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	Standing Motionless Is Moving in Which Direction?
Harav Yosef Carmel 
How stirring were Moshe’s words to Bnei Yisrael: “Stand and see Hashem’s salvation … Hashem will fight for you, and you shall be silent” (Shemot 14: 13-14). It is wonderful to be assured that pending doom will turn into salvation. However, one can ask whether standing silently as Hashem did miracles was ideal. Would it have been better or worse if Moshe had told them to take up arms and fend off the enemy as they later did against Amalek (ibid. 17:9)? On the other hand, what more can one ask for then a miraculous battle fought by Hashem Himself? That way, they avoided the unpleasant, even if necessary, job of killing the enemy. To borrow R. Shimon’s phrase: “If they merited, their work was done by others.”

The midrash (Eicha Rabbati), in another context, demonstrates that participation is the higher level. The midrash contrasts the approach to impending battle of four prominent Kings of Israel. David asked of Hashem: “I shall chase my enemies, and I shall catch up to them” (Tehillim 18:38). Hashem enabled him to do so. One of the early kings of the Davidic dynasty, Assa, turned to Hashem and said: “I do not have the strength to kill my enemies. Rather, I will chase them, and You will kill them.” The midrash proves that this request was also granted. Yehoshafat admitted: “I do not have the strength to chase the enemy. Rather, I will sing songs of praise, and You will do everything.” This too was done. The last of the kings mentioned, Chizkiyahu, said something mind-boggling: “I do not have strength to kill or chase or sing songs of praise. Rather, I will sleep on my bed, and You will do.” Indeed, as Chizkiyahu slept, Hashem’s plague destroyed Sancherev’s whole army.

 The midrash’s language and context demonstrates that this is an illustration of yeridat hadorot, an erosion in people’s level from one generation to the next. David’s approach was the healthiest of the four. He merited taking an active in role in fighting for/with Hashem, as Avigayil said: “For my master does fight the wars of Hashem.” The least commendable of the four is Chizkiyahu, who did not even have the strength to properly sing to Hashem. In fact, Hashem was willing to make that battle the apocalyptic war and Chizkiyahu would have been Mashiach had he sung songs of praise (Shir Hashirim Rabbah 4).

Let us return to Yam Suf. After seeing endless miracles, the nation still complained, “It would have been better to be slaves to Egypt.” By doing so, they lost the right not only to fight but even to sing to Hashem as He prepared to save them, as Moshe declared: “Hashem will fight for you, and you will be silent.” Only the self-sacrifice and belief of entering the sea enabled them to sing. As we say in tefilla: “A new song sang the liberated on the shores of the sea.”

In our generation, which is one which put its lives on the line many times, let us pray that we will merit to sing the song of ultimate redemption.
P’ninat Mishpat- Dispute Between Divorced Parent Whether Their Daughter Can Visit Chutz La'aretz (based on Piskei Din Rabbaniim- vol. V, pp. 183-192) 

Case: A divorced mother wants the daughter in her custody to travel to chutz la’aretz (outside Israel) for up to three months. The father opposes the idea, claiming that one should not leave Israel without due justification.   

Majority Ruling: The gemara (Ketubot 110b) says that neither spouse can force the other to leave Eretz Yisrael. The Mabit (I, 165) says that similarly either parent can object to his or her children being taken out of Israel. However, perhaps that is only when they leave on a permanent basis.

The Maharit explains that when the Rosh says that there is no mitzva to go to Eretz Yisrael, he refers to a visit, whereas moving permanently is certainly a mitzva. One can infer that regarding leaving Eretz Yisrael, the same is true and that one violates a mitzva only when he leaves permanently. (The Shiltei Giborim (Sh’vuot, perek 3) states this explicitly.) However, the Rambam (Melachim 5:9) rules that one can leave, even temporarily, only for a limited number of reasons.

There seem to be two approaches to the reason of the mitzva to live in Eretz Yisrael. One is the mitzva to possess the Land, either by conquest, acquisition, or settlement. The other is the opportunity it affords to fulfill land-linked mitzvot. The Maharit and the Ramban posit that the main point is the settlement and therefore it depends on one’s permanent status. The Rambam does not view the mitzva as an independent mitzva but a rabbinic one because of the land-linked mitzvot. Therefore, even leaving temporarily is a problem because of the interim, missed opportunities. The land-linked mitzvot do not generally apply to women [see the source for background]. However, there appears to be an additional rabbinic mitzva to live in the Land because of its sanctity; this does apply to women. The latter element follows the long-term place of residence. If this is the case, then women would be limited only in leaving Eretz Yisrael on a permanent basis, whereas men would have a problem even for a visit. 

The Yerushalmi states that women cannot force their husbands to move to Eretz Yisrael these days because they no longer have a mitzva. Although he says that a wife can refuse her husband’s decision to leave Eretz Yisrael, this refers to a specific case and is not a sign that she has an obligation to live in Eretz Yisrael. [See details in the source].

In the final analysis, there are three opinions regarding a woman’s obligation to live in Eretz Yisrael and not leave. According to the Yerushalmi, there is none; therefore, in some cases, her husband can make her leave. According to the Shiltei Giborim, both men and women can leave temporarily. According to the Rambam, a man needs special reasons to leaving temporarily, but a woman does not. According to all opinions, the father does not have fundamental grounds to object to his daughter’s visit abroad.

	Moreshet Shaul 

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

“May I Dwell in Your Tent Forever”- Hesped for Rav Kook- part II (based on Dabar L’Dor, pp. 60-64)

[We saw last time that King David asked of Hashem that he would merit to be remembered as a spiritual man of Torah, not primarily as a warrior, a job that was thrust upon him against his will. So too, Rav Kook was naturally a spiritual, rather than a practical rabbinic figure. He had the task of serving as the rabbi of a predominately staunchly irreligious region of Eretz Yisrael thrust upon him.]

   Rav Kook did not have a fundamental interest in dealing with those who fought for a secular Judaism. He was in some ways forced to accept the yoke, as our forefathers were in some ways forced to accept the Torah. In other ways, as Rav Kook saw himself as “a servant to a holy nation in the Holy Land,” he accepted the yoke willingly. We probably do not appreciate the self-sacrifice sufficiently. Here was a man who dwelled in the tent of Torah and nowhere else, who was pushed to work with a national renaissance, which was apparently totally secular in nature. 

However, as a deeply believing man, Rav Kook felt that the Divine Providence viewed the Zionist movement differently. He understood that if you spoke to this group in religious terms, it would not have been interested in Jewish nationalism. The movement’s orientation was of a universal sense of nationalism. After Divine Providence brought them to Eretz Yisrael, it was his holy calling to show them that the true context of the nationalism was Divine and holy in origin, although this element was hidden.

Rav Kook was pushed into the famous sale of the Land to allow work during Shemittah (the Sabbatical year). It is clear from his writings how reluctant he was to employ the leniency, one which had been implemented by previous halachic authorities in a very limited scope. He wrote to the Ridvaz (a virulent opponent of the sale) that he admitted that the leniency was a difficult one. Rav Kook stressed, though, that while the Ridvaz could arrange to receive food from outside Eretz Yisrael, the population would not. Given the combination of the nascent community’s religious and economic situation, they undoubtedly would have knowingly violated the Shemittah. Would it not be better to rely on a lenient position and not break the religious framework? He believed that eventually the root of holiness would break through. Rav Kook​’s tour of the irreligious kibbutzim of the Galil, along with Rav Zonnenfeld and Rav Charlop, was a special event. Although it did not have a clear immediate impact, it sowed important seeds, which grew later.

We saw Rav Kook’s dedication make him get involved in the most thankless episodes. During the Arlozoroff trials, when the country was in danger of being split in two because of the claim that a Jew from a rival faction had killed him, Rav Kook felt a need to get involved. The British Mandate encouraged the tension, and their courts ruled that Stavsky had killed Arlozoroff. Yet, Rav Kook exposed himself to the virulent attacks of the leftist newspapers (despite his longstanding tolerance toward them). He stood up to the claims of contempt of court for writing that Stavsky was innocent, saying that if Avraham could question Hashem’s ruling on Sedom, he could certainly question the British. This was the unpleasant work that the times demanded of him, even in his waning years.

As King David had done, Rav Kook did want to be remembered only for his struggles for the Land. He wanted to remain living in this world after his death by means of people quoting his words of Torah. It is true that during his life he had to sacrifice his love for the tents of Torah and also venture out to unnatural environs. However, the fact that after his death, his followers delve into the world of gemara and Rishonim without being overly preoccupied by external matters around them is the reward for his life’s work. It is the response to his, like David’s, prayer: “May I dwell in your tents forever.”
	
	Ask the Rabbi

Question: I did tevillat keilim for a metal pot with plastic handles. I later noticed a sticker on a handle. Do I have to tovel the pot again?

Answer: The relevant rule of chatzitza (an obstruction between the object or person being immersed and the mikveh’s water) is as follows. If the chatzitza is something that people normally remove, it disqualifies the tevilla rabbinically even if it covers only a minority of the object (Nidda 67b). In all likelihood, the sticker in question fits into that category. However, your question is complicated as we will partially explain.

There are two reasons to suggest that the handle does not need to be tovelled. First, a plastic kli (utensil) does not require tevilla. Additionally, the handle does not come in contact with the food, and only a kli se’uda (a utensil used in connection with a meal- see Avoda Zara 75b) requires tevilla. On the latter point, the Shulchan Aruch (Yoreh Deah 120:12) rules that handles need to be immersed. However, there are different ways to explain this halacha, which can cause different conclusions regarding your question.

One possible explanation is that a kli’s handle is a distinct, albeit connected kli, which needs tevilla. Although it does not come in contact with food, it is attached to and complements a kli that touches food and thus is considered a kli se’udah. If this is the reason, then the plastic handle does not need tevilla, and the chatzitza is not a problem.

A second possibility is that a handle is a secondary part of the kli. Just as one must tovel a kli that is part metal and part plastic in its entirety, so must he tovel the kli’s handle. Therefore, a chatzitza would be a problem on the handle as anywhere else.

A third possibility assumes that the handle itself does not require tevilla. However, if one let it stick out of the mikveh, we would say that the kli was not totally surrounded by water. However, if the handle is immersed, even with a chatzitza, it is encompassed by water. Regarding the chatzitza, realize that the main part of the kli is unaffected by the chatzitza. After all, the water touches the entire surface except the place where the handle is connected to it. (The fact that the handle itself is not a chatzitza even if it is made out of a material that requires tevilla is almost unanimously agreed upon; its rationale is beyond is beyond our present scope.) According to this approach, the sticker would not raise a problem.

On this third point, there may be a machloket among recent poskim. There are appliances that hold and heat up a food or liquid, where the heating element is housed separately from the part that holds the food but is connected to it. Rav Feinstein (Igrot Moshe, YD I, 57-8) rules that one need immerse the appliance only up to the point that the receptacle reaches and can leave the electrical section protruding from the water. Minchat Yitzchak II, 72 argues, saying that this is not considered immersing the kli. Rav Feinstein apparently cannot accept the third possibility, for if the handle were considered a separate appendage, the Shulchan Aruch would not have required tevilla. The Minchat Yitzchak can accept the third approach (whether he does is beyond our scope).

The Darkei Teshuva (120:96) addresses your case explicitly and requires removing the chatzitza before tevilla. Several present-day works accept that opinion (Chelkat Binyamin 120:109; Hechsher Kelim (Edre’i) 7:2; Tevillat Keilim (Cohen) 5:5), and we found no one who argues. This is apparently in line with the second approach that the handle is like any other part of the kli. In truth, the Beit Yosef’s (YD 120) explanation for the need to tovel handles seems to concur. Although he does not discuss the case of a plastic handle, it is likely that he would agree with the Darkei Teshuva. Thus, although one could make the argument that a chatzitza on a plastic handle is not a problem, the consensus is that another tevilla after removing the sticker is needed.
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