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My Portion Should Be with You


We can say about Rav Eliezer L. that with life-experience as rich as his, anyone would become a sage.  His speech is flowing and prolific.  His deep and somewhat husky voice lends a distinctive colorfulness to his words and if you don’t interrupt him politely, you’ll be talking with him for hours.  One story follows another as he adds parables and a wealth of ideas.  When he was young he used to rescue children from missionaries.  For years he was then active in kiruv, bringing people back to Torah and as time passed he became a dominant figure in the teshuvah movement in the Soviet Union before Glasnost, when the constant threat of sinister KGB detectives loomed real.  


He laughs out loud when I ask him “What do you plan to say at the siyum on Menachos?”  Anyone familiar with him knows that he never prepares a speech.  Thousands of tales and parables are catalogued in his mind, each one ready to be extracted at the right moment.  Nevertheless, for the sake of Meoros HaDaf HaYomi readers he sat down on a bench in the street, thought a moment and enthusiastically began to recount one of his most stirring tales.


One of the wonderful Jewish traits that were crushed under the boot of communism was the great urge of young people – who had never seen the inside of a synagogue – to learn Torah.  A Jewish soul yearned for his G-d and his Torah.  Like delicate blossoms they would burst forth from unexpected crevices.  After a terrible storm they draw themselves closer to the source of light, trying to ingest more than they can even contain.


Rav Eliezer raises his voice and makes place for a few people who gather to hear the story.  “I remember that we decided to establish a shi’ur in central Leningrad.  The demand was great and the participants were ready to assume the enormous risk.  An eager young student arranged a clandestine place, I saw to a few copies of tractate Shabbos and the shi’ur began.  My visa was about to expire and I had only one day to guide the group and especially the magid shi’ur, an older boy who just became familiar with Hebrew.  At the appointed time they sneaked in furtively, each one in turn, talking in whispers, and when they were all there the door was locked, the Gemaros were brought out from their hiding place and the magid shi’ur started to read the Gemara.  To put it mildly, they didn’t find it easy.  They had to contend with Hebrew, Aramaic and Rashi sprinkled with Old French.  Some of them did quite well with Chumash but here – the vowels had disappeared!  One thing was clear to them – Shabbos” is no Sobota (relaxation)…  


 “The shi’ur ended.  I parted from them and wended my way to Eretz Israel, praying that on my next visit I would find them safe and healthy and strengthened in their faith and learning.  Everything was in order except for one thing.  The demand was greater than the supply.  An acceptable solution was not in sight but everyone took note of a certain participant.  No one said a word to him but the organizers of the shi’ur and the more active participants discussed if he should not make room for another.  He made no progress.  He didn’t absorb the language or the Gemara.  Regretful as it was, one had to face the facts.


 “Half a year later I revisited the Soviet Union.  I visited all the places where we’d established secret shi’urim, including the above crowded session.  The excitement was great.  They made very fine progress, acquired much knowledge and sometimes even understood the Gemara.  After the shi’ur one participant took me to a corner and told me about their hesitance regarding that person’s participation.  ‘I don’t know what to tell you’, I answered honestly.  Ribono shel ‘olam, who can answer such a question.  


 “The next day I was somewhat delayed and turned up five minutes after the start of the shi’ur.  They sat crowded around and were avidly listening to a participant who spoke very rapidly and in great excitement.  Though I have a reasonable knowledge of Russian, I couldn’t understand a word.  I stood aside not wanting to disturb.  He moved his hands energetically, rolled up his sleeves, breathed heavily and slammed the table.  A real drama.  He ended with a triumphant statement, or so I guessed from their excited reaction as they patted his shoulders, hugged him and the oldest participant even kissed his brow.  When the excitement was over they sat me at the head of the table and explained what had occurred.


 “The speaker was the person who understood nothing.  He apparently noticed the hesitance that accompanied his stay and decided to explain his reason for remaining and hand over to them the decision as to what to do.  ‘Years ago’, he recounted, ‘I was sitting in a restaurant.  Suddenly the KGB entered, took out guns and ordered us to lie on the floor.  Within a few minutes I was handcuffed and brought to prison.  Believe me, I don’t know why.  I realized later that there were a few “free-thinkers” at the restaurant and the investigators wanted to prove my connection with them.  I pleaded, wept, shouted and promised that I never had any connection with the group but nothing helped.  Day and night they repeated the statement “If you sat with them, it’s a sign that you’re one of them.”  They beat me and finally punished me.  My dear friends, when I stand before the beis din on High, I don’t think I’ll be able to repeat a line of the Gemara or even one sentence.  But I’ll show my wounded arm and tell the angels “You see, they taught me that if you sit with them, it’s a sign that you’re one of them.”  Ribono shel ‘olam, I really understood nothing of tractate Sobota but I sat with them.  I’m one of them!’


 “They all rose and hugged him.  ‘There’s no doubt.  You’re one of us.  If only we shall also be with you...’”


The bystanders took a deep breath.  What a story!  Rav Eliezer wiped his tears. “When I tell this story, I experience it anew,” he explained his discomposure, and continued.  “I purposely chose this tale for the siyum on Menachos.  Daf HaYomi learners are completing two tractates dealing with kodshim.  It could be that some learners in the shi’ur haven’t understood all the topics.  But I tell them: You’re one of us, part of an enormous group sitting every day together by the same daf.  Ashreichem!  How fortunate you are!  Just at such a time, when it seemed to you that this is the second day in a row that you don’t understand the shi’ur, you’ve proven your real yearning for the spring of life.  Now, on finishing Menachos, I want to tell you ‘May my portion be with yours!’”


Those interested in sharing an interesting story or anecdote with an instructive lesson may refer to the Editorial Staff of Meoros HaDaf HaYomi and we shall publish it in this column. Address: POB 471, Bnei Berak.


Fax: 03 5706793.


� HYPERLINK mailto:mendelson@meorot.co.il ��mendelson@meorot.co.il�
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דף קד\ב   הרי עלי עצים


Vows without limits


In this article we gather a few people who vowed various undertakings.  One vowed to supply oil for the lights in a synagogue.  Another promised a certain person a hundred zuzim every year.  A third vowed charity to a certain cause but doesn’t remember which.  With the aid of our gedolim we shall sit these people by the Daf HaYomi and discuss how each should behave according to Chazal, and by connotation we shall see how the great of each generation bowed submissively before their predecessors.  


The six-branched chandelier that sprouted 16 branches: A person once vowed to supply oil for a six-branched chandelier that hung above the ‘amud in the synagogue.  One morning he was shocked to discover that, because of renovations, a new chandelier was hung with 16 branches.  He didn’t know what to do.  He vowed to supply oil for the chandelier but that was when it only had six branches.  Only the other hand, he didn’t limit his obligation for six branches but just mentioned the chandelier.  The question was brought to HaGaon Rabbi Akiva Eiger zt”l (Likutim on our sugya).


One should fulfill the minimal possibility of the vow: The gaon suggested learning our Gemara.  Our mishnah says, “If he vowed an ‘’isaron’ (of fine flour for the Temple) he should bring it; if he vowed “’esronos”, he should bring two” – as the least plural form is two.  We thus learn that the mishnah minimized the obligation to the least possible amount.  If this applies to vows for the Temple, we should surely rule so for the person who vowed the oil and limit his obligation to the least possibility: only six branches, like the number of branches when he vowed.  


Apparently, there could be no better proof.  However, Rabbi Akiva Eiger astutely distinguishes between the two instances till we wonder how we ever imagined they could be equated.  If we wanted to be strict with the vows to the Temple, he says, how many ‘esronos should he bring?  A hundred?  A thousand?  There’s no end!  For that reason his obligation is limited to the least amount.  However, how do we know that the mishnah’s ruling also concerns cases where there is an upper limit to the vow, such as in our case, where the greatest obligation concerns 16 branches?  


Now we must refer to the luminaries of previous generations, the Rishonim, and see how they learnt our mishnah, if they limited the ruling for instances only where there is no upper limit for the vower’s obligation.  Indeed, says Rabbi Akiva Eiger, the Rosh ruled that we learn from our mishnah that any obligation is limited to the minimum.  The Rosh ruled so in reply to a person who undertook to give another 100 zuzim a year but didn’t stipulate for how many years.  The Rosh answered (Responsa, klal 6, 18-19) “He should give him 100 gold coins and be exempted after one year.”


A promise: “I’ll give you 100 zuzim a year”: Apparently, also in this case we can apply Rabbi Akiva Eiger’s distinction, that our mishnah concerns an endless obligation and that such an obligation is limited to the minimum but in our case what prevents us from obligating him to give 100 zuzim every year as long as they live?  After all, this is an obligation with a limit.  We thus see, concludes Rabbi Akiva Eiger, that the Rosh learnt that the rule of our mishnah concerns all sorts of vows and therefore also the person who vowed oil only has to supply enough for six branches (see further ibid, where he discusses the words of the vow).


A person who vowed charity to a certain cause but doesn’t remember which: All the above concerns people who made clear statements which we must “explain”.  However, if the vower himself has a doubt as to his intention at the time of his vow, maybe he indeed meant to supply oil for any chandelier to be hung in the synagogue, he must be strict and apply his vow to the greatest limit.  We also learn this from our mishnah, which says: “’I stipulated but I don’t know which of them I stipulated’ – he should bring all five.”  In other words, if a person vowed to bring a particular minchah but doesn’t remember which of the five sorts of menochos he intended, he must bring them all.  Rabbi Akiva Eiger’s son-in-law, the Chasam Sofer zt”l (Responsa, Y.D. 240), ruled so for a person who was honored with an aliyah and when the gabai pronounced the mi shebeirach, he promised a considerable sum to one of the local charitable organizations.  However, when he came to fulfill his promise, he didn’t remember which organization.  The Chasam Sofer ruled that he must give the promised sum to each organization as concerning vows of charity and hekdesh we must behave strictly in case of a doubt.  However, he should not be forced to do so and if he refuses, he may put the promised amount before the representatives of all the organizations and allow them to decide for themselves.  Why do we behave strictly concerning vows of hekdesh?  The next article discusses this topic.





דף קו\ב   פירשתי ואיני יודע מה פירשתי


Must an heir pay his father’s doubtful vows?


The present and following mishnayos explain that one who sanctifies property for hekdesh with an unclear expression “should bring till he says ‘I didn’t intend so much’”.  For example, a person who vowed gold for hekdesh but didn’t stipulate how much, should bring gold to such an amount that he is sure he didn’t intend to bring more.  In this article we examine two definitions to understand this halachah and the surprising implication stemming from the difference between them.  


If there is a doubt about the identity of the owner of a certain article or about a monetary obligation between people, we apply the rule of “he who wants something from another must bring proof”.  We cannot extract property held (muchzak) by someone without solid proof.  This famous monetary rule disappears concerning doubts between a person and hekdesh and we must understand why.


A doubtful prohibition is treated strictly: Rabbi Akiva Eiger (Likutim on our sugya; see ibid, that he mentions that the Maharit wrote so) explains that if the sides to the doubt are two people, the case is monetary and the above rule determines how to act.  However, if one of the sides is hekdesh, the doubt is accompanied by the Torah’s prohibition “He shall not nullify his word” (Bemidbar 30:3) – a person must not violate his vows.  Therefore, one who vows to hekdesh must fulfill his declaration even in a case of doubt, as we cannot be lenient concerning a doubtful prohibition.


A person has no chazakah against his Maker: HaGaon Rabbi Elchanan Wasserman zt”l (Kovetz Shi’urim, Kuntres Divrei Sofrim, 5, os 2) takes an utterly different approach to explain why the rule of “he who wants something from another must bring proof” does not suffice to leave the property with its owner.  If two people argue about property, the one holding it is considered muchzak (assumed to be its owner).  However, “a person is not muchzak against his Maker”!  After all, Hashem alone reigns forever.  It cannot be that a chazakah-hold on an article gives its owner monetary preference over the Creator and Owner of Heaven and Earth.


The following case emphasizes the great difference between the two explanations.  How should we rule if the person in doubt died before he had a chance to pay his doubtful obligation to hekdesh?  Should we command his heirs to pay it?  According to Rabbi Akiva Eiger, we cannot impose any obligation on them as the person commanded not to violate his vow is no longer extant, the heirs don’t inherit his obligations and therefore all that is left is a monetary doubt and “he who wants something from another must bring proof” (Rabbi Akiva Eiger, ibid).  


However, according to Rabbi Elchanan’s explanation, the heirs must give the doubtful article to hekdesh, as the principle that forced the vower to act strictly in a case of doubt remains valid – “a person is not muchzak against his Maker.”  Thus the heirs also cannot claim to be muchzak (Peiros Teeinah; there is also a difference regarding one who says “This is for hekdeish,” a nedavah that creates no personal obligation, if a doubt arose whether something is included; see Rabbi Akiva Eiger, ibid).


Why we decide according to the majority in cases of capital punishment but not in monetary cases: We conclude this topic with a wonderful solution by Rabbi Elchanan zt”l to a famous question.  The author of Shev Shma’atsa (sha’ar 4, ch.8) asks why we decide according to the majority (rov) in cases of capital punishment but not in monetary cases, where we decide by chazakah.  Surely a person is muchzak – assumed owner – of his body at least as much as the owner of property is muchzak with his property.  Why, then, is there such severity to encroach upon the chazakah of a property-owner?  (See Shev Shema’atsa, ibid, who explains that monetary cases are not more severe than those of capital punishment).  


However, once we are familiar with Rabbi Elchanan’s explanation, the basis for this question disappears.  An owner of property is muchzak as opposed to the person claiming it from him but a person is not muchzak with his body as opposed to Hashem, Who claims it from him and determined the death penalty for certain prohibitions (Kovetz Divrei Sofrim, ibid; readers have surely noticed that Rabbi Elchanan’s explanation pertains to vows of hekdesh but not to vows of charity).





דף קט\א   הכהנים ששמשו בבית חוניו


Not to close the door on penitents – apostate kohanim at the duchan


The era of the illusory “Enlightenment”, which led many Jewish youths astray, constituted a fertile basis for different halachic questions that arose because of the situation.  In this article we discuss kohanim fit to bless at the duchan and, apropos, the worry of leaders of the generations not to interminably reject those who go astray.  


We open with our mishnah: “The kohanim who served in the temple of Chunyo shall not serve in the Temple in Yerushalayim and it need not be mentioned for another thing.”  In other words, a kohen who served in the temple established by the kohen Chunyo in Egypt (see the history of the event in the Gemara) is not allowed to serve in the Temple and kal vachomer a kohen who served idolatry (Rashi, s.v. v’ein tzarich lomar, and Rambam, Hilchos Bias HaMikdash 9:13).


All agree that the prohibition for an apostate (converted) kohen to serve in the Temple is still valid even if he completely repents.  As Beis Yosef mentions (O.C. 128), it seems so from our mishnah since it rules plainly that the kohen is forbidden to serve in the Temple without mention that if he repents, the halachah is different.  


But the Rishonim disagree as to if the other halachos of kehunah, aside from service in the Temple, no longer apply to him, such as blessing at the duchan or getting the first ‘aliyah.  Rambam (Hilchos Tefillah Unesias Kapayim 15:3) explicitly rules: “A kohen who worshipped an idol, perforce or erroneously, though he repented, must not ever bless the congregation…and the same applies to a renegade (convert) kohen, though he repented, he must not ever bless the congregation.”  Tosfos (s.v. Lo yeshamshu) cite Sefer Hazahir that a kohen who converted profanes his sanctity, which never returns and therefore he no longer blesses the congregation forever (it is self-understood that the prohibitions of the kehunah, to become impure for the deceased and marry a divorcee, still apply to him).


On the other hand, a few Rishonim, cited by the Tur and Beis Yosef and including Rashi (Responsa, 170, cited in Tosfos on our sugya), maintain that a kohen who converted and repented may bless the congregation.  Rashi finds a basis for his opinion in our mishnah, which says that such kohanim shall not serve in the Temple in Yerushalayim, meaning that they are not rejected from other tasks of the kehunah.  Moreover, our mishnah defines penitent kohanim as having a defect (ba’alei mumim) and a ba’al mum may bless the congregation unless he has a defect in his hands.  Therefore, there is no reason to prevent the converted who repented from blessing the congregation.


You thus discourage the penitent: Rabeinu Gershom Meor HaGolah (Responsa, 4) strengthens this statement with the contention that if we prevent converted kohanim from approaching the duchan, “you thus discourage the penitent and it is improper to do so”, as explained in Sanhedrin 103a.  


Maharam of Rottenburg (cited in Beis Yosef) suggests a sort of compromise.  Such a kohen should not be encouraged to approach the duchan but if he approached, he is not prevented (see Hagahos Maimoniyos, Hilchos Tefillah 15:3).


As for the halachah, Beis Yosef and the Bach tend to rely on most of the Rishonim, especially as we must open a way for the penitent.  Shulchan ‘Aruch (ibid, se’if 37) rules: “A converted kohen must not approach the duchan and some say that if he repented, he approaches (and that is the main ruling).”  The author of Kaf HaChayim (os 219) asserts that despite that according to the rules of decisions of Shulchan ‘Aruch, when he rules a certain halachah and then quotes “some say” who disagree, he didn’t intend to rule according to the second opinion but merely to mention it, still we have received a tradition that in pressing circumstances one may also rely on what he wrote in the name of “some say.”  This halachah is considered a pressing circumstance to encourage the penitent!


HaGaon Rabbi Chayim Ozer Grodzhinski zt”l and other halachic authorities were asked to express their opinion as to how to treat kohanim who, though they haven’t converted, might be defined as apostates because of their blatant disregard of mitzvos in public (as in Rashi, Chulin 5a, s.v. Ela: “Shabbos is as strict as idolatry as an idolator denies Hashem and he who desecrates Shabbos denies His works and gives false testimony that Hashem did not rest at the Creation”).


One cannot deny something one is unaware of: Rabbi Grodzhinski (Responsa Achi’ezer, IV, 3) ruled that in our era most of those who stray from the Torah are “captured children”, relying on the author of Binyan Tziyon (Responsa, Hachadashos, 23), who describes Jews who pray in synagogue, sanctify Shabbos (by saying kiddush) and then desecrate it.  Those people do not deny Hashem’s kingship but never had the merit to achieve deep recognition of their task in our world and, as such, of course they cannot deny something they are unaware of (and see another reason, ibid).  


HaGaon Rabbi Moshe Feinstein zt”l (Responsa Igros Moshe, O.C., I, 33; see ibid) recommended to behave in such cases according to the above opinion of Maharam of Rottenburg.


דף קי\א   כל העוסק בתורת חטאת כאילו הקריב חטאת


Anyone who learns about the chatas is as though he sacrificed it


With the conclusion of Menachos the Gemara teaches us: “Rabbi Yitzchak said, “…Anyone who learns about the chatas is as though he sacrifice it and anyone who learns about the asham is as though he sacrificed an asham.”  The Tur wrote (O.C. 1) that one had well say the parshah of the sacrifices every day and after saying the verses of the sacrifce one should say “May it be Your will” that saying the verses should be accepted as though the sacrifice were offered (see an expansion of this topic in the article “The parallel between saying korbanos and offering sacrifices” in Vol. 224).


Temporary atonement: Many sugyos indicate that even one who says the parshyos of the sacrifices devotedly does not become exempt from the obligation of his sacrifice and when the Temple will be built, he must offer them.  Saying korbanos is temporary atonement, “as though he offered”, but he is surely not exempt from the Torah’s obligation (Responsa Har Tzvi, O.C. 1; Bnei Yisaschar, Maamar Rosh Chodesh, maamar 2, os 8; Responsa Torah Shleimah, 120; and see Kemotzei Shalal Rav, parshas Tzav).  


Apropos, as we approach the end of Menachos, we mention two augmentive tidbits to explain Rabbi Yishmael ben Elisha’s famous words when once, on Shabbos, he tilted a light unintentionally and wrote down “I, Yishmael ben Elisha, read and tilted a light on Shabbos; when the Temple will be built, I’ll bring a fat chatas” (Shabbos 12b).  Why wasn’t he satisfied with reading the parashah of the chatas?  


Saying korbanos lacks the advantage of the kohanim’s eating:. The author of Yeshu’os Ya’akov (O.C. 1) wrote in the name of the Rishonim that as the atonement of the chatas is also achieved by the kohanim’s eating – “kohanim eat and the owners are atoned” (Pesachim 59b) – hence by saying the verses of the chatas we do not achieve that same level accomplished by offering the sacrifice.  This is also the reason, he adds, that Rabbi Yishmael undertook a fat chatas – to emphasize the inability to make up for the kohanim’s part by saying the verses.


By saying the verses we do not achieve the advantage of an embellished sacrifice: Rabbi Yitzchak Shvadron, the Maharsham’s son, solved this question in the following manner (in the preface to Responsa Maharsham, II, os 32).  A few times we have already cited the halachah mentioned by Rambam (Hilchos Isurei Mizbeiach 1:1): “It is a positive mitzvah that all the sacrifices should be perfect and choice, as we are told: ‘It should be perfect for a good will’.  This is a positive mitzvah.”   It is obvious that though saying the verses of the sacrifices is considered like offering them, it can never achieve the level of observing the mitzvah with embellishment such as offering a fat sacrifice.  This is what Rabbi Yishmael meant when he said “I’ll bring a fat chatas.”


Still, saying the verses of the sacrifices has advantages over their being offered.  The first is if a person has a doubt as to if he committed a transgression unintentionally, he is forbidden to bring a sacrifice because of the doubt but he may say the appropriate verses and that is considered his atonement (Responsa Har Tzvi, ibid; see ibid, that he proves so from the Tur).  


Saying korbanos atones for intentional sins: The Bnei Yisachar of Dinov zt”l tells of the second advantage (in the preface to his Derech Pikudecha, preface 5, os 8; cf Rabeinu Yonah to Rif, Berachos 3a, s.v. kivan), that saying korbanos can atone for intentional sins!  This is based on Chazal’s statement (Ta’anis 27a, etc.) that Avraham said, “Ribono shel ‘olam…when there’s no Temple what will be with them?”  He told him, “I already arranged the order of korbanos.  When they read them before Me, I attribute to them as though they offered them and forgive them all their sins (‘avonoseihem).”  An ‘avon is an intentional sin.  We thus see that learning the verses of the sacrifices can ease atonement for intentional sins (Kemotzei Shalal Rav, ibid).  


Hadran Aloch Maseches Menachos.  We shall review it and learn about the sacrifices to atone for us before Hashem.
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דף קד\ב   במנחה שנאמר בה נפש


He’ll Bring His Minchah with His Soul


Anything that comes about with great effort is described as costing a person’s soul.  A person does not take much trouble to bring an animal sacrifice.  At most, he must hunt it down.  However, a minchah, consisting of fine flour, is the result of much hard, physical work and even the oil doesn’t come by itself: one must climb the tree, pick the olives and crush them for the desired result.  Therefore about a minchah we are told “a soul that will offer” (Vayikra 2:1) as he brings his sacrifice with his soul (Oznayim LaTorah, ibid).


דף קה\ב   רש"י ד"ה שמעינן ליה לר"ש... ולא איתפריש לן היכא


“You Don’t Know” Is Also Torah


In many places Rashi takes the trouble to write that he doesn’t know a certain detail (see a list in Rabbi Akiva Eiger’s Gilyon HaShas, Berachos 25b).  The Chazon Ish zt”l said that this is no empty statement.  This is also part of Torah.  A learner should say to himself while he learns, “This I know and this I don’t know” (Sha’arei Aharon, Shulchan ‘Aruch, I).





דף קז\ב   האומר הרי עלי


He Brings Everything


Our mishnah says that he who vows to bring a sacrifice must fulfill all the possibilities included in his vow.  Therefore, he who says that he will bring a sacrifice from an animal but doesn’t know which he specified must bring a bull and a cow, a male and female calf, a ram and a ewe, a male and female goat, a male and female kid and a male and a female lamb.  Maharam Chaviv states (Drashos Maharam Chaviv, Tazria’, derush 2) that the verse hints so when it says (Vayikra 1:2) “A person who offers from you a sacrifice to Hashem, from the animal, from the steer and from from the flock you shall offer your sacrifice”: A person who offers a sacrifice to Hashem from the animal – and doesn’t know which animal he meant – from the steer and from the flock he shall offer it.





דף קט\ב   תוד"ה נזדמן לי... בירושלמי פריך והכתיב וכל אדם לא יהיה באוהל מועד ואפי' מלאכים


A Bad Angel Is No “Person”


Tosfos cite the Yerushalmi, that an angel is called a “person”.  The Gemara in Makos 12a lists the errors of the angel of Edom and among them it mentions that he will seek refuge in Batzra though cities of refuge only serve people.  But isn’t an angel also called a person?  Mahari Engel addresses the topic and says that an angel is called a person if he is good and holy.  But bad angels, such as that appointed over Edom, are not called people at all (Beis HaOtzar, alef-dalet, kelal 12).





דף קי\א   כל העוסק בתורת חטאת


Korbanos!


It is told about HaGaon Rabbi Shlomo Zalman Auerbach zt”l (Halichos Shlomo, I, Ch. 6, remarks 20 and 24) that he took care to come ten minutes before the start of prayers to say birchos hashachar and korbanos patiently and pleasantly.  He told to those who asked to at least be careful to say the parshah of the tamid and the ketores (incense).  If he didn’t say them before prayers, it is fitting to say the parshah of the tamid after prayers but not the ketores as they already said it at the end of the prayer.  He was unsatisfied that people were careless about saying korbanos and would urge his pupils to heed such and in cheider the pupils should be taught to say at least part of korbanos.  





A Minchah: Like a Body Without a Soul


At the start of Menachos (Vol. 228) we cited the following peninah: 


The pupils of HaGaon Rav Chayim of Volozhin zt”l write in the name of their mentor: Prayer resembles the tamid.  “Prayer without concentration is like a body without a soul.”  This means that prayer without concentration does not have the advantage of an animal sacrifice, which has a soul, but the advantage of a minchah, which is “a body without a soul” (Tosefes Ma’aseh Rav, 12; Keser Rosh, 22; Beiurei Rabeinu Chayim MiVolozhin, 163).  


A reader sent us an interesting addition which he heard from HaGaon HaTzadik Rav Gedalyah Eiseman, mashgiach of Kol Torah Yeshivah.  Chazal’s satement, that prayer without concentration is like a body without a soul, denegrates the value of such prayer while Rav Chayim’s statement apparently enlivens it as he treats such prayer as a minchah!  However, a minchah was offered by a poor person who could not afford to offer an animal.  From such a person, who is not able to pray with concentration, his prayer is accepted like a minchah.  But someone who could have prayed with concentration should not expect his prayer to be regarded…   
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Meorot Hadaf Hayomy;an enterprise of Torah learning that spreads its wings throughout Jewish world. More than 120 daily Shiurim of the Daf  are taught across Eratz Yisroel. Through the leadership of  Harav Chaim Dovid Kovalsky, a unique technique of learning attracts learners from all Walks of life. The concise and dynamic style blends-in contemporary issues that emanate from every Daf, bringing to life the pages of the Talmud. More than 45,000 copies of the Meorot publication  are distributed to individuals, synagogues and schools, in Hebrew and English (soon available in french and russian).


This Torah enterprise is supported through private donations allows us to continue expanding the ranks of Torah learners in our network of shiurim.
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Main Office:1 Harav Wegman street, P.O.B 471,Bnei Brak Israel. Tel: 03-616 4725


For donations and dedication please call: In United States: 1866-252 1475. In Europe (U.K.) :0800-917 4786
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מזל - טוב


למר מרק ונעמי גרוס ומשפחתם


לרגל נישואי ביתם מינדי עליזה עב"ג ברוך אריה צבי שחור שיחיו


מאחלים איליין ומאיר בליסקא ומשפחתם – לורנס, ניו יורק
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