu would have wmothat there is children as well. In fact, you call them ‘Beni BechYisrael!” Besides, how
profit in the matter of lending interest, he newauld have written that it is much could they really have sinned? How many araa’s years? Seventy.
forbidden.” Rabi Shimon makes another statemenutabitose who lend Take away the first twenty since the Heavenly cdoes not punish one for
with interest: “Malvei Ribbit, Yoteir MiMah SheMaichim, Mafsidim,” sins committed before age twenty. So there arg yfars left. Take away
“Those who lend with interest lose more than thejng Rashi explains half (twenty-five) of that during which the timegpent sleeping and resting.
what the word “Mafsifdim” means based on the Geneadier (71a). The Take away half again (twelve and a half) for timavBning, eating, and
Gemara quotes a Pasuk from Tehillim (15:5) praising who lends money being in the bathroom. Therefore, there a maximdnwelve and a half
without taking interest and stating that such apershall not falter forever - years in which there is potential to sin. If Youlwhoulder all of that time,
“Kaspo Lo Natan BeNeshech... Oseih Eileh Lo YimaOlam.” The good, and if not, we will split it, and at the vewgrst, | will bear it myself.”
Gemara then infers: “Ha Lamadta SheKol HaMalveh iBBR Nechasav Ben Yehoyada now explains: All of the years thateh@een subtracted,
Mitmotetin,” “Anyone who lends with interest willdve his possessionswhich formed the basis of Yitzchak’s vindicatioesurface for the one who
eventually falter.” Those who do not comply withstimjunction will suffer lends with interest. About him it cannot be saidtthhis time in the
a permanent downfall, and that, writes Rashi, iatwilafsidim” means. bathroom, davening, and sleeping are not potetatigets for the Satan to be
Ben Yehoyada questions Rashi's interpretation ofotéff MiMah used in his arsenal of evidence for prosecutiothefJew in the Heavenly
SheMarvichin Mafsidim” — “They lose more than thegin.” Such a court. The Malveh BeRibbit is proud of the fortume has built with little
prognostication implies not necessarily as Rashegrbased on the Gemaraffort on his part and unfortunately, his prohitlitgractices are accelerated
on 71a, that he will lose the interest he has ghibet rather that he mayand propagated by his success. The amenities affoby his successful
profit in this endeavor but will surely lose in @her business venture.business, the affluence it brings, and the selfggnauttressed by it create an
“More than what they stand to gain here, they wdbse elsewhere.” allure for the youth who, when confronted with anftiot between Jewish
Additionally, the language of the other Gemara Wbfittnotetin” connotes law and the temporal bliss of material gratificatiavill fall prey to these
that gradually his profits will falter and be lo¥his may happen throughoutformidable dangers, enticed by the materialisrmfoeced by the acclaim
the generations, even if the original sinner pedfitit is thus difficult to afforded to the wealthy regardless of how it wasned and eviscerate
assume that our Gemara’'s statement that the oneleviis with interest Judaism from one of its fundamental precepts. Thiwhat the Gemara in
loses more than he gains refers to such a persmindéed gains more thanBava Metzia is teaching: Those who lend with Ridbge more than they
he loses, at least during his own lifetime. Howlddube that such a persongain. They are under the impression that they pnodire than others as they
who takes interest can prosper, and only genematatar have his family be physically gain money even during down time eatslgeping, etc. But it is
punished for his actions? precisely for this reason that they lose. This be® the basis of the
Therefore, Ben Yehoyada offers a different inteiqgien of the phrase, prosecution when one enters the Olam HaEmet, d@adodrson who lends
“Malvei BeRibbit, Yoteir MiMah SheMarvichin, Mafsid.” It indeed refers with interest is asked, “Nasata VeNatata BeEmutiaid you conduct your
to the lender himself, and it also refers to thec#fjz endeavor, businessbusiness faithfully and truthfully?” His exploitaé efforts and determination
transaction, loan, etc. in which the interest keta He explains his opinionwill be his ultimate downfall.

by relating a story of an exchange between two J&esven tells Shimon
how profitable his carpentry business has beels. dite, by and large, to my Thanks to hamelaket@gmail.com for collecting the flowing items:
ambitious, compulsive work ethic as | have a ‘nst fer the weary’ business
philosophy. ‘MiMizrach Shemesh Ad Mevo'o’ | am wank. | work
through the night on various projects, not allowmngself to fall asleep, and from: Destiny Foundation/Rabbi Berel Wein <info@isidestiny.com>
I am even working with my hands as | chew my foadin meals.” His reply-to: info@jewishdestiny.com

friend Shimon responds: “| am also unceasinglyipngf from my business subject: Weekly Parsha from Rabbi Berel Wein

but | have plenty of leisure time to sleep anddtax for recreation. | even Rabbi Wein's Weekly Blog KI TEITZEI

have extra time to pray and study Torah. You cpmrifit on Shabbat and
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The brutality of war, which of course is unavoidabince the immediate  Charlie with a good, loving home, and plenty of attention.nidighbor insisted on
purpose of war is to kill as many of one's advéesaas possible, transforms giving us something in return for Charlie — a yearling lamihich | accepted.
the moral compass and the logical judgment of seédiThe Torah posits a “Although | understand that | did nothing wrong in exchanging Chantie famb, |

. - - : . : also understand that this lamb is no longer kosher for a kdrbanconcerned that this
Ictatieer?i‘oargggv;?]gtsg)(ljé?ért?nl(’:cr)]%?grgzgzux;gmﬁmﬁqhvg?vmvﬁ‘ln captive. lamb may get confused with the other lambs and sheep on Dad’s aamicthen none

. . of them will be usable for korbanos. May | have them branththb, so that it does not
undoubtedly have generational consequences. 3t BISO recognizes  get confused with the other lambs on the ranch? After albuld be nice to be a

the psychological damage that such a relationshipuffer because of the  purveyor of animals for korbanos in the rebuilt Beis Hamikttas

original act engendered by war. Divorce, familyfdystion and domestic Answer: | am quite certain that | have not been asked préyisosut the mitzvah of
discord are most likely to follow this couple irethear and far future. Yet, mechir kelev, which is mentioned in this week's parshah. Tceghet Torah:

the Torah makes allowances for such an occurrentteifirst place Why Lo savi esnan zonah umechir kelev beis Hashem Elokecha m, ki so’avas
should the Torah countenance such seemingly imrbetevior? Does this Hashem Elokecha gam sheneihem, “You shall not bring thefgifharlot or something
not legitimize immoral and violent behavior? Tharah not only opposes exchanged for a dog to the house of Hashem your G-d as a doftiboth of them

in but it i ful hasi h e f ibl are despicable to Hashem, your G-d (Devarim 23:19). The aromit#m, bartered for
sin but itis very careful to emphasize that e dppearance of possible 5 dog is called mechir kelev, and this term is also usdddoribe the prohibition.

sin is to be_avoided at all costs. Yet, her_e Weﬁseent_ire Sectio_n of the Before answering the above questions, we need to discuss ihé&tasof this

Torah that is devoted to somehow allowing and caimdpwhat in all other  mitzvah.

circumstances would be considered a sinful ant/faggative pattern of If someone exchanged a dog for a lamb, a calf, or sonesdoene of these animals
behavior. So, why does not the Torah simply fothilact initially, as it may be used any longer as korbanos; and the same is truexithrenged a dog for

forbids many other acts of human desire and viddehtavior? Why here is  flour, wine or oil: they may no longer be used for korbaifesnurah 30b).
allowance made for human weakness and error whea inany of other However, the prohibition applies only to the actual item West exchanged for a dog.
cases of this type, the moral code of the Torataiesnsteady and inflexible? If someone sold a dog, and then used the cash to purchase ehlariamb may see

- : service as a korban (see Temurah 30b; Aruch Hashulchan He'asid. 56:18)
This moral dilemma has vexed the scholars oeldaoughout the ages. Shinuy — the item changed What if the original exchanged iterarftesgone major

Rashi here, quoting Talmud and Midrash, statesttfeaTorah here modification? Is there still a prohibition of mechir kelev?
recognizes and “speaks” to the base nature andafisiin desires of The Gemara (Temurah 30b) records a dispute between Beis Shanthisis Hillel
humans. It therefore accommodates itself to thesdn and attempts to whether an esnan zonah or a mechir kelev that underwent a permplaysioal change
channel it into a more positive relationship withodi the laws that it then s still prohibited to be used as a korban. According to Béisl, only an esnan zonah
formulates for observance. But this really only$#we original question of ©0r @ mechir kelev that appears as it originally did, aiccbe converted back to its
why is this case allowed to be so exceptional ahdrdnstances of the same 2/19inal appearance, is prohibited, but not if it has been predés a different form
type of base human nature are explicitly forbiddader almost all (seg Minchas Chlnuch 571; Aruch Hashulchan He'asid 56:23). Th_us, for exampl

. i . T : grain, grapes or olives were used either as an esnan zoasla onechir kelev, and then
circumstances. There is an instance of insightdbas appear in the the grain was ground into flour, the grapes were pressed inéoowthe olives were
comments of the later rabbis to this matter. Ireess, it states that war by  crushed into oil, the resultant flour, wine and oil may be usekidrbanos, since they
its very nature changes the human nature of tltheselwho participate in = have undergone a permanent transformation. This change isaathéily.
its battles. The soldier is no longer a human beirthe sense that he once Beis Shammai disagrees, contending that a transformatiem agpermanent one, does
was but rather he becomes a legitimate killer véhio ibecome devoid of all not remove the stigma of the item being an esnan zonah ecirrkelev. This
ordinary human feelings, restrictions and inhibiiioAs such, the soldier ~ @PPproach contends that grain, grapes or olives used as an esaaroza mechir kelev
requires a special code of law that is not reletauirdinary people and remain prohibited forever as korbanos, even after they harefrecessed into flour,

. . . - . - wine or oil.
usual situations. Itis to this state of being that Torah addresses itself. What is the basis of the dispute between Beis Hillel and &esnmai? It is based on

Unfortunately, war has been a steady occurrenceigiout human history. 5 gispute regarding how one understands the end of our versevi bsrsan zonah
Peace is the rarity, not war. The Torah in recdggithis sad fact of human umechir kelev beis Hashem Elokecha lechol neder, ki soldsakem Elokecha gam
existence thus makes necessary adjustments, uapleasd dangerous as  sheneihem. The Gemara (Temurah 30b) notes that the words garhetmetiesrally,
they may be, to this ugly fact of life. Shabb=alsm Rabbi Berel Wein “for both of them,” appear to be redundant, which provides basgefiving halachos
from the seemingly extra words of the Torah. Both Beis $iainand Beis Hillel
interpret the word them in the verse to mean that the offspfingewe or cow that
became an esnan zonah or a mechir kelev may be offerdddzaa — the stigma of
esnan zonah or mechir kelev is restricted to the animahtsgtitself, presented as a
gift or exchanged, not to its offspring. The offspring is pg&ed, unless the original
“business deal” of esnan zonah or mechir kelev specifiedhtbatrtborn offspring was
included in the transaction of the esnan zonah or the mechir(kdileshas Chinuch
571; Aruch Hashulchan He’asid 56:23).

Beis Shammai explains that the additional word gam, “fopaads the items included
in the prohibition of esnan zonah and mechir kelev to teachubatikthe original
esnan zonah or mechir kelev became transformed permanergiygaiins prohibited.
Thus, Beis Shammai derives from the word gam that the gna@pes or olives used as
an esnan zonah or a mechir kelev remain prohibited as korleeosafter they have
been processed into flour, wine or oil.

Beis Hillel, on the other hand, holds that the word them ivéhge teaches both that

from: Yeshiva.org.il <subscribe@yeshiva.org.il>

reply-to: subscribe@yeshiva.org.il
By Rabbi Yirmiyohu Kaganoff

Contemporary Mechir Kelev Questions

By Rabbi Yirmiyohu Kaganoff
Question #1: Practical applications of Mechir Kelev “Arer¢hany practical
applications of the mitzvos of esnan zonah and mechir keleapipdy before the Beis
Hamikdash is rebuilt?”

Question #2: Unusual Rashi Stew Dent asked me the followinga@ueSomeone
told me that there is a comment of Rashi in this week'shadr that does not follow the
accepted halachah. Is this true? Why would Rashi explain a pasa&cootiing to the
accepted halachah?”

Question #3: Doug from the Outback Doug, originally fromQGutback, asked one of - :
the most unusual questions of my rabbinic career: the offspring of an esnan zonah or mechir kelev mother magdztas a korban and

“Rabbi, | am a recent baal teshuvah, and | discovered th@bthl prohibits offering &t @n esnan zonah or a mechir kelev that underwent a changeeiemanitted as a

a korban of an animal that was once exchanged for a dog. Althibisgproblem should korban. Thus, Beis Hillel derives two laws from one ewtaad of the verse, and no law
not be germane when we have no Beis Hamikdash, | beliegatedrsuch a problem, fr(_)m the other extra word, which is unu_sual. The Gemara dmt_e_dlﬁlculty with Beis
and | want to rectify the situation. | grew up in a rurabawehere my folks still live. Hillel's appr(_)ach, but does npt resolve_ |t_. Nevertr_\elégsauthontles_ assume that the
They own sheep and other livestock. My folks, like alltheighbors, own watchdogs, Nalachan is in accordance with the opinion of Beis Hillelt asually is (Rambam,
sheep dogs, and a few pet dogs, one of which, Charlie, waysategarded as mine. A Hilchos Issurei Mizbeiach 4:18). _ _ _

neighbor’s child had taken a liking to Charlie, and, befort hteme for yeshivah in ~ An obscure Rashi At this point, | would like to examine Shemt's question, quoted

Israel, | wanted to give Charlie to the neighbor, figurimag this child would provide &t the beginning of our article:



“Someone told me that there is a passage of Rashi iwg¢lel's parshah that does not
follow the accepted halachah. Is this true? Why would Rashiiex@f@asuk not
according to the accepted halachah?”

Rashi explains that the word gam teaches that if someorendmat as an esnan
zonah or a mechir kelev and it was then processed into ff@uprohibition remains
intact, and the flour cannot be offered as a korban. Thus, Bgshins the verse in a
way that follows Beis Shammai’s opinion. The Ramban questiowsRashi can
explain the verse in accordance with Beis Shammai, when ttehitat@nclusion
follows Beis Hillel.

One of the answers provided to explain Rashi’s opinion allowchrfood for thought.
The Mizrachi contends that Rashi follows Beis Shammai’s opisince the Gemara

The mitzvos of esnan zonah and mechir kelev apply alsens itised to decorate the
Beis Hamikdash itself, such as the gold plate applied weils (Temurah 30b). Some
authorities contend that a parah adumah may also not be fiten a&it esnan zonah or
a mechir kelev, since the Torah calls parah adumah a chatissoffering (Minchas
Chinuch 571). There is also discussion about whether an eglah amfdferfrom
either an esnan zonah or a mechir kelev, since the Torathsayts purpose is to
atone, similar to a korban. However, the halachic coneiusithat an esnan zonah or a
mechir kelev calf may be used for the mitzvah of eglatahr(iflinchas Chinuch #571).
A shul donation Do the mitzvos of esnan zonah and mechir kel@sany practical
application today? In actuality, there is a halachic raatifin of these two mitzvos that
is applicable today. The halachah is that the prohibitions ohezrah and mechir

raises a question on Beis Hillel's opinion that it does estlve. Thus, Beis Shammai's kelev both apply to an item donated for use in a shul (RensehG@hayim 153:21).

ruling is the approach that fits the verse with more clafitgording to the Mizrachi,
this means that, in this instance, Rashi disputed the halachiosionoof the other
authorities and ruled according to Beis Shammai. AlterngtiRashi felt it more
important to explain the Chumash in a clearer way, regarofieee halachic
ramifications (Sifsei Chachamim).

Thus, indeed, Stew’s question is very much in order.

Which of the nineteen? The Gemara discusses the followieg Rasven owned ten
lambs, whereas Shimon owned a dog and nine lambs that werersmallherwise less
valuable than Reuven’s ten lambs. The two of them agreeaid® Reuven’s ten lambs
in exchange for Shimon's dog and nine scrawny lambs. The Gaskaravhether any
or all of these lambs are now prohibited as mechir kelev.

The Gemara concludes as follows: The nine scrawny lambsé¢hatswapped along
with the dog may be used for korbanos, whereas the ten lanbeetieareceived in
exchange all qualify now as mechir kelev and are therefotelited as korbanos.

Why is this so? The answer is that, since the dog idyclearth more than any of the
lambs, part of the value of the dog was included in the exchaffigeedtial when ten
more expensive lambs were traded for nine of lesser vahaegefbre, each of the ten is
considered to have been exchanged, albeit only partially,dog.aand this is sufficient
to confer on them the status of mechir kelev (Temurah 3@ayettr, the nine
scrawnier lambs were never exchanged for a dog — they wéine same side of the
deal as the dog.

Similarly, in a case where two brothers divided an egtatach a way that one
received a lamb while his brother received a dog, the laméwsconsidered a mechir
kelev, prohibited for a korban (Temurah 30a).

What is prohibited? Someone who shechted (slaughtered) eiteenam zonah or a
mechir kelev as a korban, or performed zerikah or haktptdating parts of these
animals on the mizbeiach, the altar, is subject to the punistoherglkus for violating
the Torah’s prohibition (Minchas Chinuch 571).

It is curious to note that, although one may not offer aaregonah or a mechir kelev
as a korban, someone who declares them to be a korban deadatetany technical
prohibition of the Torah. Furthermore, it is permitted to @ecthese animals as
property of the Beis Hamikdash (bedek habayis), in which taeséreasurers of the
Beis Hamikdash sell the esnan zonah or the mechir kelev arldeus®ney for repairs
in the Beis Hamikdash. This is permitted, since the esnan northl mechir kelev
will not be used for a korban.

One prohibition or two? Are esnan zonah and mechir kelev fifevetit prohibitions,
lo saaseh commandments, of the 613 mitzvos of the Torate tivey counted together
as one lo saaseh commandment?

This matter is the subject of a dispute between rishonimRahebam contends that
esnan zonah and mechir kelev are counted together as onét8thrétzvos of the
Torah, whereas the Ramban contends that they are counteddiffévemt mitzvos.
The practical dispute between them is whether someone whedffeth an esnan
zonah and a mechir kelev at the same time receives punisfuneiafating two
different offenses of the Torah, which means that he incurséteof malkus, or
whether he is punished with malkus only once.

Mitzvos other than korbanos The opening question of our anade “Are there any
practical applications of the mitzvos of esnan zonah and mieglkir that apply before
the Beis Hamikdash is rebuilt?” | would like to first expahid guestion a bit. Do the
mitzvos of esnan zonah and mechir kelev apply to any laws thidwe korbanos?

The answer is that the prohibitions of esnan zonah and medahirdeel not restricted
to the korbanos offered on the mizbeiach in the Beis Hamik8aslextend to several
other mitzvos of the Torah. For example, one may not brikdgibim, brought of the
seven types of produce for which Eretz Yisroel is celetirdtem produce that has the
status of esnan zonah (Yerushalmi, Bikkurim 1:6; Aruch Hashulcleéasid 56:22).
This is because bikkurim are also brought to the Beis Hastikdand the Torah states:
“You shall not bring the gift of a harlot or something excharge a dog to the house
of Hashem, your G-d.”

This is understood to mean that the Torah’s prohibition “You slealbring the gift of

a harlot or something exchanged for a dog to the house of tHagber G-d, as a
donation” should be applied to any house of G-d, even a shul das #Bdrash.
Therefore, a candelabrum or other item that was once exchimgedog, cannot be
used in a shul or as building material for a shul (Minchas Chinuc2)5However, if
someone sold a dog for money, the money received may beedaoahe shul, since
the money itself is not being used.

We are now ready to analyze Doug’s question. Doug cormeatéd one of the
interesting aspects of mechir kelev: It is permittedade something for a dog, yet the
item received in exchange becomes prohibited as a korbanuXtapgses to esnan
zonah, which is banned only when the gift was in exchange foidcinrélationship
(Temurah 30a).

Korbanos from outside Eretz Yisroel Doug is also cortest korbanos may be
brought from animals from outside of Eretz Yisroel (P&dh Temurah 21a; Rambam,
Hilchos Maasei Hakorbanos 18:1). Therefore, any sheep in Backsthat are
unblemished are all valid for korbanos, at least until thednirtion of a mechir kelev
into their midst.

Went along with the herd Doug is also correct that if erimal that is a mechir kelev
was in a large herd of cattle, and one does not know whicls ¢he mechir kelev, none
of the animals in that herd may be offered as korbanos (Misfieamjrah 28a). Thus,
there is a basis for his concern that the introduction of @whimkelev could invalidate
his father’s entire flock from use for korbanos.

Conclusion The Sefer Hachinuch explains that although we nevwenkhy Hashem
commanded us to observe specific mitzvos of the Torahamenevertheless, derive a
moral lesson, a taste, of what the mitzvah teaches. ahm&n presents a very nice
explanation why the animals acquired by way of esnan zonah and rkedeliimay not
be used as korbanos. Often, it happens that a person perforitescthat are
unacceptable, but feels that he can redeem himself by donatinceatpge of his
profits to a good, charitable cause. In his mind, he has naifigds$is misdeeds,
because of the mitzvah he performed afterwards. By prohilgtingn zonah, the Torah
demonstrates that this is completely unacceptable. A persdrfanashe sinful nature
of his actions and not try to create an excuse with whicbwerchem up. Similarly,
says the Ramban, those who use dogs for hunting and for othdvisled activities
may want to donate their exchanged value as atonement foowremisdeeds. The
Torah wants it to be clearly understood that such donationthareselves, misdeeds
and are unacceptable; the perpetrator cannot attempt to hidieshiekind his
charitable activities.
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The Limits of Love — Rabbi Jonathan Sacks Ki Teitse Covenant &
Conversation 5776 / 2016 on Spirituality

In a parsha laden with laws, one in particulduilsof fascination. Here it is:
If a man has two wives, one loved, the other uadbjgenuah, literally
“hated”], and both the loved and the unloved béar $ons but the firstborn
is the son of the unloved wife, then when he Wil property to his sons, he
must not give the rights of the firstborn to the &d the beloved wife in
preference to his actual firstborn, the son ofuhleved wife. He must
recognise [the legal rights of] the firstborn of hinloved wife so as to give
him a double share of all he has, for he is ttet &f his father’s strength.
The birthright is legally his. (Deut. 21:15-17).

The law makes eminent sense. In biblical Israeffiistborn was entitled to
a double share in his father’s inheritance.1 Whataw tells us is that this is
not at the father’s discretion. He cannot choogdeatasfer this privilege from



one son to another, in particular he cannot dotthifavouring the son of the connection between Jewish law and the land of lisréethat the patriarchs

wife he loves most if in fact the firstborn camerfr another wife.
The opening three laws — a captive woman takehercourse of war, the
above law about the rights of the firstborn, ara“dtubborn and rebellious

observed the Torah only while they were living $nakel itself.5 Jacob
married Leah and Rachel outside Israel, in the @dofisavan in Haran
(situated in today’s Turkey).

son” — are all about dysfunctions within the familje sages said that they Abarbanel gives a quite different explanation. Téesson Jacob transferred
were given in this order to hint that someone wdi@s$ a captive woman will the double portion from Reuben to Joseph was tbatt@ld him to do so.

suffer from strife at home, and the result willddelinquent son.2 In

The law in Devarim is therefore stated to makerdleat the case of Joseph

Judaism marriage is seen as the foundation oftyo@ésorder there leads to was an exception, not a precedent.

disorder elsewhere. So far, so clear.
What is extraordinary about it is that it seembedn the sharpest possible

Ovadia Sforno suggests that the Deuteronomy pitadibapplies only when
the transfer of the firstborn’s rights happens beeeof the father favours

conflict with a major narrative in the Torah, nayndacob and his two wives, one wife over another. It does not apply when ttsthforn has been guilty of

Leah and Rachel. Indeed the Torah, by its usengfuage, makes
unmistakable verbal linkages between the two passddne is the pair of
opposites, ahuvah/senuah, “loved” and “unlovedfiiafhis is precisely the
way the Torah describes Rachel and Leah.

Recall the context. Fleeing from his home to hisle Laban, Jacob fell in
love at first sight with Rachel and worked seveargdor her hand in
marriage. On the night of the wedding, however,drabubstituted his elder
daughter Leah. When Jacob complained, “Why havedgmeived me?”
Laban replied, with intentional irony, “It is nobde in our place to give the

a sin that would warrant forfeiting his legal plége. That is what Jacob
meant when, on his deathbed, he said to Reuberstédble as water, you
will no longer be first, for you went up onto ydather’s bed, onto my
couch and defiled it.” (Gen. 49:4). This is stagsglicitly in the book of
Chronicles which says that “Reuben ... was the firstbbut when he
defiled his father's marriage bed, his rights astlfiorn were given to the
sons of Joseph son of Israel.” (1 Chron.5:1).

It is not impossible, though, that there is aat#ht kind of explanation
altogether. What makes the Torah unique is thatdtbook about both law

younger before the elder.3 Jacob then agreed th arather seven years for (the primary meaning of “Torah”) and history. El$eme these are quite

Rachel. The second wedding took place a mere wieakthe first. We then
read:

And [Jacob] went in also to Rachel, and he loMed Rachel more than
Leah ... God saw that Leah was unloved [senuah] andpdeed her womb,
but Rachel remained barren. (Gen. 29:30-31).

Leah called her firstborn Reuben, but her hubtedig less loved remained,
and we read this about the birth of her second Sha:became pregnant
again and had a son. 'God has heard that | wasedh[gsenuah],' she said,
‘and He also gave me this son.' She named the $inildon. (Gen. 29:33).
The word senuah appears only six times in the Tdvébe in the passage
above about Leah, four times in our parsha in cotiore with the law of the
rights of the firstborn.

There is an even stronger connection. The unysuabke “first of [his
father’s] strength” appears only twice in the Tqraére (“for he is the first
of his father’s strength”) and in relation to Renpkeah’s firstborn:
“Reuben, you are my firstborn, my might and thistfof my strength, first in
rank and first in power” (Gen. 49:3).

Because of these substantive and linguistic mdsalhe attentive reader
cannot but hear in the law in our parsha a retrdsmecommentary on

different genres. There is law, an answer to thestion, “What may we or
may not do?” And there is history, an answer toghestion, “What
happened?” There is no obvious relationship betvileese two at all.

Not so in Judaism. In many cases, especially 8hpat, civil law, there is a
connection between law and history, between whapé@ed and what we
should or should not do.6 Much of biblical law, &stample, emerges
directly from the Israelites’ experience of slavarfEgypt, as if to say: This
is what our ancestors suffered in Egypt, thereftar@ot do likewise. Don't
oppress your workers. Don't turn an Israelite iatifelong slave. Don't
leave your servants or employees without a weedyyaf rest. And so on.
Not all biblical law is like this, but some is.répresents truth learned
through experience, justice as it takes shape ¢ffirtiue lessons of history.
The Torah takes the past as a guide to the fubdilen positive but
sometimes also negative. Genesis tells us, amdrgy titings, that Jacob’s
favouritism toward Rachel over Leah, and Rachél&tforn Joseph over
Leah'’s firstborn, Reuben, was a cause of lingesinife within the family. It
almost led the brothers to kill Joseph, and itldatl to their selling him as a
slave. According to Ibn Ezra, the resentment felthe descendants of
Reuben endured for several generations, and wasdlsen why Datan and

Jacob’s conduct vis-a-vis his own sons. Yet thatoot seems to have beenAviram, both Reubenites, became key figures inkbeach rebellion.7

precisely the opposite of what is legislated héaeob did transfer the right

of the firstborn from Reuben, his actual firstbasan of the less-loved Leah,

to Joseph, the firstborn of his beloved Rachels Thivhat he told Joseph:
“Now, the two sons who were born to you in figlyefore | came here
shall be considered as mine. Ephraim and Manassghbe just like
Reuben and Simeon to me.” (Gen. 48:5)
Reuben should have received a double portioninistead this went to
Joseph. Jacob recognised each of Joseph’s twasargitled to a full
portion in the inheritance. So Ephraim and Menasseih became a tribe in
its own right. In other words, we seem to haveearctontradiction between
Deuteronomy and Genesis.
How are we to resolve this? It may be that, degpi¢ rabbinic principle
that the patriarchs observed the whole Torah béfavas given, this is only

Jacob did what he did as an expression of lovefédiling for Rachel was
overwhelming, as it was for Joseph, her elder kowe is central to
Judaism: not just love between husband and wifenpand child, but also
love for God, for neighbour and stranger. But Iszaot enough. There must
also be justice and the impartial application &f fdav. People must feel that
law is on the side of fairness. You cannot buikbaiety on love alone. Love
unites but it also divides. It leaves the less-tbfeeling abandoned,
neglected, disregarded, “hated.” It can leavesmiake strife, envy and a
vortex of violence and revenge.

That is what the Torah is telling us when it ugeibal association to link
the law in our parsha with the story of Jacob aisdsbns in Genesis. It is
teaching us that law is not arbitrary. It is rootedhe experience of history.
Law is itself a tikkun, a way of putting right whaent wrong in the past.

an approximation. Not every law was precisely time before and after the We must learn to love; but we must also know thetsi of love, and the

covenant at Sinai. For instance Ramban notestibattory of Judah and
Tamar seems to describe a slightly different fofiewrate marriage from
the one set out in Deuteronomy.4

importance of justice-as-fairness in families asaniety.

In any case, this is not the only apparent cordtiath between Genesis and from: Rabbi Yissocher Frand <ryfrand@torah.org>

later law. There are others, not least the verytfeat Jacob married two
sisters, something categorically forbidden in Lievié 18:18. Ramban’s
solution — an elegant one, flowing from his radidgalw about the
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Rabbi Yissocher Frand A Resolution To The ConflicBetween The Ben
Sorer's Execution And Yishmael's Salvation

This week’s parsha contains one of Torah’s mogtlpring set of laws —
the wayward and rebellious son. The ben sorer iem@& a young man who

can help us resolve the contradiction. The reasehnvael was saved was
not only because he was judged based on his custans. The rule of
thumb is — as we see from ben sorer u’'moreh —atlparson may be
executed based on future actions. However, by Yaghmnother factor came

has begun on a path of life that Chazal say wainéwally lead to destruction into play: That factor was vaYishma es kol ha’nasd He heard the voice

and bloodshed. The Talmud says, “Let him die ‘whileocent’ rather than
die after having committed a capital offense.” Bemara [Sanhedrin 68b]
categorizes the situation with the famous words1“berer u’'moreh needon
al shem sofo”: The wayward and rebellious sondg@d based on what
would be his end.” Rav Eliyahu Mizrachi asks theas implementation of
justice based on projection of future evil deedseaps to contradict a
principle the Torah introduces in Parshas VayeraefMthe young Yishmael
was dying of thirst in the desert and crying outhia throes of death, an
Angel appeared before his mother, Hagar, and tetdDo not fear, for

Elokim has heard the voice of the lad b’asher hansfin his present state].”

of the lad]. Yishmael davened. Therefore, in spftthe fact that he was
destined to kill Klal Yisrael and should have bé&gdged based on his
end,” his power of prayer trumped everything efsewe have mentioned in
the past, this is something that the Bnei Yishrdaeh fact have going for
them. They are not idol worshippers and they arg serious about their
tefilos. They pray five times a day. That is whatedd them then and that — |
guess — is what gives them the power to endureasowell. The only way
we can trump them is also through the power ofppayers. May the
Almighty hear our cries and finally bring this exibf Yishmael and Edom to
an end.

[Bereshis 21:17]. Our Sages say that the Ministefingels came before the A Bird Created B'Tzelem Elokim? The parsha alsntams the mitzvah of

Almighty at that time and protested, “Master of theiverse, this person,
whose descendants are destined to kill your chilgeforcing them to die
of thirst — for him you miraculously provide a wadl save his life?” Imagine
if Yishmael had not survived this episode — imagitat this world would
be like. Imagine the absence of the suffering tizatonly Klal Yisrael
currently suffers but the absence of the suffetimegentire world currently
suffers because of the descendants of Yishmaelddgd have all been
spared from so many tzores if the well in the ddsad not miraculously
appeared to save Hagar’s young son! The world esdso much suffering
because of the descendants of Yishmael. This isahmplaint of the
Ministering Angels to the Almighty: The one whodeldren are going to

kill your children — you miraculously save with &N The Sages then
record the Almighty’s response to the angels: “Ently, is he guilty or
innocent?” The angels conceded that at this paihid life the young
Yishmael was innocent. The Almighty told them “tgge people only based
on their current status” (Einee dan es ha’adaomgkha’ato). Rav Eliyahu
Mizrachi thus presents a glaring contradiction:tBeone hand, by the
wayward son, we kill him based on future actiond,am the other hand, by
Yishmael, G-d only judges a person based on presatis! The sefer Bei
Chiyah suggests an answer to the Mizrachi's quesiibe Gemara [Rosh
Hashana 18a] speaks of two people who had the dme@se and also of
two people who are accused of the same crime artdrszed to the same
capital punishment. Despite these pairs of indigiddacing virtually

sheeluach ha’ken. The Torah says that if a peiisdis & mother bird sitting
on her eggs, “you shall surely send away the mathdrthe offspring you
shall take for yourself.” [Devorim 22:7] We may rremove the eggs or the
chicks in the presence of the mother bird. Thesefamous interpretation
offered by the Netziv and others: Why is it that forah gave us this
mitzvah forbidding us to take the young birds amelother
simultaneously? Think about it. Have you ever ttiedatch a bird? It is
virtually impossible. When | was a little boy, theged to tell me that the
way to catch a bird is to put salt on its tail.d@tirse, being a small innocent
child — it never worked. Why did it never work? Beese you can never put
salt on the tail of a bird! So why are we ever confed with the situation
where it is necessary to send away the mother bifidisn’'t the mother
bird flying away like every other bird naturally @when approached by a
human being? The answer is, says the Netziv, #aduse of the motherly
instincts of compassion that the bird has for itsohl, it sticks around. The
mother bird defies her natural instinct to fleedese of her stronger natural
instinct to protect her offspring! Taking the matieuld be taking unfair
advantage of her maternal instincts to sacrifiaeoen well-being for the
sake of her brood. The Torah does not want to allésv The mother is
doing what mothers should do. She is exhibiting gassion and we are not
allowed to take advantage of this. The Avnei Ngzesents a similar idea to
that of the Netziv, but with one difference, whisha tremendous insight.
Until the time of Noach, mankind was forbidden & meat. Only after the

identical situations, it often turns out that ori¢he sick people is cured and Flood did meat become permitted to human beingsefes 9:3]. The Flood

one dies; one of those sentenced to death is edant one escapes

triggered a tremendous change in man’s diet — dsimare now permitted

punishment. The Talmud asks: how is it that onesliand one dies in such afor consumption. The Torah sums up the newly decpsemission to
situation? The answer is “This one prayed and waw/ared; this one prayedconsume meat with the explanation: “...for in the imafG-d He made

and was not answered. This one prayed a ‘comptaiep (Tefilla shleima)
and the other one prayed ‘a prayer that was nopteim™ This answer
should resonate with us as we enter the weeksngagti to Rosh

man” [Bereshis 9:6]. The simple reading of the pé@salverses] is that these
last words come to explain the first part of pa8uRWhoever sheds the
blood of man, by man shall his blood be shed...”ptlmer words, the Torah

HaShannah. The answer is that one davened withletarivanah, with his is explaining why we may not kill another humanngeiHowever, the sefer
whole heart and soul and therefore he was savedmiBm who had the sameAgra v'Kallah says it is saying more than that.irterprets: Do you know
illness or the same sentence but did not recovesaape his punishment didwhy we are allowed to kill animals for our benefit® because we

not pray ‘a complete prayer’. We might ask — howslthe Gemara know

(mankind) are the apex of creation. “For man wasited in the image of G-

this? How does the Gemara know that the dichotohoyttomes was due to d” does not only explain why homicide is prohibitédalso explains why we

a qualitative difference in their respective prageMaybe one person lived
because he had many merits and maybe this othesrpdied because he
had many debits in his Heavenly ledger. How carGamara so confidently
attribute this dichotomy of fates to Tefilla [praj&2The Bei Chiyah says we
see from this Gemara that if a person prays a ‘¢tetmprayer,” he has the
capacity to survive no matter what “credits” or bits” he may or may not
have based on past actions. A person’s fate isegntiependent on the
power of prayer. Everything else is irrelevant. Peeson who lived may
have had terrible sins on his record, but the paf/@rayer trumped any of
those negatives. On the other hand, a person wigdhenee had merits, but

are allowed to kill animals for our food. It is laerse man is on top of the
pyramid creation and animals are inferior to himtilthe Flood (when “all
flesh corrupted their ways upon the earth” [Bere$hi2]) animals were on
a higher spiritual level and therefore they couid e killed for
consumption. After the sins that triggered the Hlaanimals descended from
their elevated spiritual status. What does it méaha person is created “in
the image of G-d” (b’'tselem Elokim)? The Abarbaweites that the word
tselem [image] comes from the word tsel [shadowg. & know the nature
of a shadow: When a person raises his arm, hisoghatbo raises its arm;
when a person turns his head; his shadow turiedd. B’'tselem Elokim

did not invoke his power of prayer at the time $es may not survive. This asa es ha’adam means that we were created witlafiaeity to mimic the
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Master of the Universe. How does one mimic the Blast the Universe?

the world of the Jewish people - we would prefediothan live in a world

Just as He is compassionate, so too we need tonhgassionate; just as He where G-d is revealed and relevant. This is a pfulvstatement (and the
is generous, so too we need to be generous; jli#t dsiries the dead, so tooobvious precursor to suicide murderers), and rekEnthose who perform

we need to bury the dead; just as He clothes tkedh@o too we need to
cloth the naked. We who are created b’'Tselem Eldidne the capacity to
imitate the Attributes of the Almighty. The Avnekeker says the following
beautiful idea: When the mother bird does not fiyag, she is not merely
exhibiting compassion for her brood by protectingn. At that very

self-immolation to bring attention to their causeicides which are powerful
arguments against the status quo. Amalek succeerdaying that there is
an alternative to living in this world accordingttee vision of the Jewish
people. What Rashi means that "they cooled udfhat other nations
will now contemplate whether or not our visionight for them. Once

moment that the bird exhibits the attribute of casgion, the bird is not just Amalek attacked, we no longer had the overwhelrsingular truth of our

a bird any more — it is a higher form of creatdree bird is being a

me’rachem [exhibiting compassion]. In a miniscidase, it is now imitating
and mimicking the Master of the Universe. The AMNeker concludes: We
are forbidden to take such a bird; we are forbidmekill it. At that moment,

world vision because Amalek succeeded in placinghtiin other people's
minds. Even though they lost terribly, they suceekith raising the question
as to whether or not this world is worth livingifrit is a world according to
the Jewish vision. They gave credence to otheonstiallowing them to

it is not the same type of bird as we find in tharket place. The whole heterconsider fighting us and our vision for the worlthis was a devastating loss

[dispensation] to take birds, slaughter them, aidteem is because MAN
was created in the “image of G-d” (but not anin@lbirds!). However, at
this particular moment in time, when the bird idant acting with
compassion, that bird becomes elevated. Therefdheu shalt not take the
mother; send away first the mother and then ta&effspring.” [Devorim
22:7]
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Parshas Ki Seitzei

Elul 5776 Rav Yochanan Zweig DOUBLE VISION

Remember what Amalek did to you on the way, whangame forth out of
Egypt; how he attacked you on the way and strugloat rear those who
were feeble... (25:17-18) This week's parsha evitifisa short retelling of
the story of Amalek attacking Bnei Yisroel afteavéeng Mitzrayim, and the
exhortation that we never forget what they did $oRiashi (ad loc) explains
that the word "korcha - attacked you" has its raothe Hebrew word "kor"
which means cool. In other words, they cooledtodf Jewish people.
Meaning, until now the other nations were afraidhaf Jewish people and
wouldn't fight them, but when Amalek came and &idcthem it “cooled
them off* and showed the other nations that it passible to fight Bnei
Yisroel. Rashi continues with the following argyo There was a bath that
was scalding hot, to the point that it was unusabtee fellow came along,
jumped in to the bath, and got severely burned. él@w since he had

of credibility - something we can never forgive.

FAMILY INTEREST You shall not lend upon intsteo your
brother...to a stranger you may lend upon intetastto your brother you
shall not lend upon interest (23:20-21). Thigki® parsha contains the
prohibition of lending money with interest to anetldew. It is prohibited to
charge interest or pay interest to another JewaY#te same time, the Torah
makes it very clear that it is permissible to lenohey to non-Jews and
charge them interest. In fact, Maimonides (Yad da Veloveh 5:1) rules
that it is a positive commandment to charge nonsdaterest. This
dichotomy in lending practices has often been @sea pretext to attack
Jews all over the world during the last two millenn In truth, the laws
against charging interest and paying interest requideeper understanding.
As an example: Reuven needs money to pay for hightar's wedding, and
he happens to know that his friend Shimon has aflotoney sitting in the
bank earning 2% interest. Reuven wants to borranesof that money but
he feels very uncomfortable asking Shimon, espgdabwing that Shimon
would be losing that two percent interest thatlthek is paying him. Reuven
also realizes that he is already asking for a &g because he knows that
Shimon is taking a bigger risk by withdrawing ibrin the bank and lending
it to him. Moreover, by Shimon lending Reuven theney and thereby
losing his two percent earned interest, Reuven feelg like a charity case.
In reality, Reuven would MUCH prefer to pay intdrss that he isn't
uncomfortable asking Shimon for the loan and is@tle to feel like he is
receiving charity; so why should Reuven not bevedid to pay interest?
The answer is that the Torah is teaching us thghganterest between two
Jews isn't appropriate. Why not? Let's say thatragn's mother needed

bathed in it, he succeeded in cooling it suffidigtd be usable for others. Somoney; would a healthy person charge their own eratiterest? Or their
too, Amalek attacked us and cooled us to the pulirgre other nations were son, or a brother? Of course not. Functional famifire devoted to each

now able to conceive of the idea that they too @dight us. Superficially,
this sounds like an acceptable way of looking aatwkmalek achieved. But
if we probe just a bit deeper we begin to see hemplpxing the logic behind
this analogy really is. Amalek came and fought vtiei Yisroel and
Amalek was decimated. Wouldn't their epic failueeve as an incredible
statement and proof of the power of Bnei Yisroal?akt, logically this story
seems to convey quite the opposite - that the Bepdsple are absolutely
not to be messed with. Amalek's defeat literaligvetased the power and
might of the Jewish people! What can Rashi possii#gn that "they cooled
us off?" When Bnei Yisroel left Mitzrayim they wesapposed to get the
Torah and go right into Eretz Yisroel and begin ¢h& of messianic times
with Moshe as King Moshiach. The splitting of thedRSea, according to
Chazal, reverberated across the world to the ploaiteveryone was aware
of it. The Jewish people were supposed to leag@uton against idol
worship and fulfill Avraham'’s vision of monotheidar the world. We were
supposed to bring everyone back to Hashem. WhdeftMglitzrayim, we
were on an unstoppable mission of bringing the avwlits final resolution.
Then Amalek came and made an incredible statermbat attacked
knowing that they would be annihilated - which VE26ACTLY their point.
Their startling statement was: This world is nottidiving in if it is to be

other even at a cost. Moreover, a son asking lenpafor a loan doesn't
feel like he is receiving charity by not payingdrest. The Torah is teaching
us that the reason you aren't allowed to chargedst isn't because one
should take advantage of another; the reason @usemne Jew is obligated
to treat another as family. This is why the Torhhracterizes the borrower
as family (23:20-21), "You shall not lend upon et to your brother; ...to
a stranger you may lend upon interest; but to ywather you shall not lend
upon interest..." This also explains why it is noty okay to charge non-
Jews interest but actually a mitzvah to do so. \&&drto internalize that they
aren't our family. Obviously, we shouldn't chargerbitant interest, just
something reasonable that they are happy to addeptJews understand
that they aren't family and they, in fact, are mooenfortable asking for a
loan and paying interest because otherwise it wbaltike receiving charity.

http://www.ou.org/torah/author/Rabbi_Dr_Tzvi_Hergteinreb
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OU Torah Ki Teitzei: The Rich Fruits of Forgiveness Rabbi Dr. Tzvi
Hersh Weinreb

The spirit of forgivenessisin theaair.

Since the beginning of this month, the month ofl Ehephardic
communities have been reciting selichot, prayetisipeing the Almighty
for his forgiveness. They have been doing so eadhesery day, rising
before dawn in order to get to the synagogue oa.tishkenazic
communities, following their custom, will delay thecitation of these
petitionary prayers until the week before Rosh tdasih.

No matter one’s liturgical custom, the theme a@fifeeness is uppermost in
the consciousness of every Jew. For some, besegett@mimighty for His
forgiveness is their primary concern. Others fagpsn obtaining
forgiveness from those whom they have offendednduttie course of the
past year. Still others struggle with that mosficlift task: begging
forgiveness from those whom they have offended. @aeor the other,
forgiveness is our dominant concern for at thietwhyear.

When we turn to the Torah portions during thesekssdt is only natural to
search the text for references to this importaetif. Sometimes those
references are readily apparent. For examplewlask we read this moving
prayer: “Our hands did not shed this blood...Abso®d,ord, Your people
Israel...And do not let guilt for the blood of the owent remain among
Your people Israel...And they will be absolved of kdgailt.”
(Deuteronomy 21:7-8).

But this week’s Torah portion, Ki Teitzei (Deutamny 21:10-25:19),
presents us with a challenge. Don't get me wrofgs Week’s parsha
contains numerous laws about some very importai¢gpsuch as moral
warfare, returning lost objects, proper treatmdémtinaway slaves, divorce,
honesty in business affairs, and the concluding@aary paragraph, urging
us not to forget that vilest of our enemies, Amaklt explicit references to
forgiveness are absent.

text demands that we eliminate this potential mwode hazard from our
midst. Why should parental mercy of a father andh@iobe allowed to
endanger the welfare of society?

One approach to understanding the power of pdriemtaveness is
provided by Rabbi Chaim Zaitchik, in a collectioineasterful essays,
entitled Maayanei HaChaim (Wellsprings of Life). Bigues that whereas it
can generally be assumed that a young man so waywar so defiant can
never overcome his perverse tendencies, such ampen must be
abandoned if experts can testify that he can babibtated. Asks Rabbi
Chaim, “What greater experts can there be tharbihy&s own parents?”
They know him better than anyone else and if tioegi¥e him, it must be
that they have detected in him the capacity to shegassions of youth
which have heretofore led him astray.

This is one lesson of forgiveness. If you knoweaspn well, you know that
he can change his ways, and hence merit our faorgsse

I would like to suggest another approach to urtdading this passage in
the Talmud. My approach rests upon my own obsematiluring the course
of my career as a psychotherapist. It was duringetyears of
psychotherapeutic practice that | learned thatifergess changes the
behavior of the person who is forgiven. People Whee offended others are
often so moved by the fact that those others hangévien them that they
commit to a future of exemplary behavior. The eiqraze of having been
forgiven by the others signals them that thosersttrast them. They are so
inspired by that new experience of being trusted their behavior improves
radically.

In the words of a preacher that | overheard onrdlé long ago, “We don’t
forgive people because they deserve it. We fortfieen because they need
it.”

Sometimes we think that there is a risk to forgivihose who have
offended us. After all, we ask ourselves, “Are ve¢ letting him ‘off the

Several years ago, | decided to meet the challanddo burrow beneath thenook’? Are we not absolving him from his responigies? Does he not

surface and find such references. The Talmud teache'lf you toil, you
will find.” Following this Talmudic advice, | toiléindeed. And | did not toil

consider us ‘suckers’ for having forgiven him?”
But | have found that the opposite is often tfegrgiving the offender

in vain, for | found quite a few hidden referente®ur central theme, one ofennobles him, and sends him a message which ertdbids correct his

which | hereby share with you.
There is a passage in this week’s Torah portioithyHar from exuding a
spirit of forgiveness, reflects almost inexplicahlrshness. Near the very

beginning of our parsha, is the passage that détiishe ben sorer u’'moreh,

the wayward and defiant son. It reads:

“If a man has a wayward and defiant son, who dmgdeed his father or
mother and does not obey them even after theyptiiseihim, his father and
mother shall take hold of him and bring him outhe elders of his
town...They shall say to the elders of his town, ‘T$o® of ours is disloyal
and defiant; he does not heed us. He is a gluttdreadrunkard.’ Thereupon
the men of his town shall stone him to death. Tyauswill sweep out evil
from your midst...” (Deuteronomy 21:18-21)

There is no trace of forgiveness in these vef@as.Sages questioned the
fairness of such a harsh punishment for such ag/tadh Rashi, following
Talmudic sources, reasons that this boy is notgopimished for his current
behavior. Rather, this behavior is indicative thats headed for a life of
great criminality, in which he will eventually stemd even murder in order

past habits. In the words of none other than Abrahicoln: “I have

always found that mercy bears richer fruits thaictsustice.”

I must conclude by citing a “higher authority” théhe greatest of American
presidents. | present you with a verse from Psahimgxplicated by the great
medieval commentator, Abraham ibn Ezra. The ver$esalm 130:4, recited
in many communities during the period from Roshh4amh until Yom
Kippur.

The verse reads: ‘But with You there is forgivendkerefore, You are
feared.”

As some of you know, | authored a volume of essaythe Book of Psalms.
Here is how | phrased the difficulty of this ver§dow does God’s
forgiveness lead to our fear of Him? Quite the amyt one would think that
we would be less fearful of a forgiving God, knowithat he would not
punish us, but would readily forgive us?”

And here is how | presented ibn Ezra’s responde:goints out that if
sinners were convinced that there was no forgivefagheir iniquities,

they would persuade themselves that repentanapidss. Why reform

to satisfy his gluttony and desire for drink. Blubse of us who read the text,one’s ways if one was damned to punishment anyWwag@isely the fact that

especially if we are or have been parents ourselveterstandably search
for some ray of hope for this wayward teenager.

One such ray of hope is found in this passagharBabylonian Talmud,
Tractate Sanhedrin 88b: “This wayward and defiant ¢his ben sorer
u'moreh, if his parents wish to forgive him, hdasgiven.”

At first blush, we wonder about this leniency.ekftll, if we are to follow
Rashi’s explanation of why he is so harshly condesmve should be
concerned that by forgiving him his parents havéolese a dangerous
murderer upon society. The Torah seems convinagdhis young lad is
inevitably destined for a severely antisocial car@estrict reading of the

God does forgive removes that hopelessness from. thieey realize that if,
out of fear of God, they approach Him and beg Higif/eness, they can be
hopeful of attaining it. The fact that God forgivemotivates repentance and
personal change.”

As we approach the High Holidays, Days of Awe, &lgb Days of Mercy
and Forgiveness, let us be moved by the Almightg\wer of forgiveness to
forgive others, to forgive ourselves, and to imgraur ways so that we
deserve His blessings for a blessed New Y@&016 Orthodox Union | All
Rights Reserved
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Torahweh.org Rabbi Zvi Sobolofsky Attaining Holiness

Eating for our physical sustenance to advancepinitual growth is an act
of kedusha. After we have used the propertiesad for our nourishment,
the waste product which is devoid of any spiritt@htent is a source of
impurity and , as such, it has no place in the ewamp which is
accompanied by the Holy Presence of Hashem. Inapipte activity that
abuses the spiritual dimensions of marital relatisna source of impurity

"Your camp shall be holy"- With these words the&fosets the standards tathat is not compatible with the presence of Hashsamctity.

which the Jewish camp must adhere as it engadeattie against its
enemies. It is only by maintaining this sanctitgtthi can merit victory. This

These lessons of sanctity speak to us not ortiynies of war and when we
are mentioning Hashem's name. Throughout our livesnust be careful in

rallying call to holiness is what enables Hashgresence to accompany thethese realms that can be detrimental to our qoesidiiness. May Hashem

Jewish camp as it wages war. The Torah Shebal Bhirs that this

who is the Source of all kedusha assist us to omecany challenges to our

standard of holiness is also mandated at any timar& accompanied by the sanctity. May we merit to attain a state of kedasitgtahara, thereby

Divine Presence. When mentioning Hashem's Nantegreiia the study of
Torah or during davening or reciting brachos, twsl that govern the
sanctity of the camp apply as well.

There are two halachic categories that comprisestandards of sanctity

meriting the presence of Hashem to accompany ab af our endeavors.
Copyright © 2016 by TorahWeb.org

that must be met both in battle and during redtatf Torah and tefilla. The from: Shema Yisrael Torah Network <shemalist@shésnagl.com>

pesukim in Parshas Ki Teitsei delineate both o$¢hequirements. Care

to: Peninim <peninim@shemayisrael.com>

must be taken after one physically relieves onébatfthat surrounding area subject: Peninim on the Torah by Rabbi A. Leib Stbaum

be treated appropriately. The Torah specifies requents that there be a

Peninim On The Torah By Rabbi A. Leib Scheinbaum ParshasKi Setzel

place outside the actual camp designated for thiggse lest the camp itself 1f a man will have a wayward and rebellious son. they shall say to the

become defiled.

Additionally, every soldier must carry equipmenthahim to dig and
properly cover human waste. The halachos that gos@eaking words of
Torah and tefilla in a bathroom are patterned dftersanctity required for
the Jewish camp going out to battle.

There is a second aspect of holiness that mustaitained. Proper
standards of physical modesty must be upheld &énads, but especially
when Hashem's presence accompanies us. The Torak wsathat laxity in
this area can cause Hashem's presence to demaitarfyi, there are

elders of thecity, " This son of oursiswayward and rebellious; he does not
listen to our voice; heisa glutton and a drunkard." (21:18,20)

The ben sorer u'moreh, wayward and rebellious sasto be one of Jewish
society's greatest tragedies. A child so evil thafparents bring him to bais
din, rabbinical court, where, upon confirmatiorhdf nefarious acts of
gluttony and derogation of his parents, he wilelsecuted, is unusual and
tragic. His actions indicate a complete lack ofregat necessary to lead an
observant and holy life. While this concept is gufficult for anyone not
steeped in Torah to understand, let alone acdéptpiimarily due to their

halachos that prohibit the saying of words of Tomahltefilla in the presence not being steeped in Torah that grasping the tguegéousness of this evil

of someone not dressed appropriately.

Is there a connection between these two areanefi/? The Rambam in
Sefer Kedusha - The Book of Sanctity - includes aneas of halacha: the
laws that govern prohibited marriages and the lafdashrus. These laws
are incorporated together to comprise the standdrdsliness a Jew must
attain. What is the essence of holiness that spaltyfincludes these
halachos?

and - yes - the positive aspect of the punishneese idifficult. Yamus zakai
v'al yamus chayav, "Let him die while he is stilhocent, and let him not die
when he is guilty (of capital crimes)." The worltht concerns us as
believing Jews is that of the spirit, Olam HabbhkisTway, as a result of his
teshuvah, repentance, and accompanying punishireig,still able to enter
into the eternal world. Furthermore, based uporhtilachic criteria required
to establish one as a ben sorer u'moreh, it igallstimpossible for such a

The source of all holiness is Hashem, whom we tefas Hakadosh Baruchcase to ever occur. Thus, Chazal posit that thalTarote the case for the

Hu. We are commanded to emulate Hashem by beingounselves.
Hashem is completely spiritual, therefore He isyh@le are both physical
and spiritual and therefore find being holy to behallenge. It is only by
emphasizing our spiritual dimension instead of hysical side can we

purpose of serving as an educational guide formsra sort of parenting
primer, on how to imbue their children with Toradlwes.

Is there anything worse than a ben sorer u'mo@eh/d there be a worse
situation than a child who demonstrates such disetghat his parents are

attain sanctity. There are two human endeavorsctietenge us to focus on no longer sure that society is safe from him? Gameven begin to imagine
our spiritual side notwithstanding the physicalunatof these activities. Both the torment and agony of parents who must take slogi to a bais din,

marital relations and eating can potentially beconeee ways to pursue

knowing fully well the consequences of a guiltydiet issued against their

physical pleasure. In these two areas we can elewaselves by focusing onson?

the spiritual dimensions of these otherwise physicts. Hashem has given
us the opportunity to bring children into the woaldd provide ourselves
with physical sustenance. The laws of marriagekastirus ensure that our
perspective in these areas remains focused ouspigoals. In this way we
can become holy, thereby emulating the holinessashem.

The halachic antithesis of holiness is impuritys Ifor this reason that one
who is impure cannot enter the Beis Hamikdash dage of korbanos. A
human body transmits impurity upon death. Devoithefspiritual soul, the
physical corpse is a source of impurity. The Taeflrs to violations in the
realm of prohibited relationships and kashrus #s @cimpurity.

After the intricacies of kashrus are elaboratedrnuip Parshas Shmini, the
Torah concludes by warning us not to become impuyreating non-kosher
food. Similarly, in Parshas Acharei Mos the lawseaaing prohibited
marriages are followed by a warning not to defileselves by the impurity
of these relationships.

I think that the answer is: yes. There is a warsario than the one that
the Torah presents. When the parents presentdi@rbefore bais din, they
declare: B'neinu zeh, "This son of ours is wayward rebellious.” The word
b'neinu, our son, makes a powerful point. Theyisténtify with the child as
b'neinu, "our son." There is no question that whay are going through is
beyond tragic, and no parent should ever haveffersso, but, at least they
still consider him to be their son. Yes, there ase than ben sorer u'moreh:
when the parents refuse to say b'neinu zeh, "oy, sghen they no longer
identify with their child; when he is an aberrati@ho just happens to share
their last name. "He is not ours. We wrote himaofbng time ago": that
tragedy is worse.

I know that | am treading on sacred ground, antigyes, years ago, | would
have shied away from writing on this subject, but.

Sadly, some people may not feel the sense ohiristhl unconditional love
that a parent should have for a child. They sindaynot have the nurturing



instinct that is part and parcel of the parentimgitution. Parenting is not a
part-time vocation. It is a lifelong responsibilitshich some people simply
cannot handle. Others may be great parents whgrhthe a perfect child.
When they are challenged by: a discipline problferlings of envy for

would become. Rav Ruderman would often recall tieeme fatherly love
exhibited to him as a young student by the venerahlssar and Torah
personality, who was responsible for molding tiediof many of the of the
twentieth century Torah giants. The following ineid played over in Rav

everything they did not have and their child hasirability to cope; negated Ruderman's mind as a testament to his revered 'sclolve.

personal tenets; their own lack of success inuiifderscored by spoiled
children - some parents sadly lose their abilitiote.

"l was explaining a chiddush, novel, innovativériiadic interpretation, to
the rosh yeshivah. He was peppering me with quesiioan attempt to

For the most part, the parent that neglects & ¢hih person who was never establish the integrity of my chiddush. | defendgdposition. (It was an

taught to love. A child who was not loved does katw how to love. This
is a reality that we must accept. People who haffered abuse, lack of
love, resentment, denigration as a child are unadfow love as an adult.
Rather than focus on the negatives, which | widlketo the professionals
who, lamentably, are very busy, | will cite instaa®f positive parenting.
A child remembers his parents' love. A child nefeegets his parents' lack
of love. Yes, we have excuses: "l am busy"; "l hverork two jobs to
make ends meet"; "l am exhausted"; "I go to shulawen - not to be a
policeman". "My father was no different with me K& list goes on, but
children remember everything. Even the ben soreorgh is acutely aware
that his parents said, "Bneinu zeh." Some childeamember on their own;
others require a subtle reminder. No one wantse ltheir parents'

elevated moment of rischa d'Oraisa, passion/hestudfing Torah.) In the
midst of our exchange, Rav Leizer Yudel (Horav EieYehudah Finkel, zl,
son of the Alter and future Mirrer Rosh Yeshivah)ezed the bais medrash
doorway. The Alter had not seen his son in sevansyget he hardly looked
at him, as we continued our spirited conversat@mce we concluded, the
Alter greeted his son warmly and lovingly.

"I followed them out the door, as the Rebbetziprapched the Alter and
asked, 'Why did you ignore our Yudel?'

"l was in the midst of speaking in learning withakov Yitzchak,' he
replied.

"But Leizer Yudel is your son!' she protested.

"So, too, is Yaakov Yitzchak my son,' he replied.

sacrifices and love thrown in to their faces omastant basis. When sincere "He said this to the Rebbetzin, not far from mgsedknew that he meant

love is instinctually administered, it is rememlzeré/hen it is thrown in
one's face, it is resented.

There is a well-known story concerning the lifeHafrav Yaakov David
Willowsky, zI, who lived in Tzfas, after first bairRav in Slutzk, Poland.
One year, on his father's yahrtzeit, Rav Willowskyne to shul early,
walked over to his shtender, lectern, stood thera ffew moments and
began to weep. While a parent's yahrtzeit is antiemal time, his father had
passed away over a half a century earlier at theofgighty (which at that
time was considered quite old). A close friend padnthis out to him,
somewhat surprised by this public display of enmatio

The Ridbaz (as he was popularly known) explaingd thie following story.
"When | was young, my father arranged for me t@aveled the services of
the finest private tutor. A solid Torah educatioaswwhe most important
thing to my parents. It was not cheap; in facthatrate of one ruble per
month, it was quite expensive, especially givenféoe that my parents were
poor.

"My father earned a living by making brick furnac®ne winter, there was
a shortage of bricks, thereby impeding my fatheditity to pay the tutor.
After three months passed without payment, the sgat home a note:
‘Unless payment is received on Sunday, Yaakov Dstvaaild not bother
coming.' My parents were, of course, devastatedledsning meant the
world to them. When my father heard that a weattiay sought a brick
furnace for his soon-to-be-married son, and money mo object, my father
jumped at the opportunity. Since he had no bribkssat down with my
mother to discuss the options and, after some s$on, they decided to
take apart our furnace and deliver it brick by btz the wealthy man. My
father received six rubles for his troubles - ameftlirned to the tutor, my
learning uninterrupted!

"That winter was bitterly cold, and we all frozedashivered. This was their
way of teaching me the importance of Torah learsind how much one
must be willing to sacrifice for it.

what he said. He was such a teacher, such a rélitesuch a rebbe, could
there have been any question with regard to acwepis authority?"

Remember what Hashem, your G-d, did to Miriam on the way, when you
were leaving Egypt. (24:9)

Rashi comments: Remember what was done to Miriamsgloke against
her brother, Moshe (Rabbeinu) and (as a result)sivecken with tzaraas
(spiritual leprosy). Targum Yonasan ben Uziel comtseTake care not to
be suspicious of your friend (not to suspect hinvafngdoing). Remember
what Hashem, your G-d, did to Miriam because sispetted Moshe of
something which was unfounded: she was stricken tzdraas. Rashi
attributes Miriam HaNeviyah's illness/punishmenspeaking ill of Moshe
Rabbeinu. Targum Yonasan seems to feel that hetceimaing was in
incorrectly suspecting Moshe of a wrongdoing. Hdfamen Pinsky, zl,
observes (from the commentary of Targum Yonasaat)ttte primary sin of
(speaking) lashon hora, slanderous speech, liein ioé speaking, but
rather, in the negative outlook that the speaksr Which serves as the
precursor of his slanderous comments.

Negative outlook, a jaundiced view of others, lyatzs negative speech.
When one views the actions (or inactions) of hil¥ethrough the tainted
perspective of a malignant viewpoint, he will inetly see evil, which will
ultimately lead him to speaking evil. The Chafetmaln, zl, (Shaar
HaTenuvah) writes: "One should accustom himseltaapeak about people
regardless of the nature of his comments - whetiesr be negative or even
positive. Horav Rephael Hamburg, zl, relinquish&dposition as Rav four
years prior to his passing in order not to be cdlege¢o speak with - or
about - people. He asked anyone who visited nspéak about another
person. He feared that one thing would lead toterotHe very much feared
the "another," which meant (inadvertently) speakasion hora.

A distinguished member of the Yerushalayim comnyymin individual
who zealously upheld the Torah and mitzvos - andenaa"point"” to see to it
that others did so also - once came to Horav Clskimuelevitz, zl, with a

"I can never forget that cold frigid winter. | calso never forget my parentscomplaint concerning two yeshivah students. Appidyethis man's

boundless love for me and for Torah. They did etnéng, so that their
precious child could grow up to be a talmid chach@arah scholar. Today,

apartment was opposite Yeshivas Mir, allowing hinm&ave an unobstructed
view of what was going on in the area. He clainteat he saw two students

on my father's yahrtzeit, | stopped for a momergadase and reflect on their perusing a secular newspaper in a store that wiaeiproximity of the

love. How can | not weep?"

Children remember. So does a talmid, student.

Horav Yaakov Yitzchak Ruderman, zl, Rosh YeshighNer Israel, was a
close talmid of the Alter of Slabodka, Horav Nos3amwi Finkel, zl. The
rosh yeshivah took special interest in the youhg, #Who was tender in
years, but brilliant in mind. He saw in him theutg Torah leader that he

yeshivah. He felt that a yeshivah bachur had ninkas reading such a
paper, and one who did should be excoriated. "Hbw,teclared, "could
someone commit such a dastardly act within the idiate locality of the
yeshivah? The holy yeshivah is a place of refugelievating one's yiraas
Shomayim, Fear of Heaven. How can such bachuriacbepted in the
yeshivah? What are they being taught here?"
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The man continued ranting and raving as if thegeltoys had committed
the most reprehensible act of moral turpitude lfully, to some, reading a
secular newspaper is a moral failing).

The Rosh Yeshivah replied, "You are definitelyreot. We must address
the situation and see to it that it does not oegain. However, let me ask
you a question. You have been living in this amagliite some time. Have
you ever taken the time to issue a compliment awrireg the extraordinary
hasmadah, diligence, of our students, who can tmedféearning until very
late at night? Do you ever laud the study of myssthical character
refinement, that exemplifies our yeshivah? Whatulbloe dignity and yiraas
Shomayim displayed by our students? Are you quialetognize that? No!
It is only when you something negative that you eoomning, quick to
condemn and assail. Perhaps, if you will accustourself to seeing the
good and positive and accentuating it - your dsiicwill be viewed as
constructive - not disparaging."

from: Rabbi Chanan Morrison <ravkooklist@gmail.com>
to: Rav Kook List <Rav-Kook-List@googlegroups.com>
subject: [Rav Kook List]

mailing list: rav-kook-list.googlegroups.com

ravkooktorah.org Rav Kook Torah Ki Tetzei: Avoid All Evil
What is modesty? Why is it an important trait?

A principal source for modesty in the Torah asetof laws pertaining to
the army camp. The Torah teaches that even inaiimp,cwe must maintain
standards of cleanliness and modesty. “When yoougdn a military camp
against your enemies, avoid everything evil.” Ingsoldiers must bathe.
Lavatories are set up outside the camp. Soldiest naury a shovel to cover
their feces.

“Because God is present in the midst of your cartiperefore your camp
must be holy” (Deut. 23:10-15).

Rav Kook explains his views on modesty when disitigsa peculiar case
mentioned in the Talmud:

“It once happened that a man married a woman avitumped arm, yet he
did not notice this until the day of her death. Biglyehudah] observed,
‘How modest this woman must have been, that evehisband did not
discover this!" Rabbi Hiyya responded, ‘For hewas natural [to wish to
hide this defect]. But how modest was this mart, lieadid not scrutinize his
wife!” (Shabbat 53b)

Everything is Beautiful
When we see beauty, our faculty of imaginatiorefsied and elevated. This
is a basis for our intellectual powers, enablirgygbul to absorb that which
is intellectually and morally beautiful.

Images of ugliness, on the other hand, disturlsthé's natural qualities.
Such images unsettle the imagination and obscurawareness of God’s
Presence.

In truth, all of God’s works are noble and beautifn the complete reality,
nothing is ugly. All comes from the source of TégrNetzach, and Hod. If
we were able to grasp all of reality, all of Godigation, from the beginning
of time to the end — we would see everything irpitsper place. Everything
would project majesty and nobility.

But we only perceive a thin sliver of reality. Tafore we see a vast
difference between beauty and ugliness. Not evienytthat we perceive
awakens feelings of nobility. On the contrary, mangges generate horror
and disgust.

We need to nurture our souls with ‘food’ whiclgizod for it and extend its
grasp of goodness and happiness. We must be caiedul relating to our
surroundings so that we will only see those imaggish will have a
positive influence, while avoiding base and lowhaiges which darken the
soul.

This principle is true for both sensory phenomend intellectual matters.1
The ugliness is not intrinsic, but due to our fragiwed perception of reality.

This is the function of modesty — to absorb thatahlis revealed to us as
beautiful and proper, and avoid that which appg&atse ugly and chaotic.
Since nothing is truly ugly and repulsive, we iagtructed to cover and
hide — but not that it should completely absent. &g leads us to the
desired goal, allowing us to perceive the beautyhat we see and what we
contemplate.

Two Types of Modesty

There are two aspects of modesty. The first isattempt to hide that which
is ugly and disturbs our sense of beauty. In tHentidic tale, this is the
modesty of the wife.

The second form of modesty relates to our comtvel our sight —
allowing the eye to see only that which agrees withquality of beauty and
nobility. This, in the story, is the modesty of tmesband.

When one avoids the display of ugliness due teqeal motives, such
modesty could bring about disappointment. It magleessful in providing
protection from such images, but it is not the éeejality of modesty
which comes from an inner trait in the soul. Thghleist level is rooted in the
essence of nobility and majesty, when one natueaityds ugliness, whether
in what one perceives or in what one contemplates.

When modesty is not an integral part of naturasitally cannot maintain its
effectiveness over time. Rabbi Yehudah was thuzeadat the modesty of
the woman, whose husband never discovered herilitisab

But the depth of modesty, the inner trait whicassenly that which is
elevated and beneficial, not due to some exteroélation, rises above all
evil and imperfection. This is the innately modestividual who cleaves to
the very source of modesty out of a love of nopéihd goodness. He will
not sense that which is odious or repulsive. It mlt cross his vision, even
if physically close. His soul assesses those ifinfiisediate surroundings
according to their complete and true reality, adtag to a comprehensive
awareness which embraces infinite realms and teawlscphysical
limitations. This was Rabbi Hiyya’'s amazement, “Howdest is this man
who never saw a defect in his wife(Adapted from Ein Eyah vol. 1V, pp.
18-19 on Shabbat 53b) Copyright © 2006 by Chananrigon
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