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60b   Adorn yourself, then adorn others.


Rebuking nowadays


“Clean yourself of straw, then clean others”, said Tzefania (2:1).  “Clean yourself of straw” is hiskosheshu, similar to keshot – “adorn” – and Reish Lakish thence coined the adage: Adorn yourself, then adorn others.  Our sugya recounts that Rav Yanai and another homeowner had trees leaning over into the street.  Passers-by complained to the latter that his tree disturbed traffic as its boughs were low enough to bother someone riding a camel (see the Mishnah, 27a, and Vol. 151) and demanded that he prune it.  He referred to Rav Yanai for a ruling but was put off till the next day.  Rav Yanai meanwhile pruned his own tree to the required height, saying “First adorn yourself and then others”.  


A deposed rosh yeshivah cannot be reinstated: The above adage is not merely proverbial.  According to Radbaz (Responsa, VI, 2078), Rambam therefore rules that an errant rosh yeshivah – i.e., the presiding dayan of a Sanhedrin – must not resume his position, even having repented, as opposed to other holders of public office such as chazanim, as he is deemed to be his generation’s leader, responsible for guiding them in the right path, and we have been taught: “Adorn yourself, then adorn others”.  Chazal have told us to keep this saying in mind before any attempt to observe the mitzvah of rebuking another (Vayikra 19:17) and first examine if we ourselves are innocent of that infringement (see Malbim on Vayikra, ibid).  Indeed, Rabbi Tarfon sincerely wondered if his generation could be admonished: “If someone tells another, ‘Remove the splinter between your eyes’, he says back, ‘Remove the beam between your eyes!’” (‘Arachin 16b).  In other words, no one could rebuke another for even the slightest sin as the latter would retort, “First desist from your sins which are greater!”  Rashi comments, “They could therefore admonish no one, all being sinners” (ibid, s.v. kisem).  


Why is there no berachah on the mitzvah to rebuke another?  In Sha’ar 3: Birchos HaMitzvos Umishpeteihen, Avudraham lists the mitzvos that demand no berachah and explains the reasons.  We pronounce no berachah, he contends, on admonishing others as to truly observe the commandment, we must be utterly free of all sin.  Still, we may ask, does this mean that the mitzvah is no longer applicable?  On the contrary, asserts HaGaon Rav Yitzchak Weiss zt”l, who compiled much relevant material from the halachic and aggadic literature: “The Tanaim only meant to warn the rebuker to improve his own behavior first” (Responsa Minchas Yitzchak, IV, 80).  Moreover, as long as he fails to do so and, consequently, refrains from rebuking, he shares the other’s guilt. 


In his ‘Iyun Ya’akov on ‘Ein Ya’akov, Rav Ya’akov Reisher adds that just as our dayanim can’t be classified as experts (mumchim) but nonetheless represent the experts of former generations who were truly qualified to rule cases, we too are still charged with the mitzvah to admonish others as agents of previous generations who were worthy enough to rebuke.





60b   When the Temple was destroyed…


Eating fowl in the Nine Days


Our sugya explains that after the destruction of the Second Temple some of the more pious favored a prohibition on eating meat to symbolize the discontinuance of the sacrifices but the decree was opposed as the general public was deemed unable to uphold it.  Still, the Mishnah in Ta’anis (26b) forbids eating meat at the meal just before Tish’ah BeAv and we now refrain from meat during the preceding days according to various opinions and customs cited in Shulchan ‘Aruch (O.C. 551).  The Vilna Gaon refers to our gemara as a source for these customs as the reluctance to enact decrees which the public cannot obey indicates that there is no opposition to short-term regulations easier on the public.  


Our gemara explains that the suggested prohibition on meat stemmed from the discontinuance of the sacrifices, hence there should be no objection to eating chicken as, after all, this fowl was never sacrificed.  The Rishonim indicate, though, that the decree was also meant to restrain lavish rejoicing.  Avi Ha’Ezri (Tur, O.C. 552) rules that chicken is allowed as joyous occasions are celebrated with beef and wine.  However, the Tur (ibid) holds that the inherent element of mourning in the decree must also preclude chicken.  According to the Bach (ibid) and Magen Avraham (O.C. 551, S.K. 28, cited in Mishnah Berurah, ibid, S.K. 64), if  some people find it difficult to eat dairy products, they may eat chicken during the Nine Days.





60b   One square cubit


Do Jerusalemites need a memorial for the Temple?


Our gemara informs us that since the destruction of the Temple, regulations were decreed to lessen our full happiness at joyful occasions: “If I forget you, Yerushalayim, may my right hand be forgotten…If I don’t raise Yerushalayim above my joy” (Tehilim 137:5-6).  A person who paints his home, for example, must leave one square cubit unpainted in memory of the destruction, called zecher lachurban (Shulchan ‘Aruch, O.C. 560:1).  The maximal length of a cubit is reckoned at 58 cm and the minimal – 48 cm.  According to Mishnah Berurah (560, S.K. 2), many people in the author’s era neglected the decree and he questions the justification of their non-observance.  In his Da’as Torah (O.C. 560), Maharsham suggests that government authorities used to supervise both the external and internal appearance of homes and Jews wanted to avoid conflicts.  Nonetheless, HaGaon Rav Chayim Falaji, cited in Kaf HaChayim (560, S.K. 11) was most distressed by neglect of the practice.  Experience proves, he contends, that those who observe the decree in full see their homes protected from collapsing (c.f. twin towers?).


A person buying a house from a gentile does not have to scrape a square cubit of paint from the wall but must leave such a square when repainting.  However, if he buys a house from a Jew who neglected the practice, he must make a zecher lachurban immediately (Mishnah Berurah, ibid).  HaGaon Rav Akiva Yosef Schlesinger ztl, author of Lev Ha’Ivri (cited in HaBayis, Miluim, p. 484), holds that Jerusalemites whose homes face the Temple Mount do not have to make a zecher lachurban as they constantly see its desolation.  He remained alone in his opinion, though, and for generations Jerusalemites have customarily left a zecher lachurban as the Gemara apparently meant the decree to be applied everywhere (Eretz Israel by HaGaon Rav Y.M. Tikotchinski, 23:4, quoting elderly Jerusalemites).  The zecher must be plainly seen to properly serve as a reminder and Shulchan ‘Aruch requires it to be opposite the entrance (see Mishnah Berurah, S.K. 3).  Some remark that if the wall facing the entry lacks enough space, the zecher may be prominently arranged on the ceiling above the front door (Responsa Mishkenos HaRo’im, 18).  It must never be hidden by furniture or curtains (Birur Halachah, 560; Sefer HaBayis in the name of HaGaon Rav Y.S. Elyashiv shlita).  Yalkut Avraham (O.C. 686) mentions a custom to cover the zecher during Adar with a sign saying “When Adar arrives, we increase our joy”.  


Pictures or poems on such memorials: Many styles of the zecher lachurban developed with the passage of generations.  Mention is made in Responsa Kinyan Torah (I, 117) of a prominent Torah scholar who chiseled the word Yerushalayim within the zecher.  The Jews of a certain large town would even write a poem about the destruction of the Temple on the zecher (Sedei Chemed, Ma’areches Zayin, 12) while others would draw the Western Wall or an image of King Tzidkiyahu, who was exiled to Babylonia with the fall of the First Temple.  Such pictures or poems may be added to the zecher but do not replace the required square cubit of bare wall (Pri Megadim, Mishbetzos Zahav, S.K. 1) and poskim therefore discourage any ornamentation that could eventually be considered decorative rather than mournful (Avnei Yashefeh, I, 116; see also Kaf HaChayim, S.K. 8, and Yafeh LaLev, II, 560).





60b   A person preparing a whole meal should forgo a trifle.


A decorated plate to remind us of the Destruction


Our sugya explains that as a zecher lachurban, one should eliminate some portion of the assumed menu of a meal and leave a space on the table where that portion would usually be.  Shulchan ‘Aruch rules accordingly (O.C. 560:2) and poskim assert that meals celebrating mitzvos, such as weddings or a bar mitzvah, should be served likewise, except on Shabos or holidays.  Still, poskim discuss the question if we should do so at each ordinary meal: Shulchan ‘Aruch, for instance, applies the decree to those serving meals to guests but the Taz and Kaf HaChayim interpret the meaning differently.  Despite all the exacting halachic literature, though, we have yet to hear of anyone applying the practice!  This question is raised in Chayei Adam and Mishnah Berurah (ibid), “..people ignore all these demands”.  Sha’arei Teshuvah (ibid) also speaks sharply against those who make light of matter connected with zecher lachurban: “In recent generations, though, people have disregarded the topic more and more, almost becoming oblivious.  There is nought to rely on and the same applies to similar halachos…”  On the other hand, HaGaon Rav Yosef Chayim surmises that in the Talmudic era portions were brought to table in a formal order and a missing portion would arouse much curiosity.  Today, though, the lack of some expected portion does not remind diners of the fall of the Temple; rather, they attribute its absence to their host’s inability to prepare it (Kaf HaChayim, 18).  Still, he concludes, we should leave some space without a plate or bowl as a zecher lachurban.


The author of Sidur Ya’avetz complains: “Alas I have never heard nor seen anyone attending to the matter due to their disregard for the warnings of Chazal, though all their words are like live coals” (Sidur Ya’avetz, Peninei Tish’ah BeAv, 6:4).  A young man recently came across this statement and, encouraged by certain rabbis, hired a painter to illustrate a platter with scenes depicting the destruction of the Temple.  The empty platter on the table stands for the missing portion as a zecher lachurban.





60b   Since the evil kingdom has spread all over


When may Chazal decree non-observance of a mitzvah?


After the fall of Yerushalayim, the Roman and, later, Byzantine empires increased their efforts to force their religion and culture on the Jews.  Chazal said that they should rightfully ban marriage and begetting, preferring self-imposed extinction to assimilation, but that they could not issue a decree which people could never uphold.  Tosfos (s.v. Bedin) are reluctant to interpret this statement as assuming Chazal sought to utterly discontinue the mitzvah d’orayso to have children but explain that they meant to limit each family to one son and one daughter (the minimal fulfillment of the mitzvah).  Toras Chayim, though, remarks that Chazal may nullify a positive mitzvah (see Yevamos 90b), such as by forbidding sounding the shofar on Rosh HaShanah or taking a lulav on Sukos that fall on Shabos.  Why, then, can’t we say they intended to completely ban the mitzvah to have children?  


HaGaon Rav Shlomo Ganzfried, author of Kitzur Shulchan ‘Aruch, explains Tosfos’ approach in his Pnei Shlomo on our sugya according to the Taz, who determined a basic principle for understanding the rabbinical authority to decree non-observance of a mitzvah.  The Taz (Shulchan ‘Aruch, O.C. 588, S.K. 5 and Y.D. 117) clarifies that their purpose is never to uproot a mitzvah from the Torah but rather to strengthen and perpetuate it by sometimes limiting its observance.  They forbade, for example, blowing a shofar on Rosh HaShanah falling on Shabos lest people, in their exuberance, come to carry it from one domain to another (see last week’s issue) and violate a Shabos prohibition.  They were not uprooting the mitzvah, though, as it would be kept in other years when Rosh HaShanah falls on a weekday.  Moreover, they never applied the decree to blowing a shofar in the Temple or in the presence of the Sanhedrin.  Additionally, had the Torah explicitly commanded to blow the shofar on Shabos, they would surely never have instituted the decree.  They set conditions for the observance of certain mitzvos, providing those mitzvos would not be eradicated and only if the Torah does not stipulate that the mitzvah must be observed in all circumstances.  We may thus accept Tosfos’ reasoning that Chazal would never ban marriage altogether.


HaGaon Rav Moshe Feinstein zt”l added that, according to Tosfos, had the decree been enacted, a person could father ten daughters before his first son or vice versa, resulting in quite large families, whereas the Gemara says that if the decree were enforced, “Avraham’s offspring would become extinct” (Responsa Igros Moshe, E.H., IV, 29).  It seems, then, that they wanted to nullify the mitzvah altogether and some Rishonim hold this opinion (Raavyah cited in Mordechai, Yevamos, §50).  By this reasoning, Mordechai (ibid) remarks that we can no longer force a man to divorce his wife if they fail to have children within ten years of their marriage, as demanded by the Mishnah (Yevamos 64a).  After all, it would be appropriate not have wed at all.  (See Remo’s statement in E.H. 1:3: “We now have the custom to refrain from forcing such a divorce”; and see the Vilna Gaon’s commentatry, S.K. 10, attributing Remo’s opinion to the Mordechai, and his halachic conclusion according to Tosfos and the Rosh on our sugya, adding that the decree to desist from marriage applies when Jews are severely punished for observing mitzvos but not during the whole period of our exile; we cannot, then, always use the Gemara’s reason to explain the non-enforcement of this sort of divorce).





61a   And not the roof if it has a parapet 10 handbreadths high


The required height of a parapet on a roof


Not long ago we addressed some aspects of the mitzvah to build a parapet around one’s roof.  “If you build a new house”, says the Torah, “make a parapet for your roof” (Devarim 22:8) but its required height is not there mentioned.  Our first source for its height is in Sifrei (Ki Seitzei, 67): “Its circumference, its height – three handbreadths; its walking area – 10”.  Many commentators toiled over this statement and came to different conclusions.  The Semag (‘Aseh 49) explains that a pit or gound-level well needs a parapet three handbreadths high while the parapet of a roof must to be 10 handbreadths high.  Sifrei therefore says “circumference”, meaning a well – usually round, while a “walking area” refers to a roof (Netziv on Sifrei; Mid-Eastern roofs are usually flat, and not angled, to enable their use in the long dry season).  However, Sefer HaYereim (234 [45 in the old edition]) holds that “circumference” means a parapet’s required height – three handbreadths, whereas the “walking area” refers to the roof’s height: a roof less than 10 handbreadths from the ground needs no parapet.  According to Rambam (Hilchos Rotzeach Ushemiras HaNefesh 11:3), a parapet must be at least 10 handbreadths high in order, as the Torah says, to prevent falling (Devarim, ibid).  Raavad and Kesef Mishneh, though, interpret the “walking area” of Sifrei to mean where a roof is most used: the parapet there must be 10 handbreadths high but the rest of “its circumference” around the roof needs only three handbreadths (see Tosefos HaRosh, Mo’ed Katan 11a, s.v. Ve’osim).


The Vilna Gaon uses our mishnah to support Rambam’s opinion: “A person who sells a house (i.e., just saying “house” without specifying attached areas such as a garage or toolshed) is assumed to exclude its roof from the sale if its parapet is 10 handbreadths tall.”  A roof with a parapet at least 10 handbreadths high is defined as a separate property with its own uses, not necessarily serving the house, and not included in the sale unless so specified.  A parapet less than 10 handbreadths high, then, is deemed unprotective and Rambam therefore demands that height (see the Gaon’s commentary for more proof from the Tosefta in Bava Kama, Ch. 6, and though Sifrei may be interpreted otherwise, Rambam bases his ruling on our mishnah and the Tosefta).  Still, in his Meromei Sadeh, the Netziv tries to prove the opposite from our mishnah: The mishnah’s wording “if its parapet is 10 handbreadths tall” indicates that other parapets may be lower but still be defined as parapets!  Our mishnah concerns selling real estate and a parapet that high sets off a roof as a separate property not included in the sale unless specified. Shulchan ‘Aruch rules according to Rambam, that all parapets must be 10 handbreadths tall (C.M. 427:5). 











From the Editor





The


 Outstanding Attributes of a True Torah Scholar


In 1947 the British mandate was about to end in Eretz Israel and the growing friction between Jews and Arabs impelled the authorities to tighten their control.  Curfews were often imposed in Yerushalayim for no apparent reason as the country’s future became increasingly vague.  HaGaon Rav Isser Zalman Meltzer zt”l, famous as the author of Even HaAzel, then resided in Yerushalayim.  Nothing could prevent him from seeking the exact meaning of a complex gemara or a difficult statement by Rambam.  One night, as all Yerushalayim was shut in by a curfew, Rav Meltzer was studying Rambam and encountered a truly puzzling fragment.  Curfew or not, he donned his coat, determined to understand the topic of his study.  He proceeded through the deserted streets to the home of a learned relative with whom he enjoyed discussing intricate Torah themes.  


The family was rather alarmed to hear someone knocking during a curfew and all the more nonplussed to the see the gaon so distracted and absorbed in his thoughts.  He soon explained that he was stymied by a passage in Rambam and they needed no further elucidation.  Rav Meltzer and his relative delved into the sources for a long while till the latter suggested a solution acceptable to both.  Becalmed and satisfied, the gaon blessed the family and set out for home.  


This exemplary episode was often related by the family to illustrate his boundless love for Torah.  A second aspect of the story came to light many years later and proves to be even more enlightening.  The previous afternoon Rav Meltzer had met his publisher who informed him that he would shortly start printing his Even HaAzel.  That night the gaon checked his manuscript for the last time before his final approval.  Suddenly, though, he felt that something was not in order, again pored through the pages and decided that the work could not be published as it is.  There was no gross error involved: Rather, he noticed having named two brothers-in-law, who had suggested some fine ideas whereas the third brother-in-law, though also a considerable scholar, remained unmentioned.  Rav Meltzer could not contemplate causing even the slightest affront.  That very night he made his way to the scholar’s home, presented his question on Rambam’s text and, when his relative suggested an apt solution, he was satisfied and rushed back to add a halachic article to the manuscript, mentioning that person’s name!


Let us follow the light held high by our leading authorities whose behavior shows how the Torah endows its learners with unique sensitivity.  In conclusion, we quote from the preface of Orchos Tzadikim that “all should know that without proper moral interpersonal relations, one cannot acquire Torah and mitzvos as the entire Torah depends on improving our personal attributes”.  May it be His will that we deserve to learn joyfully and comfortably and that it should become our eternal elixir of life.





With the blessing 


of the Torah


The Editor
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60b   All who mourn for Yerushalayim merit to see its joy.


Onions, Tears and the Wise


Concerning the above promise, Rabbi Sholom Schwadron zt”l would tell an instructive parable:


A person went walking and noticed his neighbor at home, peeling a large onion and weeping from the smell.  He pitied him but realized the chore was worth the trouble as the onion would surely be used in a robust meal.  Walking on, he came to the backyard of a hotel where some kitchen staff were peeling a huge amount of onions and weeping copiously.  He understood that some grand celebration must be planned for the evening as such a large quantity could only be meant for hundreds of guests.  


The same lesson applies to us: For generations we have wept rivers of tears, unprecedented suffering and torment comprised our lot but the wise understand that they have all been a preparation for the great celebration yet to come.





60b   To refrain from meat


Mitzvos Flying Away


Once, we are told, Rabbi Levi Yitzchak of Berditchev zt”l went out on Tish’ah B’Av to collect funds for the poor and, at a certain home, was amazed to find some light-headed people eating chicken.  “Tell me”, he remarked, “I’m just wondering: If you eat up all the chicken now, where’re you going to get kaparos for Erev Yom Kipur?”  (Sipurei Chasidim, Mo’adim, p. 430).





60a And Bilam raised his eyes and saw


The Glass Eye


The inmates of a certain Nazi extermination camp cringed before one of the officers, known for his tyrannical brutality.  One of his Aryan blue eyes was glass but almost impossible to distinguish from his natural eye.  New prisoners were whispered warnings to keep their distance from him and, apropos, informed that no one had yet discovered which of his eyes was glass.  Once, the officer wanted to have some fun and, summoning a Jew, told him, “I bet you’re hungry.  Look at my eyes.  If you can tell which is glass, I’ll give you a nice meal.  If you fail, I’ll shoot you between your eyes.”


The trembling inmate looked closely at the Nazi’s eyes and finally pointed to one of them, saying “That one is glass.”  Surprised, the officer asked, “How do you know?  My closest friends can’t tell the difference!”  The Jew hesitated for a while till the Nazi promised not to harm him.  “I looked into your eyes”, replied the prisoner, “and saw that one of them seemed more human.  I then understood that that one was made of glass” (Otzar Chayim, IV, 133).





60a He saw that the openings of their tents faced away from each other.


Tasks on Friday


HaGaon Rav I. Z. Meltzer told his pupils that Bil’am, wanting to curse the Jews, sought a transgression that all of them failed to resist in order to mention it in his curse.  He therefore looked for something wrong with their doors, as the Torah says, “Sin crouches at the door” (Bereishis 4:7).  When, though, he saw their tents facing away from each other, he understood the hint that there was no one sin that ensnared them all.


Rav Isser Zalman wanted to strengthen Friday attendance at his yeshivah in Slutzk and remarked to his pupils that putting off all their tasks and private affairs till Friday harmed the learning schedule.  Rather, they should spread the care for their personal matters over the whole week.  Their “openings” would then not face each other and Friday’s schedule would greatly benefit (Derech ‘Etz HaChayim).





60b   Adorn yourself


The Stolen Song


On Shabos night many of us sing Yom Shabos Kodesh Hu, composed by Rabbi Yehonasan, whose name appears as an acrostic of the first letters of its stanzas: Yehonasan Chazak.  The story goes that before he was about to finish the last stanza, someone stole the manuscript.  After a while, he chanced to come to an inn and was shocked when a guest started to sing the stolen work, claiming to all that he had composed it.  Rabbi Yehonasan protested on the spot and the guests broke into two warring camps till a certain person suggested that the real author could surely compose a last stanza.  Rabbi Yehonasan did so – starting, of course, the last line with the letter kuf. In the famous words he asserts his authorship, quieting the vociferous row by demonstrating his talent to string flowing stanzas to his song.  Finally he demands hiskosheshu – clean yourselves of straw, and don’t adorn yourselves with the crown of my superb song.                        
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