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SHABBAT SHALOM. Today is 26 Nissan 5777, the 
11th day of the Omer. We bensch the month of Iyar; 
Rosh Chodesh is Wednesday and Thursday. The re-
appearance of the moon will be Wednesday morning 
at 7:48 and 11 chalakim (about 37 seconds), 
Jerusalem time. We do say Av HaRachamim because 
that prayer was composed for the Jewish martyrs of the 
Crusade period, most of whom were slain during the 
period of Sefirat HaOmer. 

 
TORAH DIALOGUE 
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SHEMINI     

Leviticus 9:1 
[Compiled by Rabbi Edward Davis (RED) 
Young Israel of Hollywood-Ft. Lauderdale] 

 
 

1. Approaching God is not to be perceived as an 
overwhelming and frustrating challenge – as approaching a 
steep mountain. On the other hand, it is not to be perceived 
as a casual matter – as open and accessible as a field. 
Attaining proximity to Hashem is best seen as entering a 
house. One must develop a relationship with the owner and 
comply with his wishes in order to be welcome. These two 
rejected concepts are similarly reflected in an interpretation 
offered by Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik regarding the sin 
offerings that were brought on the day of the Tabernacle’s 
dedication. On that day, Aharon was instructed to bring a 
goat offering on behalf of the Jewish nation to atone for the 
sale of Yosef by his brothers, and a calf on his own behalf to 
atone for his complicity in the construction of the Golden 
Calf. The Rav explains that these two different animals 
reflect the root causes of the sins for which they atoned. The 
Golden Calf was constructed because the people demanded 
that Aharon create for them a leader to substitute for Moshe. 
This demand manifested their overdependence upon the 
accessibility of God. Consequently, Aharon’s designated sin 
offering was a calf, which follows its mother submissively, 
enjoying constant access. In contrast, when the brothers 
sold Yosef, they manifested a rebellious instinct, 
overwhelmed by the challenge of submission which 
prevented them from accepting their father’s choice of Yosef 
as leader of the family. Appropriately, the reluctant and 
brazen goat was designated as their sin offering. 
 
2. After the consecration of the Kohanim, Aharon blesses 
the people. When the Kohanim bless the people (Nesi’at 
Kapayim, Duchen) they do so standing up with their hands 
raised. If a Kohen cannot raise his hands, may he still 
Duchen? 
 
3. “And the two sons of Aharon, Nadav and Avihu, took 
each man his censer, put fire in him, and put incense 
thereon, and offered strange fire unto God, which He had not 
commanded (Leviticus 10:1). Our text describes the 
transgression of the two sons of Aharon. The verse informs 
us that a “fire issued forth from God and consumed them, 
and they died before God.” The text does not seem to make 
the nature and extent of their transgression clear. This has 
therefore become a popular subject in Midrashic writings as 

well as in our classic Torah commentaries. Rashi quotes the 
Midrashic traditions which maintain that Nadav and Avihu 
offered halachic decisions in the presence of their teachers, 
Moshe and Aharon, or that they entered the Sanctuary while 
intoxicated. Since these transgressions are not mentioned in 
the text which describes what they actually did, we have to 
search other Torah sources in order to substantiate these 
opinions. Sforno reads the text literally and simply maintains 
that they offered incense, not specifically commanded or 
instructed. There may, of course, be some relationship 
between this and the Midrashic contention that they made 
halachic decisions improperly. In any event, Sforno is close 
to the text. Rashbam also appears to follow the text, but 
more exactly than even Sforno. Rashbam maintains that it 
was the “fire” – a strange fire – which was essentially at the 
heart of the crime. Of particular interest is the argument of 
the Netziv who, following a theory which he develops in 
conjunction with his analysis of some of the groups 
associated with Korach in his rebellion, maintains that the 
love of God completely took hold of these two spiritual 
personalities, and in their desire to come close to God in 
great and all-consuming love, they offered incense beyond 
the bounds of the halachic regulation. This tells us that 
expressions of love of God – noble though this love may be 
– must be guided by the hard and fast principles of the 
Halachah. In his interpretation, the Netziv maintains that the 
fundamental religiosity of the sons of Aharon goes 
unchallenged. This is important. Unfortunately, many 
modern commentaries and preachers have taken the sons 
of Aharon as common criminals. This, of course, is 
nonsense. They were krovei – My near and dear sons – in 
the words of God. 
 
4. “And Moshe heard (what Aharon pointed out) and it was 
good in his eyes” (10:20). The Midrash states that Moshe 
made a proclamation to the entire camp of Israel saying: I 
erred in the Halachah, and my brother, Aharon, came and 
taught me (the correct Halachah). Why was it necessary to 
offer such a public declaration? The Netziv said that Moshe 
wished to teach the people that they should not refrain from 
admitting their errors. By realizing that even the leader of Klal 
Yisrael did not consider it beneath his dignity to state that he 
had committed a mistake, they would be inclined to follow 
suit. We similarly find in the Talmud that various Amora’im 
stated: I was mistaken in what I told you (see Shabbat 63b). 
 
5. Chapter II opens: God told Moshe and Aharon to tell 
THEM “address the children of Israel”: These are the 
animals you MAY eat of all the animals upon the earth. 
Whom are Moshe and Aharon to tell? It cannot be the Jews, 
whom they are immediately thereafter commanded to 
address. Sifra says that “THEM” refers to Eliezer and Itamar, 
Aharon’s sons, who are to be specially taught by him, after 
he has been taught by Moshe – see Rashi; he notes that 
many laws were given to Aharon indirectly through Moshe 
(Leviticus 1:1). The Talmud (Eruvin 54b) discusses the 
transmission of God’s Oral Law: “Moshe learned from the 
mouth of the Omnipotent.” Then Aharon entered and Moshe 
taught his lesson; Aharon then moved aside and sat on 
Moshe’s left. Thereupon Aharon’s sons entered and Moshe 
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taught them their lesson. His sons then moved aside, Eliezer 
taking his seat on Moshe’s right, Itamar on Aharon’s left. Rav 
Yehuda stated: Aharon was always on Moshe’s right. 
Thereupon the elders entered and Moshe taught them their 
lesson. Thus Aharon heard the lesson four times, his sons 
three, the elders twice, and all the people once (from 
Moshe). At this stage Moshe departed and Aharon taught 
the people his lesson. Then Aharon departed and his sons 
taught them their lesson; his sons then departed and the 
elders taught them their lesson. Thus everybody heard the 
lesson four times, from which R. Eliezer inferred that it is a 
man’s duty to teach his pupil (his lesson) four times.  
Rambam elaborates and adds: Thereupon, all members of 
the entire nation would instruct each other in what they had 
heard from Moshe’s lips, and they wrote records of that 
mitzvah (for themselves, before the Talmud was written). 
The officers would then traverse Israel to teach and 
demonstrate, until everyone knew the mitzvah precisely and 
fluently. They then instructed them in explanations needed 
for that God-given mitzvah (Rambam believed in explaining 
mitzvot rationally), which involved many subjects. The 
mitzvah would thus be committed to writing, while its 
accompanying oral tradition would be committed to memory. 
 
6. “Whatever has a split hoof and is wholly cloven footed 
and chews its cud among the beasts, you may eat” (11:3). 
The two features stated in this verse are signs which identify 
permitted animals. No reason is stated as a rationale for their 
permissibility. The Abravanel suggests that animals which 
chew their cud are not capable of crushing and chewing up 
bones. Consequently, they feed on plants, and they do not 
have the ferocity of wild animals. Their split hooves do not 
have claws, suggesting that these are peace loving and 
relatively harmless animals. Indeed, these animals reflect 
the traits of compassion and mercy, which are the hallmarks 
of the Jewish personality. In a similar sense, Rabbi S.R. 
Hirsch explains that two instinctual acts are essential to the 
life of an animal: the search for food and the struggle for 
survival. Indeed, these two activities are indispensable to 
human life. For the Jew, however, although they are 
essential, they must be subordinated to a more sublime goal. 
Those animals whose distinct features and organs reflect 
these two functions (the claws of the wild animals and the 
stomach that quickly and indiscriminately digests all 
swallowed food) are excluded from consumption by the 
Torah. Hooved animals and those that chew their cud exhibit 
a form of “refinement,” which is integral to the Jewish 
character. Thus, these two prerequisites for kashrut 
contribute to the development and perpetuation of Klal 
Yisrael’s dignity and distinctiveness. 
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SAMUEL II    '  

  
 Rabbi Soloveitchik, the Rav, zt"l, often taught us that 
the way to grasp how our Sages wanted us to understand a 
given Torah portion, we should turn to the Haftorah. Three 
separate events occur in this lengthy Haftorah. Thirty 
thousand people join King David in bringing the Holy Ark to 

Jerusalem.  The Ark is transported in an oxcart; and when 
the oxen stumble, Uzah reaches out to take hold of the Ark. 
Right then and there, God strikes Uzah dead. Three months 
later, King David tries again; and when he arrives 
triumphantly, he dances with all his might, upsetting his wife 
who chastises him. The last story is the divine message that 
King David will not be allowed to build the Holy Temple. All 
three incidents point to the same theme – the emotional 
instinct of the individual has to take a back-seat to the 
objective commandment of God. Specifically, did Uzah 
intend disrespect when he took hold of the Ark?  But 
touching the holy object was strictly forbidden. Similarly, 
maybe the sin of Aharon’s two sons was adding that which 
was not commanded. Perhaps their intentions were good, 
but what they did overstepped their bounds and, like Uzah, 
brought an immediate divine punishment. 
 

SHABBAT HALACHAH 
 
 There is a Shabbat prohibition of Molid, which is creating 
a new entity. Under this prohibition it is forbidden to 
transform an item from solid to liquid form, or vice versa, for 
by doing so one produces a new object. Freezing and 
defrosting liquids on Shabbat is subject to this prohibition. 
There is a difference between manually bringing about the 
new state of the object (crushing ice or rubbing ice manually 
to defrost the ice cubes is prohibited) and causing the 
change indirectly (placing ice cubes in a glass and they melt 
at room temperature is permitted). Putting ice in a drink is 
certainly permissible. Putting leftover chicken soup in the 
freezer is a questionable practice on Shabbat. Some 
authorities prohibit this practice; others, like myself, permit it 
since it is still an indirect causing of a new state and not a 
manual direct act. Taking a frozen can of juice concentrate 
out of the freezer, adding water or seltzer, and mixing it, 
causing the frozen concentrate to melt, is permitted since it 
is being mixed in a liquid. Manually crushing the concentrate 
to melt it is prohibited as is placing it near the blech to hasten 
the melting process. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sponsored by Dr. Trudy Abramson in memory of 
Adele Weinstock, beloved mother, grandmother 

and great-grandmother 


