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	The Road Back to Shechem

The seeds of the exile in Egypt seem to begin when Yaakov asks Yosef to check on the welfare of his brothers in Shechem. However, whenever Shechem is involved, it pays to look throughout history for further insight.

Targum Yonatan says that Yaakov wanted to check on his sons because Shechem was a dangerous area for them. Shimon and Levi had wiped out the city, which was responsible for their sister’s defilement, and Yaakov feared the neighbors’ revenge (see Bereishit 34). Rav Nachshoni (p. 149) suggests, then, that the seeds of the exile to Egypt began with the killing of the people of Shechem, which caused Yaakov to send Yosef in harm’s way 

Based on the background of the connection between the previous events in Shechem and Yosef’s journey, we can point out the following irony. Shimon and Levi, who were Yosef’s main antagonists (see Rashi to Bereishit 49:5), had explained their dangerous and rash behavior at Shechem with the stinging words (34:31): “Will he make our sister as a harlot?” Fraternal loyalty overcame all other factors. Yet, during their visit to the area of Shechem, they decided to commit the great betrayal of their brother. Granted, they had serious concerns about Yosef’s danger to them. But hadn’t they told Yaakov that one takes risks to protect a sibling?

One can explain Yosef’s conversations in this light. Yaakov, in effect, told Yosef: “I know the brothers dislike you, but they are in Shechem, so don’t worry” (see 37:13). In other words, they have proven their loyalty to brotherhood. Yet, the man (or angel- see Rashi to 37:15) who saw Yosef wandering told him that the brothers had left Shechem. In other words, they are no longer showing the brotherhood they demonstrated in Shechem. (See Rashi to ibid.:16, who puts the idea of forsaken brotherhood in the angel’s mouth, without explicitly connecting it to leaving Shechem.)

We can now further appreciate Yaakov’s rebuke of Shimon and Levi before his death. He complained about two things: 1) They killed the people of Shechem; 2) They wanted to kill Yosef (Bereishit 49:6). One can say that the fact that they displayed uncontrolled emotion in both events is the extent of the connection. However, one can suggest that Yaakov was really focusing on their treatment of Yosef, pointing out their hypocrisy by connecting the two events. “You justified your treatment of Shechem with your loyalty to a sibling, so how could you forget that loyalty and plot to uproot Yosef?”

Indeed, the brothers do at the end redeem themselves and “return to Shechem.” When Binyamin became caught in Yosef’s web, the brothers were once again ready to put their lives on the line to save a brother. Yet, it was Yosef who showed true brotherhood, not by taking on a whole city, but by restraining the human instinct to take revenge. As Shlomo said: “Better is … one who controls his emotions than one who conquers a city” (Mishlei 16:32). Indeed, it is Yosef who is buried in Shechem.
P’ninat Mishpat-A Woman Who Admitted Adultery and Recants (excerpts from Piskei Din Rabbani’im- vol. IX, pp. 74-94) 

Case: A woman told her husband, during a quarrel, that she committed adultery. The husband says he believes her and wants to give a get. The wife objects and claims that she said what she did out of anger to upset him, but that she had not committed adultery. The husband admits that other than his wife’s admission, there were no signs of adultery.

Ruling: The mishna (Nedarim 90b) concludes that a woman who claims she committed adultery is not believed. The reason is that we are concerned that she made the claim to force her husband to divorce her. [The question of how this concern overcomes the general rule that one is believed to say that something is forbidden to him or her (i.e., to live with her husband) is beyond our scope]. However, what happens if the husband says he believes her admission?

The Shulchan Aruch (Even Ha’ezer 115:6) says that if the husband believes his wife’s admission, he should divorce her. However, the Rama (ibid. 178:9) brings two opinions if we believe the husband that he believes her when the matter takes place in an area where Rabbeinu Gershom’s ban not to divorce a wife against her will is accepted. In such a case, the same logic that prevents a woman from freeing herself from her husband may prevent the husband from freeing himself from his wife. (The Shulchan Aruch lived in communities where the ban was not accepted.) There is an apparent contradiction between two responsa of the Rashba as to whether Rabbeinu Gershom’s ban applies in this case.

The Knesset Hagedola (EH  115:31) says that it depends on whether the husband was known to have been quarreling with his wife, in which case we suspect that he is lying when he says he believes her. The Meiri (Kiddushin 66), who apparently received one of the Rashba’s responsa, distinguished differently. The husband can accept the wife’s admission only in cases where there are other grounds to suspect that she was indeed involved in adultery.

In our case, the husband admits that there were no grounds to suspect his wife besides her admission. Furthermore, her explanation (amatla) of why she claimed to have committed adultery is very plausible. According to most poskim, she is able to retract her admission and remain with her husband. A notable dissenter is Rabbi Akiva Eiger (Shut 88), who says that the husband can accept her admission. He points out that he is not acting unilaterally against her, as she caused her own problem by admitting. However, there are strong grounds [beyond our scope] to reject that opinion.

In this case, the couple is Sephardic, and Sephardim did not accept Rabbeinu Gershom’s ban. However, since their ketuba included an oath not to divorce against the wife’s will and since it is against the law in Israel to do so, the halacha is no different for them than for Ashkenazim. Therefore, the woman does not have to accept a get.



	Moreshet Shaul 

(from the works of Hagaon Harav Shaul Yisraeli zt”l)

Use of Sticky Paper to Mark on Shabbat - part I

(from Chavot Binyamin, siman 28)

In hotels, waiters need to record orders, and it is not always done in a halachically permissible manner on Shabbat. There are now stacks of sticky papers from which papers can be removed and stuck onto an order lists. They can then be removed after use. Is this permitted on Shabbat? [The halacha regarding other applications of sticking and unsticking other weak adhesives should depend on the following analysis. However, be aware that much of the analysis is specific to the case at hand. One should be aware of this before applying the principles to other cases and refer to the original, Hebrew article, from which our presentation was condensed.] 
First we need to determine to which melachot the described actions might pertain, as the parameters of each melacha may differ. There are two sets of opposite melachot that might apply here. One is kosheir (tying) and matir (untying); the other is tofeir (sewing) and korei’ah (ripping). The sets seem quite similar, connecting two objects or undoing the connection between them. Therefore, one can ask why the Torah saw it fit to treat them as separate melachot. (There are practical differences based on whether actions are included in another melacha or are independent).

The Avnei Nezer (Orach Chayim I, 180.5) says that one action which is compatible with two similar melachot cannot obligate one to bring two korbanot. An example that he brings is kosheir and tofeir, which both relate to connecting items and are counted as separate melachot only because each was involved in the preparation of the Mishkan. It is difficult to say that there are not fundamental differences between the two melachot. Regarding kosheir, the prohibition applies only when the knot is somewhat permanent. Yet, regarding tofeir, Rishonim dispute whether the connection’s longevity is a factor in determining whether it is forbidden. Those who say that there is a difference in this regard must distinguish more fundamentally between kosheir and tofeir, for example, that kosheir includes a knot within the object, whereas tofeir applies only to connecting two distinct objects. The Aruch Hashulchan (OC 317:18) identifies another difference between the melachot. Kosheir creates a connection that can be undone simply, returning the objects to their former state. Tofeir creates a connection that can be undone only by ripping.

Regarding sticking two pieces of papers together, the Shulchan Aruch (OC 340), based on the Rambam, says that it is included in tofeir. If the Aruch Hashulchan is correct, the prohibition would apply only when they are so strongly connected that one would need to rip the papers to separate them. The sticky papers in our case would not be in this category but in that of kosheir. If so, the amount of time the connection is to remain will determine whether it is prohibited.

Is the time element a factor regarding tofeir as well? The Rama (OC 317:3) brings a machloket whether one may sever on Shabbat the tie that shoemakers make between pairs of shoes. The stringent opinion posits that the connection need not be permanent for a violation of tofeir. The lenient opinion (in the Mordechai, Shabbat 457) brings a proof that permanence is needed also regarding tofeir from the following gemara. The mishna says that one commits a full violation of Shabbat by making two stitches. The gemara asks that this is difficult since such a connection will not last and answers that it is talking about a case where the thread’s end was tied. We see from the gemara’s give and take that permanence is important. This proof seems weak, though, because the gemara is talking about a connection that physically cannot last, whereas the Rishonim discuss a case where it could last, just that people intend to undo it. Although the role of intention is found regarding kosheir, we lack a source that it also applies by tofeir.

We will pick up from here next week.


	
	Ask the Rabbi

Question: At the Jewish school where I teach, we plan to end the school days of Chanuka as follows. We will daven a late Mincha in a classroom, followed by a d’var Torah. Then we will light Chanuka candles with the berachot and dismiss the class. May we blow out the candles for safety reasons?
Answer: Regarding your question, even the Chanuka candles that are lit in a shul should preferably remain lit for a half hour (Mishna Berura 675:6). However, it is probably not responsible to leave the candles unattended in a school building. Therefore, we suggest that you extinguish the lights before leaving, which most poskim allow under such circumstances. (See Mikra’ei Kodesh (Harari), Chanuka 10:28, who cites Rav Eliyahu as saying that one should stipulate before lighting that he plans to extinguish them.)

Allow us to raise issues related to your assumption that you should light the candles with berachot. The gemara does not mention lighting Chanuka candles in shul, but by the Rishonim’s time it was an accepted minhag. The Beit Yosef (Orach Chayim 671) cites the Kol Bo that it is intended to fulfill the mitzva of those who do not light at home and to increase the level of pirsumei nisa (publicizing the miracle), which is the heart of the mitzva. The Rivash (#111) develops the latter reason beautifully. Originally, the candles were lit in front of everyone’s house. Because fear of non-Jews forced the lighting inside, the minhag developed to “spread the light” at least in shul. The Rivash explains that we recite a beracha, as we do for certain other minhagim, and this is the broadly accepted practice (Shulchan Aruch, OC 671:7). Others explain that since a shul corresponds to the Beit Hamikdash, where the original miracle occurred, it is appropriate to also perform the commemoration there. 

Acharonim debate whether it is appropriate to light Chanuka candles with a beracha in public gatherings other than in a shul. Some claim that since the minhag is so novel, we may not extend it further (Minchat Yitzchak VI, 65). Others counter that the important matter is publicizing the miricale, wherever that may be. If there are also people present who have not yet fulfilled their mitzva (see Piskei Teshuvot 671:15) and/or there will be a minyan for Ma’ariv (Torat Hamo’adim (Yosef) 7:16), there are stronger grounds to extend the minhag.

It appears that the classroom you mention is considered a shul, certainly if there is a regular minyan there. However, the timing is not simple. The minhag is to light the candles between Mincha and Ma’ariv (Rama, OC 671:7), even when this is earlier than one would light at home (Mishna Berura 671:46). This facilitates proper pirsumei nisa throughout Ma’ariv, after which people run out (Shev Yaakov 22). Therefore, one can question whether your classroom is like a shul in this regard, when you are not davening Ma’ariv, which is the time to light. One might consider lighting the candles before the d’var Torah, so the children will be seeing them during the next several minutes. If the d’var Torah is to begin before sunset and finish after it, it probably pays to light after sunset (see Torat Hamo’adim 7:(4)). There is also a question whether one needs a real minyan to light in shul (see Mikraei Kodesh, ibid.:6). (We don’t know the children’s ages.)

Depending on the details, there are likely halachic reasons to prefer lighting the candles without a beracha, which also makes blowing them out simpler. However, you may decide that the educational factors tip the scale in favor of doing a regular lighting. (One major factor is the presence of children whose parents do not light at home.) Your e-mail indicates that you are a rabbi. Not only can you decide the halachic elements, but you, who “live” the children’s education, should also factor in educational elements of the experience. Whatever you decide about the berachot, you may extinguish the candles for security reasons.
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