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	Parashat  Chukat                                                  5 Tamuz 5766

       

	
	This week:

	
	• Miracles or Nature? You Decide - A Glimpse from the Parasha  

• Hafrashat challah after baking some of the challah - Ask the Rabbi
• Planted In Every Generation – A Eulogy for Rav Kook - from the works of Rav Yisraeli zt”l

• Seizure of Collateral for the Payment of Damage by Gerama - from the world of Jewish jurisprudence
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	Miracles or Nature? You Decide

Our parasha deals with several events that occurred on the eve of Bnei Yisrael’s entry into Eretz Yisrael. One of the more surprising ones is Bnei Yisrael’s complaints about the man. In the context of their distress at the traveling, circumventing the Land of Edom, they said: “… for there is no bread and no water, and our souls are disgusted by the insubstantial food (lechem hakelokel). Hashem sent the venomous snakes amidst the nation and they bit the nation, and a great mass from the people of Israel died” (Bamidbar 21: 5-6).

What is the connection between the complaints and the circumvention of Edom? How could the nation call the man by the negative description, lechem hakelokel? After all, the Torah praises its taste (Shemot 16:31), and Chazal tell us that it was possible to taste any taste one wanted when eating it and relate other miracles that accompanied it (Yoma 75a). What is the significance of the specific, unusual punishment at the hands of the snakes?

One of the mitzvot which is still popular among a very broad section of Jews is lighting candles on the eve of Shabbat. The gemara (Shabbat 25b) says that it is an absolute obligation and Tosafot (ad loc.) explain that it is necessary to increase oneg Shabbat (pleasantness of the Shabbat experience - see also Mishna Berura (263:1)). At least part of the explanation is based on the fact that people enjoy their food better when they can see it. The combination of the good taste and the attractive appearance completes the positive experience.

The man, the miraculous food which accompanied Bnei Yisrael until they reached inhabited land, was a delicacy from the perspective of its taste. One could taste whatever he wanted. The generation that left Egypt knew the tastes of many different kinds of food and could pinpoint any type of taste they desired. On the other hand, they had given up the variety of appearances one could experience with food. However, its reliable availability and its taste made it an attractive alternative for them.

The generation that grew up in the desert with the man and was now preparing to enter the Land had a different perspective. They did not know how to channel their taste desires because of a lack of culinary experience. They lived with that, but the matter became more difficult when they came in contact with other nations as they approached Edom and saw “real” food. Then people began complaining about their lot regarding the man they were weary of seeing. Hashem’s response was simple. Did they want miracles or nature? If they wanted everything natural, then they must realize that a nation that walks through the wilderness for 40 years will chance upon and be imperiled by many venomous snakes. The lesson was that one cannot, as a rule, “hold the rope from its two ends” and choose when he wants miracles and when he wants a natural life.
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	Question: I used 2 kilo of flour to bake several challot. I remembered about hafrashat challah (=hc) only after baking most of the challot and freezing the remaining dough (which I didn’t need for that Shabbat). How do I do hc now?
Answer: One who did not do hc on dough may do so even on the resulting bread (we will reserve the term challah for that which is taken off during hc) with a beracha (Shulchan Aruch, Yoreh Deah 327:5). However, should the challah be taken from the dough, the bread, both, or either? One may not do hc from one min (type) onto another, e.g., if they are made from different grains (ibid. 324:2). Are dough and bread from the same grain one min in this regard?

The Tur (YD 324) discusses one who mixed up loaves of bread, where only one had hc done on it. One solution to the problem is to make enough new dough for a new obligation of hc and take from it onto whichever loaf requires it. The Derisha (ad loc.:4) wonders why one could not make a little dough and connect it to the existing loaves to create a combination. He answers that bread and dough are like two minim which do not combine to create an obligation of hc, and one cannot take challah from something that is not obligated to exempt something that is (one of the loaves). However, if the dough is independently obligated, the challah taken to exempt it can also exempt the bread. In your case, the original dough was ostensibly obligated in hc and, therefore, challah can be taken from either the bread or the dough.

However, we must examine a few assumptions. First, it is not clear that all agree with the Derisha. The Haghot Maimoniot (Teshuvot after Zera’im, 22) says that one cannot do hc from bread on dough or vice versa. Admittedly, that is a minority opinion and the Challat Lechem (2:(23)) even limits it to an exceptional situation.

Few seem to be aware of the more serious issue. The Shulchan Aruch (ibid. 326:2) (based on a mishna (Challah 1:7)) says that if one makes enough dough for hc with the intention to break it up before baking into pieces that are too small for hc, it is exempt from hc. (Although the obligation begins at the time it is dough, this is based on assumptions regarding the future baking. That which happens after baking does not affect the obligation of hc.) If so, how do we ever do hc, since our individual loaves are small? The most common answer is that the aforementioned ruling refers to cases where the dough is given to different people. However, if one keeps and bakes smaller loaves, so that they may be “reunited” later, it is considered one batch, which is obligated. However, several poskim make distinctions regarding the level of future connection between the loaves even when they are kept by one person (see Pitchei Teshuva, YD 326:2). This is not the forum for in-depth analysis. However, the bottom line is that it is unclear if there is an obligation of hc when that which is baked immediately and that which is baked much later (in this case, after the first batch is finished) are individually “undersized.” If you may have already baked enough for hc and the leftover dough is smaller, you may not be able to take challah from the possibly exempt dough on the obligated bread. However, it is possible that a minhag has developed to view the dough to be baked and that to be frozen as dough as one batch, for many women make a beracha even in this case (see Shevet Halevi IV, 145). (One can question the wisdom of kneading and freezing more dough than needed just to enable making a beracha.)  

In your case, the safest idea is to bake the remaining dough (and freeze later) and put the batches together (i.e. by covering them together - Shulchan Aruch ibid. 325:1) for hc. Another safe system is to take challah from the bread on the bread and the dough on the dough without a beracha (assuming each is too small for a beracha). It is legitimate to accept the opinions that you can do hc as you like with a beracha as long as they are all before you (see ibid.:2).
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	Planted In Every Generation – A Eulogy for Rav Kook 

(from notes, Dabar Lador, pp. 48-49) 



	[Much of the eulogy refers to the metaphor in Tehillim 92:12-13: “The righteous will flourish like a date tree, they will grow tall like the cedar in Lebanon. Those planted in the House of Hashem, in the courtyard of our G-d they will flourish.”]

“Hashem saw that the righteous are few, so He planted them in each and every generation” (Yoma 38b). Planting involves interconnectedness. A plant is nourished by its surroundings but also helps protect them.  Every generation has its task, its special light, its own problems and own solutions. Choni Ham’agel slept for 70 years and woke up in his grandchildren’s generation. He could not find his place there, and it was said about him, “either companionship or death.” His dreams about the future did not teach him how to act in that period. Hashem showed Adam every generation and its Torah scholars and leaders (Sanhedrin 38b). Only a member of a given generation can be planted in the generation. He cannot be nourished by a different generation or give from his aura to it.

The point of righteousness is to be “planted in the House of Hashem” (Tehillim, ibid.), for “a righteous man lives in his belief” (Chabakuk 2:4). His whole life is an outcome of his living belief that there is no place bereft of the Divine Presence. Not always does the world look like the House of Hashem; it contains too much negative. Thus, the tzaddik builds his own House of Hashem, surrounded by his own courtyard, where he grows. Few are the righteous who see the whole world as the “courtyard of our G-d,” not a contradiction to belief. These are the tzaddikim who are planted in each generation. The generation’s ailments are as their own. Their thought process and actions are built on a belief that Hashem arranges everything and thus nothing can be completely negative. They search for the positive which emerges from among the negative. They then act to “widen the circle” and believe that they can thereby produce fruit.

“‘Belief’ refers to the section of Zera’im (laws of agriculture)” (Shabbat 31a), for one believes in the Eternal and sows his field (Midrash Tehillim 19). He believes in the power of life within the world (a play on the Hebrew words from the previous quote). When strong winds and rain make it difficult to envision the end of winter, one who believes buries his seeds in the ground without concern they will be lost. He understands that the rain and winds are critically useful.

We can best define Rav Kook z.t.l. with the Rabbis’ idea of being planted in a generation. He began his life as one who was planted only in the House of Hashem. However, he slowly widened the circle, the expanse of his House of Hashem, until it encompassed the entire generation and indeed all of mankind. He got used to seeing all events within the framework of a belief that broke through all impediments. He had a strong belief in Hashem, the Chosen Nation, and the Chosen Land. He believed in the good within a person, the positive development of humanity, and the positive development of the nationalistic movement. Through these beliefs, he sowed.

The gemara told how each subsequent prophet reduced the number of leading principles (Makkot 24a). Rashi explains that as the generations go down, so do the principles. In normal times, all 613 mitzvot shine brightly. There came a time when only two mitzvot were prominent: justice and charity (Yeshayhu 56:1). As time went on, Jewish justice and charity lost their luster, with the secular system appearing more attractive than the Torah’s. Theories of socialism seemed to promise a richer justice than age-old Jewish values that people saw as antiquated. Finally, we come to Chabakuk who highlighted one concept: “The righteous lives in his belief.” He still believes that in an ostensibly unsympathetic world, Hashem planted the potential to develop properly and glorify His Name.
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	Seizure of Collateral for the Payment of Damage by Gerama

(based on Halacha Psuka, vol. 9- A Condensation of a Psak by the 

Piskei Din of the Rabbinate of Yerushalayim, vol. II, pp. 63-70)

	Case: The plaintiff rented an apartment from the defendant. In order to cover himself in the case of damages, the defendant took jewelry from the plaintiff as collateral. During the time of the rental, the apartment was damaged by moisture that seeped in, which was not attended to in a timely fashion by the plaintiff/renter. The defendant/landlord is withholding the jewelry until the plaintiff pays for the damages to the apartment. The plaintiff demands his jewelry back, claiming that the damages were caused only by gerama (indirect damage), for which he is not obligated to pay.

Ruling: The first thing to determine is the halachic category to which not taking care of the seepage belongs. Beit din determined that the plaintiff is correct that it was an example of gerama. As a result, the plaintiff is indeed not obligated to pay for the damages to the apartment. However, in such a case of gerama, there is classically a chiyuv latzeit y’dei shamayim, in other words, some level of moral obligation to pay, which is short of a full obligation.

The question is whether the fact that the landlord had control of collateral, which can serve as payment for the gerama damages, makes a difference. The Rivash (392), and, in his footsteps, the Maharshal (Yam Shel Shlomo, Bava Kamma 6:6) and the Shach (Choshen Mishpat 28:2), say that even if one who is “owed” money latzeit y’dei shamayim grabs property as payment, we extract the property and he need not pay. However, Rabbi Akiva Eiger (notes, ad loc.) says that the matter is the subject of a machloket among the Rishonim. He leaves it as an unresolved question whether the person who has obtained control of the other’s property under these circumstances can be forced to relinquish control with the claim of kim li (“I am confident that the minority opinion is correct and cannot be forced to give over money or property”). 

However, beit din posits that in a case of gerama there is a chiyuv latzeit y’dei shamayim only if the damager caused the damages on purpose. However, in this case, the plaintiff/renter’s responsibility for the damages was accidental. Therefore, his control over the jewelry is irrelevant according to all opinions. He must, therefore, return the jewelry and is not halachically entitled to any payment. However, based on the concept of p’shara (compromise) that the sides agreed to, the plaintiff/renter will have to pay for a small percentage of the damages.
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