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Location, Location, Location

“These are the laws of the sin-offering: in the place that you shall slaughter the complete-offering, slaughter the sin-offering” (Lev. 6:18).

T

he complete-offering, generally a voluntary gesture to G-d during Temple times, was slaughtered in the northern section of the Temple courtyard. In the above quoted verse, the Torah teaches us that the sin-offering was slaughtered there as well.

 In doing so, why was it necessary to point out the resemblance to the complete-offering? Why wasn’t it sufficient to say that the sin-offering was slaughtered in the north, which is all it says concerning the complete-offering? 


The Talmud (1) quotes Reish Lokish (2) who explained the correlation: it is in order to emphasize that the Torah wants to avoid publicizing the owner as a sinner. 

Immediately prior to the slaughter of a sacrificial animal, the owner would rest his hands on the animal’s head. Therefore, were the sin-offering to have a distinct place where to be slaughtered, it would be obvious to all present that he had transgressed. 

Instead, the Torah guides us to be mindful of the sensitivities of others and slaughter the sin-offering at the same place as the voluntary complete-offering. Although the person had erred, that does not give anyone the right to disparage him.

This type of understanding of people’s feelings is found throughout the Torah. Just to cite another example, let us look ahead to the end of Parshas Emor (3), where the Torah relates the unfortunate occurrence of the cursing of G-d’s Name. 

The Torah says there, “And they placed (the blasphemer) in prison until (his judgment) would be explained to them by G-d (through Moshe).” Rashi comments that although the incident of the Shabbos transgressor (4) took place at the same time and he, too, was imprisoned, they were held separately. Why was that?

They did so to avoid unduly frightening the blasphemer (5). The sentence that the Shabbos transgressor was to receive had already been known: capital punishment. They just weren’t sure of the method of execution, for which they waited G-d’s ruling. In the case of the blasphemer, however, they weren’t knowledgeable about his punishment altogether.

Were the blasphemer to have been incarcerated together with the Shabbos transgressor, he might have nervously assumed that he was to be executed as well, a fact that wasn’t yet known. Although he had committed a most severe crime, cursing G-d’s Name, it was not within the rights of the court to callously place him together with someone on death row!

-----------------------

(1) Jerusalem Talmud, Sota 8:9. (2) 3rd Century Talmudist. (3) Lev. 24:10-16. (4) See Num. 15:32-36. (5) Sifsei Chachomim, commentary to Rashi.
*********************

Compensation for a Cow

“This is the statute of the Torah that G-d has commanded…and they shall take to (i.e. give) you a red heifer” (Num. 19:2).

T

his week is the third in a series of four special “Maftir-Haftorahs” readings. The special reading for this week is called Parshas Parah, taken from Numbers 19:1-22.


Parshas Parah discusses the purification process that was administered during Temple times for an individual who became impure through contact with a corpse. 

When the Temple service was functional, this parsha was read several weeks prior to the holiday of Passover. This was to alert the people to prepare themselves for the upcoming holiday, when it would be necessary to be pure for the offering of the Passover lamb. The custom of this reading has continued ever since. 

 Parshas Parah commences with a peculiar statement: “This is the statute of the Torah.” Why is the discussion regarding the red heifer and the purification process called “the statute of the Torah” and not “the statute of the red heifer?”
 There is a unique characteristic inherent in this mitzvah in that it defies human comprehension. The same waters that purify the impure make impure someone who carries them (1). Because of this paradox, even the wisest of all people, King Solomon, remarked, “And it is distant from me (2).” 

When we adhere to commandments for which we lack proper understanding, it demonstrates our complete commitment to G-d (3). Such mitzvahs are performed with the sole intention of conforming to His Will (4). In turn, they clarify that our dedication to G-d in the performance of the other mitzvahs is equally sincere.

Therefore, if we accept to fulfill this mitzvah, then G-d equates it to having accepted the entire “Torah that G-d has commanded.” 

The Sages (5) teach that although we no longer have the ability to fulfill the mitzvahs relevant to the Temple service, nevertheless, reading the chapters in the Torah that discuss those mitzvahs is considered as though we have performed them. Especially concerning the chapter of the red heifer we can say, “May the words of our lips compensate for the cows (we are meant to sacrifice) (6).” 

-------------------

(1) See Rashi to v.21. (2) Koheles 7:23. (3) Ohr HaChaim, 18th Century scholar. (4) See Torah E-mail on Parshas Pekudei for further discussion on this point. (5) Talmud, Menachos 110a. (6) Hoshea 14:3.
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