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Pinchas, son of Elazar, son of Aharon
the Kohen turned back My wrath from
upon Bnei Yisrael, when he zealously
avenged My vengeance among them.

(Bamidbar 25:11)

What does the pasuk mean with the

word D21N2? In what sense was Pinchas’s

act of kana’us ‘among Bnei Yisrael’? The
Sfas Emes explains’ that it was because
felt himself

Yisrael that he was jolted into action;

Pinchas ‘among’ Klal

Pinchas felt as though the sin that was

il Likutim, (w7wn) 2N n"T

perpetrated in the midst of Bnei Yisrael
had been committed by himself. How do

we understand this?

It is well-known that when the Rebbe
R. Zusha would encounter someone so
entrenched in sin that he was completely
oblivious to it, he would begin to confess
out loud: “Zusha! How could you do such
aveiros?” Hearing this, the sinner would
be moved to do teshuvah of his own. But
how could R. Zusha confess to doing
things he hadn’'t done?? The answer is
that since all Jews are responsible for
one another, when any Jew sinned, R.
Zusha felt he was partly to blame. 72
77 N7 DY 7N (Shavuos 39a) is not just
about allowing one to be motzi another
with a berachah; it means that Klal
Yisrael is one indivisible body.> When
someone else would transgress an
aveirah, R. Zusha would say vidui on his
part of the Yid’s aveirah.

It was this feeling that led Pinchas
to take action. Pinchas’s zealousness

expressed his deep understanding that

cont. on page 2

2 It is certainly permissible to bend the truth in order to inspire someone to teshuvah, creating peace

between man and Hashem, just as one can do so to create peace between two people (Yevamos 65b). None-
theless, there was certainly a deeper intent in the case of R. Zusha’s vidui.
3 See Sha’ar Hakavanos of the Arizal, end of ;nT"yn NITN "WINT Pnei Menachem, Pinchas p. 165; Otzar Dera-

shos, vol. 1 p. 150 (note the wording)
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The one lamb shall you make in the
morning and the second lamb you shall

make in the afternoon. (Bamidbar 28:4)

The Maharal® cites a Midrash® in which
several Chachamim debate which pasuk
best encompasses all of Torah: According
to Ben Zoma it is TN 'N1'77N N 7N W vy
— Hear, Yisrael, Hashem is our G-d, Hashem
is the One and Only (Devarim 6:4); according
to Ben Nannes it is 7112 QY17 NADNI - you
shall love your fellow as yourself (Vayikra
19:18); according to Shimon ben Pazi it is
YD WA2D NNT P NYYR RN W20 NN
D'27VN 1"2 NWYR. The Midrash concludes
that R. Ploni stood up and declared that

the halachah follows Shimon ben Pazi.

The Maharal
Midrash. It is easy to see how 7N1WU unu

delves into this

encompasses all of Torah; all the mitzvos
are simply the manner in which to reach
the deveikus of Shema Yisrael. 1¥17 N20NI
M2, too, is considered a NN 71T 77D, a
great rule of the Torah. But what is special
about the mitzvah of Korban Tamid more
than any of the other mitzvos?

The Maharal explains that it is the
constancy of the Korban Tamid that

encompasses all of Torah. Even Shema
cont. on page 3

8 Nesivos Olam, Nesiv Ahavas Rei’a, chapter 1
9 Quoted in Ein Yaakov, Hakdamas Hakosev
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cont. from page 1

he, as a part of Klal Yisrael, must rectify
the sin that had been transgressed. He
must do away with evil, and reveal the
true holiness that lies inside every Jew,
by drawing him close to Hashem and

leading him to teshuvah.

Such feelings of responsibility for
another’s sins is a high madreigah,
befitting great tzaddikim who are free
of sins of their own. But let us explore
another interpretation of DJ1NA offered
by the Sfas Emes, which is relevant to all

of us.

The Sfas Emes explains® that through
his kana’us, Pinchas ignited a fire, an
eish kodesh, in the heart of every Jew,
which would burn with zealousness for
Hashem’s honor. This fire was not just
about sticking sinners with spears; it
was first and foremost about confronting
the evil within oneself. Pinchas took
action among Bnei Yisrael in that from
here on, every Jew could sustain a deep
hatred toward the wickedness that lies
inside him.

This idea was already expressed by the
Chiddushei HaRim.5 The pasuk (Tehillim
4:5) states, INONQ 7X11701 - Tremble and do
not sin. The Gemara (Berachos 5a) expounds,
“One should always provoke (mw) his
yetzer tov against his yetzer hara.” It was
Pinchas who gave Klal Yisrael the gift of
this ability, so that now, when a Yid has
an improper thought or considers taking
awrongful action, he can turn to himself
in anger and shout, “How can you have

such chutzpah toward Hashem?”

5642
Sefer Hazechus, Pinchas
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See Rashi

The Sfas Emes adds to this: the pasuk
says of Pinchas, "N NN 2w - he turned
back My wrath. In Malachi (:6), the

pasuk says of him, in similar words: ~
1'yn 2Wwin 0" - he turned many away from
sin. Through his act of kana’us, Pinchas
inspired kana’'us against evil in all
members of Bnei Yisrael, leading them to
teshuvah.®
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The pasuk (Michah 6:5) states, N1 127y
12 OY72 1NN MY N, NI 3709 772 YW N
M7TX NYT VA7 ,73730 TY D'0WD 10,013
‘N — My people, hear now what Balak king
of Moav schemed, and what Bilaam son
of Beor answered him, [and all the events]
from Shittim to Gilgal-in orderto recognize
the righteous acts of Hashem. What does
72720 1Y D'VYN 1 refer to? Shittim was
the site of the sin of Baal Peor, and was
where Pinchas took zealous action. But
what was the significance of Gilgal?
Simply, since Gilgal was Klal Yisrael’s
point of entry into Eretz Yisrael, the navi’s
intent is that we must thank Hashem for
bringing us into Eretz Yisrael. Let us

explore a deeper meaning.

When Bnei Yisrael entered Eretz
Yisrael, they were commanded to wipe
out its inhabitants. This wasn’t an
appealing thought; intheireyes, theirnew
neighbors would be better put to work as
woodchoppers and water-drawers. When
Bnei Yisrael did not fulfill Hashem'’s
command, they were rebuked by a navi,
as the pasuk (Shoftim 2:1) says, N N7 7Y11
- D020 7N 72720 N An emissary of Hashem

See Maharam Schiff, Gittin 90b end of sv. V’hi Chavertecha

went up from Gilgal to Bochim. Chazal
explain’ that the emissary was Pinchas,
who received a nevuah in Gilgal that he
was to rebuke Bnei Yisrael in Bochim for

not heeding Hashem’s command.

This, then, is the meaning of D'OYN N
72720 TY. The same Pinchas who acted
zealously for Hashem’s name in Shittim,
killing the sinners and arousing a fire of
kana’us in every Jewish heart against the
evil within, arrived as well from Gilgal,
to remind Klal Yisrael that they must
eradicate the neighboring nations. This
message was not specific to that time and
place. Pinchas meant it as a lesson for all
time: every Yid must work to exterminate
the un-Jewish element concealed within

him.

It is very difficult to rid oneself of the
yetzer hara itself, but we must take steps
to purge ourselves of un-Jewish activity.
Just as Bnei Yisrael wanted to spare the
nations so that they could serve them,
people often do not want to completely get
rid of certain non-Jewish paraphernalia
and practices, hoping to make good use
of them. But just as Bnei Yisrael were
wrong in that instance, the same is true
here. The tools and conveniences of this
world should only be used in cases of
absolute necessity; beyond that, they
should be looked upon with disgust. This
is our legacy from Pinchas, who ignited
within us a fire of kedushah, and turned

many away from sin.

(N MNN2"D ,N"DWN DN1'D)
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cont. from page 1
Yisrael and V’ahavta Lrei’acha Kamocha

are deficient when practiced without
consistency; avodas Hashem needs to be
practiced with absolute steadiness. This is
why the pasuk of 17221 nyyn NN WD NX
best represents the whole Torah.

The pasuk refers to the Korban Tamid as
(28:6) 7'0 N2 NYYN TMN N7V - the Korban
Tamid that was done at Har Sinai. The word
N'wy alsomeans ‘complete’ When our avodas
Hashem is complete in the manner of Korban

Tamid - when it is perfectly consistent - then

Even Shema Yisrael
and V’ahavta L'rei’acha
Kamocha are deficient
when practiced without

consistency; avodas
Hashem needs to be
practiced with absolute
steadiness

it is 12'0 103, it carries the power of kabbalas

haTorah at Har Sinai.

The Gemara (Shabbos 105b) says: “This is
the yetzer hara’s trade: today he says, ‘Do
this,” and tomorrow he says, ‘Do this,’” until

ultimately he says, “‘Worship avodah zara.”

What is meant by ‘this’ and ‘this’? What
is the yetzer hara’s point of offense; where
doeshebegin his attack? If we could know, we

would be better prepared to defend ourselves.

The answer is that the yetzer hara does
not begin by suggesting that we do aveiros.
Today he says, ‘Do this,” and tomorrow he
says, ‘Do this’ — his advice is that we try one
method of avodas Hashem today, and then
tomorrow dip our feet into another. Without
consistency, we are defenseless against the

yetzer hara. In order to stand strong against

10 34bswv. Rebbi
11 See Sfas Emes, beginning of the tenth chapter of Zevachim

the yetzer hara, a person must hold on to the
regularity of his avodas Hashem, day in and

day out, without exception.

The pasuk (28:7) describes the nesachim of
the Korban Tamid: TN} ¥227 "N NY'1112011
- Its libation is a quarter-hin for the one lamb.
The Gemara (Yoma 34a) cites a disagreement
if this pasuk refers to the nesachim of the
morning Tamid or of the afternoon Tamid.
The Rabbanan maintain that it is of the
afternoon Tamid, and the nesachim of the
morning Tamid are derived from it; Rebbi
holds just the opposite. Tosafos™ explains
the ramification of this dispute: precedence
is given to the Tamid whose nesachim are
directly mandated by the pasuk. Thus, if
there is only enough wine for nesachim of one

Tamid, it would be used for that Tamid.

The Sfas Emes writes that this does not
seem to be the halachah. Even if the pasuk
refers to the morning Tamid — if it is now
afternoon, and the obligation of nesachim
is upon us, we must fulfill our obligation
with whatever wine is available, even at the

expense of tomorrow morning’s nesachim.

the

Tosafos

Sfas  Emes’s
that

precedenceis given to the Tamid discussed by

Seemingly, in
understanding, means
the pasuk even where it overrides nesachim
of the previous day; meaning, according to
Rebbi, tonight’s nesachim must be forfeited

for tomorrow morning’s nesachim.

But upon close examination of the words
of Tosafos, it appears that it is discussing a
case where the two nesachim in question are
both of the same day:" where in the morning
there is only enough wine for one nisuch,
either the present one or that afternoon’s
nesachim. It is then that the one discussed by
the pasuk takes precedence.

We must now consider whether both

Temidim of one day are considered one

mitzvah or two. If they are one mitzvah,

then the Sfas Emes’s difficulty with Tosafos
would seem to be resolved; the present part
of the mitzvah - the morning nisuch - can be
given up for the later, and more prominent,
part of the mitzvah - the afternoon nisuch.
Butifthey are two separate mitzvos, the Sfas

Emes’s question remains.

Letus now look at Tosafos’s message from
a different angle. The pasuk (Yechezkel 46:13)
describes the Korban Tamid of the third Beis
Hamikdash: D17 071V NYYN DA TNIY 12 U1
1NN NYYN 17221722 'N7 - You shall prepare a
sheep in its first year, unblemished, as a daily
Olah for Hashem; you shall make it every
morning. The Radak notes that there is no
mention of an afternoon Tamid; seemingly,
Uasid lavo there will only be a morning
Tamid. Why is this so?

Until the coming of Mashiach, there are
mornings, afternoons, and nights: periods of
light, of waninglight, and of darkness. In the
future, there will be only light; there will be
no difficulties at all. Thus, there will not be

an afternoon Tamid.

In the present era, when we encounter
times of darkness - of nisyonos, hardship
or adversity - it is very difficult to serve
Hashem properly. But we must remember
that the halachah follows the Rabbanan,
which means the most important nisuch is
that of the afternoon Tamid, when the light
is waning. Hashem desires most our avodah
of evening, performed amid difficulty. The
Gemara (Eiruvin 19a, see Rashi) states that
nesachim are symbolic of tears. To cry tears
of teshuvah at a time of nisayon - at that time
when one’s avodas Hashem is most valuable -
is of primal significance.

This is a fundamental lesson from the
avodah of the Korban Tamid: we are to serve
Hashem with consistency and regularity,

even at times of darkness and concealment.

(2NN 2"D N"DWN DNA'D)




Overriding Inheritance

DN1.1A27 10702 NN DAN2YNT 17 TN 121 M 1D Ui
JON7 1N701 NN DRNN N2 17 TN

If a man will die and he has no son, you shall

give his inheritance to his daughter. If he has no

daughter, you shall give his inheritance to his

brothers. (Bamidbar 27:8-9)

The Mishnah (Bava Basra 130a) cites the
opinion of R. Yochanan ben Berokah that
one may override his inheritors only in favor
of others fit to inherit him. The Gemara
explains this in two ways: 1. One can give
his inheritance (be manchil) to one son in place
of another son, but not to a daughter in place
of a son; 2. One can do so even to a daughter
in place of a son, since she is next in line to
inherit. The Rishonim write that the halachah
follows the first approach: a father can be
manchil one son in place of another, but not
a daughter in place of a son, since she is not

presently an inheritor.

The Acharonim™ discuss a scenario
where one has no sons, but has multiple
grandsons: may he be manchil one grandson?
This question depends on what R. Yochanan
means when he allows hanchalah to “others fit
toinherit him.” Is this only where the intended
recipient is inherently fit to inherit him, such
as one of two sons, or is it even where the
recipient is only an inheritor in practice, such
as a grandson, who inherits indirectly, by way
of his father.

The Ketzos Hachoshen favors the second
understanding: as long as he is practically an
inheritor, one can be manchil him. But this
seems problematic. The Ketzos Hachoshen
writes elsewhere™ that where a person was
manchil one son in place of others, the other
sons remain “fit to inherit”; although they
were left out of the inheritance, their inherent
status as inheritors cannot be canceled. So

which approach is correct according to the

Ketzos Hachoshen? Do we regard the actual,
inherent status of an inheritor; or dowe regard

the person who will, in practice, inherit?

The question of being manchil a grandson
may depend on another question of how we
understand R. Yochanan'’s opinion. Simply, he
maintains that one cannot regard someone
who is not an inheritor as an inheritor. But
the Rama'™ explains differently: one cannot be
manchil a daughter in place of a son because
the Torah mandates that his son inherit him;
by giving his inheritance to his daughter, he
supplants the proper inheritor with another. If
so, where one has no sons but only grandsons,
he may be manchil one grandson, since he
is not displacing anyone whom the Torah

mandates must inherit.

As mentioned, if indeed R. Yochanan
considers anyone who inherits in practice
as an inheritor, then one could certainly
be manchil a grandson in place of other
grandsons. Kovetz Shiurim proves that this is

the case from a statement of the Rashba.

The Gemara (Kiddushin 60b) discusses a case
where one divorces his wife on condition that
she give him two hundred zuz, and then the
husband dies. R. Shimon ben Gamliel says
that if she gives the money to her husband’s
inheritors, such as his brother, father, or
other relative (he did not leave children), then she
is considered divorced. The Rashba wonders
about this: why may she pay her husband’s
“other relative”; since his brother is first in
line to inherit him, how can she pay a more
distant relative? The Rashba answers, citing
Tosafos, that the case in question is where the
husband’s brother had died, leaving a son. It
is to this son - the husband’s nephew - that
the wife can pay the two hundred zuz, since
R. Yochanan ben Berokah maintains that one

can be manchil anyone fit to inherit.

This, says Kovetz Shiurim, proves that R.
Yochanan allows hanchalah to anyone who in
practiceis fit to inherit. After all, the husband’s
nephew is not inherently his inheritor; he
only inherits in practice, since his father - the
husband’s brother and true inheritor - has
died.

However, it seems that we can draw the
opposite conclusion from this statement of
the Rashba. The Rashba’s question is asked,
as well, by Tosafos HaRosh and Tosafos Tuch,
who answer in the same manner, but add that
this is consistent with the Gemara’s second
understanding of R. Yochanan ben Berokah’s
opinion. As above, this approach was that
R. Yochanan allows hanchalah even to a
daughter in place of a son, since she is next in

line to inherit.

But since the halachah follows the
Gemara’s first understanding of R. Yochanan
- that hanchalah is permitted only to a son in
place of other sons - why do Tosafos HaRosh
and Tosafos Tuch explain R. Shimon ben
Gamliel’s

they maintain that according to the first

statement differently? Clearly,
understanding of R. Yochanan, the husband’s
nephew is not fit for hanchalah, since he only
inherits in practice but is not inherently an

inheritor.

Although the Rashba did not add this
addendum - that R. Shimon ben Gamliel’s
statement is consistent with the second
understanding of R. Yochanan - nonetheless,
he attributes his answer to Tosafos. It seems
clear, then, that he intends the very answer
given by Tosafos HaRosh and Tosafos Tuch. If
so, the Rashba’s statement is actually proof
that one can only be manchil an inherent

inheritor, not one who only inherits in practice.

(2"own DN1'O® — NYWTNINID)

12 R. Akiva Eiger, beginning of perek Yesh Nochalin, ;1"V71 0"7,027 7V n"T Ketzos Hachoshen; 281:2; Nesivos Hamishpat, 281:1; Kovetz Shiurim, 435

13 Ibid, 3

14 She’elos,U’Teshuvos, 92
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