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The Will about Herring


The excitement and hustle of the Yamim Tovim has subsided and winter is approaching.  Routine.  We have long months before us, rainy and gray, and it seems that the time has come to disclose the contents of two captivating letters, written many decades ago.


HaGaon Rabbi Aizik Sher zt”l, Rosh Yeshivah of Slabodka, would tell about a boy named Leizer Yudel who learnt in the Halusk Yeshivah.  He would regularly receive letters from his father and they always contained a sharp message. “My dear son, every time you hesitate and are in a dilemma if it is worthwhile to interrupt your learning for something, decide in this way: Think honestly how you would behave if you would know that today is your last day in this world.  As you would do on that day, behave on any, apparently ordinary day.”  


The son eventually became the Rosh Yeshivah of Mir, HaGaon Rav Eliezer Yehudah Finkel, and the father was the Alter of Slabodka, Rabbi Nasan Tzvi Finkel.


The story of the other letter was told by one of the Torah luminaries zt”l.  It happened in his youth.  Shortly before the First World War he happened to meet a person whose son was learning in the same yeshivah where he learnt and the father was very glad about the fact.  For a long time he had worried about how to contact his dear son and now Divine providence had arranged a faithful messenger to bring a letter to its destination for free.  The excited father put on his glasses, took out some brown paper and wrote a few lines, folded the letter and gave it to the boy to give to his son in the Bialistok Yeshivah.  The boy put the letter in his pocket and went his way.


A few days later the war erupted.  Exploding gunpowder filled the air, roads were blocked, travelling became dangerous and Jews were scattered all over.  The faithful messenger kept the letter for many years, unable to trace its rightful owner.  After eight years he found out that he could meet the son in a certain place and made his way there.  The writer of the letter had passed away from sorrow and troubles, and great excitement engulfed his son as he anticipated seeing the letter.  His young family didn’t sleep all night.  Again and again he tearfully stroked the cheek of his firstborn son, named after his father. What a great moment it would be – an opportunity to receive a written message from his departed father!  


In the morning the messenger was late in coming and the son felt a strong need to give expression to his mixed emotions.  He went with his wife to a frame-maker.  That’s how they would honor his father’s last letter.  They hesitated among different styles of frames till they decided to purchase a wooden frame with a rugged design resembling turbulent waves to remind them how the letter had made its way through much trouble and wandering.  A few hours later they heard the long awaited knock on the door.  The letter had arrived.  Trembling, the son opened the worn envelope and took out a brown paper with a few even lines, written with a coarse pencil in the familiar curling handwriting of his beloved father.  His family stood around, watching him with longing eyes.  His wife stood ready with the frame, ready to safeguard the precious letter.  He read the lines word by word, turned the paper over and returned to the beginning.  “Well, what did he write?” asked a brother who had been invited for the occasion.  But the son kept silent and continued to stare with growing puzzlement at the letter.  He’s probably in shock, though the brother, and took the letter and read it aloud:


 “My dear son, On your way home please buy four herrings, the kind I like.”


A last will...


*                    *                     *


At times of yamim tovim and rejoicing we have many means to impart important values to our children.  We majestically start Tishrei to the stirring sounds of the shofar, and an apple in honey raises our spirits.  Yom Kippur, the holy day, is engraved in our children’s hearts and Sukkos, ending with Simchas Torah, is brimming with outstanding significance, from dwelling in the sukkah to dancing with the sifrei Torah.  Now we return to our routine.  These two letters can serve as examples as we ask ourselves what impression we would like our children to absorb about our daily life.  Will our children understand that the most important thing for their father is his regular shi’ur or will they internalize that his whole day culminates in calmly relaxing and reading a newspaper?  No one imagines that the father who wrote about herring behaved improperly.  Who doesn’t like herring?  On the other hand, we can’t ignore the piercing thought that if he had known that this was his last letter…


This seems too simple but it is the reality.  Our routine acts, and not the rare and special ones, guide the next generation.  We must create the right and true impression by responsibly and uncompromisingly setting aside time for Torah each day.  If not, we’ll leave them a will about herring…


בברכת התורה,  העורך
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דף כ\א   וכל קרבן במנחתך במלח תמלח


Salting a sacrifice


The sugyos now being learnt detail the halachos of salting a sacrifice, about which the Torah commands: “on all of your sacrifices you shall offer salt” (Vayikra 2:13).  The Mordechai writes (Chulin, 720) that as opposed to salting ordinary meat, which is meant to extract the blood, salting sacrifices is not meant to extract their blood.  He proves this from the menachos, which are only dough, and were also salted.  


Why salt merited to be offered on the altar: About salting sacrifices Chazal said (see Rashi and Ramban, ibid) that “a covenant was established for salt since the six days of Creation, that the lower waters were promised to be offered on the altar by means of salt, and by the libation of water during Sukkos.”  Other Midrashim (Rabeinu Bechayei, ibid) say that the sea stood before Hashem and said, “The Torah was given in the desert; the Temple was built in settled land; what about me?”  Hashem promised the sea that the salt produced from it would be offered on the altar.  Some wrote (Peirush HaRaavad on Sefer Yetzirah, p. 69) that the sea merited such because it parted for the Jews when they left Egypt (see Torah Shleimah, Vayikra, Ch. 2, os 111 in the remark).


An unsalted sacrifice is not desirable to anyone: In our first volume on Zevachim (211) we expanded on the statements of Sefer HaChinuch, Rambam and Ramban in the article “Reasons for the Sacrifices”.  About salting sacrifices, the Chinuch writes (mitzvah 119, and thus wrote Ramban, Ibn Ezra and Rabeinu Bechayei): “To arouse the soul of he who brings a sacrifice, he was commanded to offer good, tasty things that he likes, as we wrote above…”  True to his explanation that a sacrifice is meant to “rectify and straighten the soul of he who offers it”, he explains that a sacrifice should be salted “as anything without salt is not desirable to anyone, not its taste and not even its smell.”  


As opposed to the custom of idolaters: Rambam (Sefer HaMitzvos, negative mitzvah 99) also mentions the reason of the Rishonim: “…that it is not allowed to sacrifice the unsalted, which has no taste”.  In his Moreh Nevuchim he offered another reason.  As he is wont to explain (Moreh Nevuchim, III, Ch. 46), that the mitzvos of offering sacrifices are meant to distance us from idolatry, Rambam extends his explanation to the mitzvah of salting sacrifices: “…and because idolaters…choose to sacrifice sweet things and dirty their sacrifices with honey, as is well known in the books I have told you about, and you will not find any salt in their sacrifices, Hashem warned us not to sacrifice leavening or honey and commanded to constantly use salt: ‘on all of your sacrifices you shall offer salt’.”  In other words, we were commanded to behave completely as opposed to the way of idolaters.  They put honey on their sacrifices and we should not do so.  They do not salt their sacrifices, so we salt them.  


 (The Chazon Ish zt”l [Menachos 25:18] wondered that it is not Rambam’s wont to mention reasons in Sefer HaMitzvos.  Therefore, he explains – and thus wrote HaGaon Rav Itzel of Ponivezh zt”l [Zecher Yitzchak, 40] – that Rambam wanted to inform us that the prohibition to offer an unsalted sacrifice is not that he mustn’t fail to salt it but that one mustn’t offer an unsalted sacrifice.  In other words, aside from the fact that there is a positive mitzvah to salt a sacrifice, there is a negative mitzvah not to offer it without salt.  The halachic implication is whether offering an unsalted sacrifice is considered a negative mitzvah without an act (lav she’ein bo ma’aseh – he failed to salt it) and if so, it is not punishable by lashes, or whether it is a negative mitzvah with an act (he offered it unsalted), which is punishable by lashes.  Now that we know that the prohibition is in the act of offering, it is punishable by lashes and Rambam indeed wrote so in Hilchos Isurei HaMizbeiach, 5:12.  Rav Itzel mentions another example that expresses the difference between the two definitions: if a kohen offers a sacrifice on which salt fell.  In this case the kohen did not observe the mitzvah and failed to salt it, but according to Rambam he did not transgress a prohibition, as he did not offer an unsalted sacrifice.  Members of our beis midrash remarked that therefore we can understand why Rambam mentions both his reason in Moreh Nevuchim, that sacrifices are salted to distance us from idolatry, and the reason of the other Rishonim, that sacrifices are salted so that they may have a taste.  In the light of the aforesaid, it could be that the positive mitzvah to salt a sacrifice is in order to act completely differently from gentiles and that the negative mitzvah, not to offer an unsalted sacrifice, is not dependent on the mitzvah-act of salting, because it is merely so that the meat should have a taste.  Aside from that, we can explain that the main reason is as he wrote in Sefer HaMitzvos and the reason for choosing salt for the taste is as he wrote in Moreh Nevuchim).


Salt to preserve a person’s soul: It is interesting to mention another reason stated by Sefer HaChinuch (ibid) for salting sacrifices: “because salt preserves everything and saves from waste and rot and thus, by offering a sacrifice, a person is saved from waste and his soul is preserved forever.”


Should the meat eaten by the kohanim be salted?  We conclude with an interesting remark by the author of Revid HaZahav (Vayikra 2:13).  There is a disagreement among the Rishonim as to which meat should be salted.  According to the Rashba, as cited in his Toras HaBayis (bayis 3, sha’ar 3) and in his Responsa Mishmeres HaBayis which he wrote in response to the Raah’s remarks on his sefer, only sacrifices offered on the altar should be salted (and thus wrote Rosh, Pesachim Ch. 2 §23).  On the other hand, the Raah, in his remarks on Mishmeres HaBayis, wrote that meat eaten by the kohanim and the owner of the sacrifice should also be salted (and that is the opinion of other Rishonim; see the Ran, Chulin 15b; the manuscript attributed to Rashi, Nedarim 18b, s.v. Lishna Acharina; and see Kli Yekar, Vayikra, ibid).  


The Remo writes (O.C. 167:5) that “it is a mitzvah to put salt on every table before one breaks bread, as the table resembles the altar” and eating, meant to strengthen a person to serve his Creator (Mishnah Berurah, ibid, S.K. 31), is considered a sacrifice.  The author of Revid HaZahav writes that it seems that the Remo agrees with the Rashba, that only meat offered on the altar needs salting and therefore he compared eating to a sacrifice offered on the altar and not to the meat eaten by the kohanim and the owner (though we could explain the Remo’s statement as referring to the meat eaten by the kohanim).The next article treats the custom to put salt on the table, its source and what to do if we have no salt.





דף כ\א   וכל קרבן מנחתך במלח תמלח


Sweet salt!


In this article we shall address, among other topics, a revolutionary innovation by Rabbi Yosef Chayim zt”l (Responsa Torah Lishmah, 500), by which we could dip the hamotzi slice of bread in sugar instead of salt!  But first we shall focus on our custom to dip the hamotzi in salt.


Salt for hamotzi for two reasons: On examining this custom, we find two reasons.  The Gemara in Berachos 40a explains that the hamotzi slice should be dipped in salt so that it should have a taste.  In our era, when all baked goods are seasoned with various ingredients, there is no need for salt to give the hamotzi a taste (Tosfos, ibid, s.v. Havei melach, and Shulchan ‘Aruch, O.C. 167:5) but the Remo writes (ibid) that at any rate “it is a mitzvah to put salt on every table before one breaks bread because the table resembles the altar and eating is like a sacrifice.”  


Two stages in putting salt on the table: Our present custom also comprises two stages: bringing salt to the table, to remind of the Torah’s command “on each of your sacrifices you shall offer salt” (Vayikra 2:13), and dipping the bread in salt.  Some learn such from the Remo’s statement that “it is a mitzvah to put salt on every table…”  The Remo ruled apparently only to place salt but there is no need to dip the hamotzi slice in salt, just as on the Seder night we put two cooked foods on the Seder plate to remind us of the pesach and chagigah sacrifices though they are not eaten (Responsa Dvar Shmuel, 37; we should mention, however, that the simple meaning of the Remo is to also dip the bread in salt, as he writes “and eating is like a sacrifice” and sacrifices are salted; see Kitzur Shulchan ‘Aruch, 41:6, and Mishnah Berurah, 475, S.K. 4, and see also Dvar Shmuel, ibid, who concludes “and perhaps, in his opinion, it is good to also eat it with salt”).  At any rate, the Mekubalim wrote that one should dip the hamotzi slice in salt three times (Mishnah Berurah, 167, S.K. 33, according to Magen Avraham, S.K. 15, and the explanation of Machatzis HaShekel).  We should remark that according to the Mekubalim, the hamotzi slice should be dipped in salt and not sprinkled with it (Bishvilei HaParashah, p. 304, in the name of Derech Se’udah by Maharam Paparish).


Dipping bread in sugar: A few fascinating halachic discoveries stem from the fact that our custom to bring salt to the table is based on the comparison of the table to the altar and eating to a sacrifice.  One of them was recorded by Rabbi Yosef Chayim of Baghdad, who was asked: “We heard that one must put salt on the table.  If there is no salt, can anything else be put there instead that can help like it?”  He replied that it could be that one may dip the bread of hamotzi in sugar.  


Salting a sacrifice with sugar: This reply is based on the tremendous innovation of Rabbi Yaakov Chagiz, author of Responsa Halachos Ketanos (I, 218), who wrote that in the absence of salt in the Temple, one may salt sacrifices with sugar!  He consulted experts who expressed their opinion that every type of sugar contains salt and, as he writes, “Chemistry experts say that everything contains salt and in the sugar cane brought from Egypt, close to its root and in its top, there is a salty taste”. The author of Minchas Chinuch (end of mitzvah 119) expresses it thus: “sugar is also a kind of salt, but sweet.”  However, the Torah says “All leavening and all honey [i.e., sweet fruity substances] you shall not offer from it a burnt-offering to Hashem” (Vayikra 2:11), and sugar is also considered fruit.  Nonetheless, the positive mitzvah to season an offering pushes away the negative mitzvah of offering sweet food (see Minchas Chinuch, ibid, who remarks that the matter is unclear as a positive mitzvah does not push away a negative mitzvah in the Temple).


Salting ordinary meat with sugar: Some widely extended Rabbi Chagiz’s comparison between salt and sugar, as related by the author of Avnei Nezer zt”l (Responsa, O.C. 532) about the Gaon of Lissa who would “salt” meat with sugar.


Salting the sacrifice to observe the mitzvah and not to extract blood: However, many halachic authorities strongly opposed this permission as salting sacrifices was not meant to extract their blood but to improve their taste and therefore, in the absence of salty salt, one may observe the mitzvah with sweet salt.  We cannot learn therefrom for salting ordinary meat, which is meant to extract its blood – a quality reserved only for salty salt (Divrei Chayim, Y.D. 25; Ruach Chayim by Rabbi Chayim Falaji, Y.D. 69, S.K. 5, and Responsa Rav Pe’alim, II, Y.D. 4).


A plate of honey on Rosh HaShanah: Rabbi Yosef Chayim says that though we don’t learn from Rabbi Chagiz’s ruling for salting meat, it could be that we can learn therefrom for the halachah of bringing salt to the table, which is based only on the salting of sacrifices.  It could be that this is a basis for those who have the custom to put a plate of sugar on the table on Rosh HaShanah for a good sign.


The letters of melach form lechem: Still, he writes that he finds it hard to agree that sugar might serve as a substitute for salt.  Not only that but “in dipping the hamotzi slice in salt there is a secret and profound intention, for the letters of מלח (salt) form לחם (bread)…and by this dipping the (Divine) harshness becomes tempered with kindness…as all this is mentioned by the Ari z”l.”  He concludes by saying that also on Rosh HaShanah, when he was offered a plate of sugar, he dipped one side of the bread in sugar and the other side in salt.


Dipping bread in bread: It is interesting to note the statement of the author of Kaf HaChayim (167, S.K. 37, in the name of Yafeh Lalev) that in the absence of salt one should dip the bread in more bread as the letters of lechem form melach.


The Chasam Sofer’s custom on Shabbos evening: Minhagei HaChasam Sofer (Ch. 5, os 12) mentions that on Shabbos evening he would not dip his bread in salt though he put salt on the table (Responsa Be’er Sarim III, 43) as in the Temple limbs left from the sacrifices were burnt every night (see Menachos 26b) aside from Shabbos and thus on Shabbos night salt was not used.  Minhag Yisrael Torah (I, 274) mentions that the custom nonetheless to dip the bread in salt on Shabbos evening is explained by the fact that limbs that were put on the altar before Shabbos continued to be burnt on Shabbos.





דף כב\א   מה מזבח שלא נשתמש בו הדיוט אף עצים


The difference between the firewood for the altar and the keilim of the Temple


Rambam rules according to the Tosefta (Hilchos Beis HaBechirah, 1:20): “All the keilim (holy utensils) are made from their beginning only for the holy purpose and if they were made from their beginning for a mundane purpose, they are not to be used for the Temple.”  In other words, keilim that, when they were made, were meant for a mundane purpose are disqualified for the Temple even if they haven’t yet served a mundane purpose.  The author of Mishneh Lamelech writes in his Parashas Derachim (derush 12) that “I always wondered about Rambam’s statement” as our sugya cites a few interpretations from the verse “on the wood that is on the fire that is on the altar” (Vayikra 1:12), including the interpretation of Rabbi Elazar ben Shamua’: “Just as the altar had not served a mundane purpose, the same applies to the wood.”  This is a hekesh – comparison: Just as in the Temple one must not use an altar that served a mundane purpose, the same applies to the firewood for the altar.  The Gemara asks a question from Shmuel II (24:22) about Aravnah the Yevusi who donated wooden utensils for igniting the fire on the altar.  It appears, then, that it is allowed to use objects that served a mundane purpose to ignite the fire on the altar.  The Gemara answers that those were new utensils that had never been used.


The Gemara indicates that nothing prevents us from using objects that were made for a mundane purpose in the Temple as long as they have not been used.  Why, then, did Rambam follow the Tosefta and why did he not rule as indicated in our Gemara, that only mundane use forbids an object for the Temple?  That is the Mishneh Lamelech’s question (we could distinguish between the halachah of firewood and that of the utensils but as everything is learnt from a hekesh, comparing firewood to the altar, we have the rule that there is no partial hekesh).


Two separate halachos: HaGaon Rabbi Elchanan Wasserman zt”l solves this question in the following manner (Kovetz Shi’urim, II, 25).  This question, he says, is based on the asssumption that the two prohibitions, to use in the Temple a utensil that was made for a mundane purpose and to use in the Temple a utensil that served a mundane purpose, stem from the same rule: that keilim should not be mundane.  However, the truth is that they are two different halachos.  The halachah that “all the utensils are made from their beginning only for the holy purpose” is learnt from the verse “and they will make for Me a Temple” (Shemos 25:8), as Rashi comments: “for Me – for My name” (there is no positive psul disqualifying the object but the absence of making it lishmah).  On the other hand, our Gemara compares firewood to the altar regarding the psul of an object that was used for a mundane purpose.  A brief examination reveals that we can apply to the firewood only the second halachah, that it served a mundane use but not the halachah of making it lishmah as, after all, firewood is not made or manufactured but is put in the fire as it is… The hekesh cannot teach a halachah that doesn’t apply.  Therefore, our sugya, which addresses the firewood, determines that it suffices that it didn’t serve a mundane purpose whereas the Tosefta, which is the source for Rambam’s ruling, addresses a different halachah that pertains only to the utensils of the Temple – that they should be made for the Temple.


דף כב\א   מה מזבח שלא נשתמש בו הדיוט


Napoleon’s cloak for a paroches


The event occurred in 5572, about 190 years ago, during the war between France and Russia.  Napoleon Bonaparte and his close aides camped in a small village near Moscow, hiding from the relentless enemy.  It is told that a rich Jew from Mohilov by the name of R.Yosef Luria encountered Napoleon, who asked for his help.  Yosef greeted him royally and after giving him food and drink, guided him and his company along the forest paths that he knew so well.  Before they parted, Napoleon removed his luxurious cape and gave it to Yosef in recognition of his devotion and because he suspected that he would be detected because of his regal clothing.


The cloak that became a paroches: The story of the royal mantle of richly embroidered green velvet is related in Mishpachas Luria, which recounts the family’s genealogy.  Yosef kept the garment in great trepidation for fear of the authorities, lest they discover that he had aided their bitter enemy.  The family finally made a fine paroches from it and sent it to Yerushalayim where it adorned the aron kodesh of the Menachem Tziyon Synagogue in the Old City, led by HaGaon Rabbi Yeshayah Bradki zt”l.  


A good story, but how does the halachah regard it?  In our sugya we learn that wood that served a mundane purpose should not be used in the Temple.  What about a “small Temple” – a synagogue?  May one use objects there that served a mundane purpose, such as for Napoleon?  


Indeed, the Maharil (Responsa, 112) rules in the name of Sefer HaAgudah: “One should not purchase coats which served a mundane purpose for a holy purpose” just as wood that served a mundane purpose should not be used for the altar, and the halachah was so ruled (Remo, O.C. 147:1; Mechaber,153:21).  But Magen Avraham (147, S.K. 5) writes that if one changes the form of the garment, one may use it for a synagogue.  As proof, he mentions the kiyor in the Temple which was made from women’s mirrors (see Eliyah Rabah, ibid, S.K. 4; Responsa Chavos Yair, 161; and see the remarks of Chasam Sofer to Shulchan ‘Aruch, ibid, about this proof).  Mishnah Berurah sums up, “Though some are strict also in this matter, people have the custom to be lenient” (S.K. 13).


In addition, the Taz (Y.D. 282) wrote that the halachah not to use an object that served a mundane purpose for a holy purpose is valid only for an object that directly serves a sefer Torah, tefillin and the like.  However, there is no prohibition to use such an object to “serve a server”: a paroches does not serve a sefer Torah but serves an aron kodesh which serves a sefer Torah (see Magen Avraham, ibid; Eliyah Rabah; Mishnah Berurah and Sha’ar HaTziyun).  


A matzah bag as a bag for tefillin: Still, Pri Megadim (ibid, 1:1, S.K. 5, cited in Mishnah Berurah, ibid) wrote that at any rate one should not use a garment or object which served a purpose that is not honorable.  The Gaon of Boczacz zt”l (Eishel Avraham on Shulchan ‘Aruch, ibid) recounts that he wrapped his tefillin in paper which served for wrapping matzos for lechem mishneh on Pesach and as it served a mitzvah, it cannot be defined as a dishonorable use (see ibid as to the nature of a dishonorable use).
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דף כ\א   וכל קרבן מנחתך במלח תמלח


The Water Wept at the Destruction of the Temple


Midrashim say (cited by Rabeinu Bechayei, Vayikra 13) that the sea stood before Hashem and said, “The Torah was given in the desert; the Temple was built in settled land; what about me?” and Hashem promised that the salt produced from it would be offered on the altar.  The Gerer Rebbe zt”l, author of Imrei Emes, said that therefore, when the Jews were exiled, we are told: “There we sat, we also wept” (Tehilim 137:1).  “Also” includes whom else?  The lower water which wept again once the Temple was destroyed and the sacrifices and salting were discontinued (Likutei Yehudah, 96).





דף כ\א   אי אפשר לקרבנות בלא מלח


Mineral, Vegetable, Animal and Human


Material Creation is composed of minerals, vegetables, animals and humans.  The Ari z”l said that all of them must join in the service of the sacrifices: The kohen is the human, the sacrifice is the animal, the menachos and the wood for burning the sacrifice are the vegetables and the salt is the mineral, which completes the portions of Creation in Hashem’s service.  We would think that regarding the minchah, which does not include an animal, there is no need for salting.  Therefore the Torah emphasizes: “…and every offering of your minchah you shall salt…on all of your sacrifices you shall offer salt”.  The minchah is mentioned explicitly.  But why does the minchah need salt?  Because the animal kingdom is included in the minchah, as Hashem regards someone who offers a minchah “as though he sacrificed his soul (nefesh, a term also referring to an animal) (Menachos 104b) (Ma’yanah shel Torah, Vayikra 2:12, in the name of Rabbi Leibush Charif).





דף כ\ב   מאי ניהו עצים


Only the Wood Was Put on Yitzchak


If we examine the verses of the ‘Akeidah, we discover something of interest: When Avraham and Yitzchak went to the site of the ‘Akeidah, Avraham put the wood on Yitzchak whereas he took the fire and the knife (Bereishis 22:6): “And Avraham took the wood of the ‘olah and put it on Yitzchak, his son, and he took in his hand the fire and the knife.”  Why?  Because one mustn’t put the slaughtering knife, which is not holy, on the sacrifice (see Pesachim 66a and Tosfos, Zevachim 47a, s.v. Eizehu).  The same applies to the fire whereas the wood was called “wood for the ‘olah” – i.e., it was already sanctified and was allowed to be put on Yitzchak (Minchas Asher, Vayeira).





דף כא\א   יכול יתן בו טעם כבינה


Salt and Understanding


Rav Yitzchak Blazer zt”l would lament:


Witness the deterioration of the generations! In Chazal’s era they would say, “it has salt like understanding”.  Understanding was important to everyone and salt was compared to it.  In our era, values have inverted.  If we want to say that someone is lacking maturity, we say that he “lacks salt”.  Salt now is understood by all and serves as a parable for the importance of intelligence… (Telalei Oros, Vayikra 2:12).





דף כא\ב   לאכול אכילת קדשים


Who Did Not Give Us Our Portion Like Them


A supporter of the Volozhin Yeshivah refused to donate to the yeshivah’s representative.  He said that he would give his money to Rabbi Chayim of Volozhin himself so that the representative would not deduct his commission and the full sum would come to the yeshivah.  When he came to HaGaon Rav Chayim, the latter refused to accept his donation, saying “The custom which you have practised is a gentile custom.  A gentile who donates to his place of worship does not give through a representative.  He can’t understand how he can give to Hashem while others share a benefit.  Therefore, we only accept from a gentile an ‘olah, which is entirely burnt.  A shelamim, from which people eat, he cannot understand at all.  I don’t want to accept such a ‘gentile’ donation” (Pardes Yosef, Vayikra 1:4).





דף כב\א   על העצים אשר על האש


The Wood Above the Fire


 “On the wood that is on the fire” (Vayikra 1:8, etc.).  Could it be that the wood was above the fire?  Here it is hinted that the fire that came down in the days of Moshe and Shlomo did not leave the altar (Zevachim 61b).  It turns out, then, that the wood always came above the fire (Oznayim LaTorah, Vayikra 1:8).





דף כג\ב   שיריים


What Are Remnants?


 “And Elimelech, Naomi’s husband, died and she and her two sons remained” (Ruth 1:3).  The Midrash says about this verse “they became like the remnants of menachos”.  This interesting parable needs clarification.  The Vilna Gaon says in his commentary on Ruth (ibid): When we say “remained”, we mean that the majority has been removed and the minority remains.  The Midrash finds it hard to understand that on Elimelech’s death, Naomi and her sons “remained’ while he was only one and they were three. The answer is that “they became like the remnants of menachos.”  A minchah contains a whole ‘isaron and the kohen takes only a handful therefrom for the altar but still, what is left is called “remains”.  Why?  Because the handful is the main portion and the remnants are subsidiary.  Here, too, Elimelech, the predominant one, was taken away and she and her two sons remained.
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