
 

Vol 21 # 11               PLEASANT RIDGE NEWSLETTER                                   s”xc  
g”a, A Kehilas Prozdor Publication 

 (c) 1990-2010 Leibie Sternberg                  (Monsey/Spring Valley Z’manim)                      ekc :,arp 
 http://www.prozdor.com          Candles Mincha DafYomi     Shiur   Shachris a”ezx 
                                                                                                                                  Friday     8:15      6:45/8:00                                                                                                                      9:12 
      Shabbos                  1:40/8:10         7:00       7:55                 9:00                                        9:12 
                                                                                                                                     Sunday                     8:25              8:45                         8:00              9:12 

This issue is dedicated:  
ohhj cegh r”c ovrct b”zku     hukv ejmh r”c krgp b”zk      

Dedications ($18) and appreciations may be sent to: Kehilas Prozdor, 8 GreenHill Lane, Spring Valley, N.Y. 10977 (845) 354-7240 
As this contains Divrei Torah and partial Pesukim, it should be treated with proper respect, both during and after use 

 

IMPORTANCE OF ....  

The Mishna (Sanhedrin 56a) states that when witnesses testify 
against a Megadef (one who blasphemed Hashem’s name) the 
courtroom is cleared, and the witness is asked to state exactly 
what he heard. When the witness says Hashem’s name, the judges 
stand up, and then tear their clothing. The Gemara (ibid 60a) asks 
why the judges would stand, and answers that this is derived from  
Eglon, king of Moav, who stood when Ehud said that he had a 
message for him from Hashem. The Mordechai (Berachos) cites a 
Yerushalmi which derives from Eglon that one must stand when 
saying or hearing vcr ‘hna tvh and vauseca rcs kf which involve 
Hashem’s name, such as Kadish and Borchu.  The Chasan Sofer 
(2: p.35) rebuts this deduction, citing the Gemara (Berachos 34a) 
which describes how one bows in Shemona Esrei at the beginning 
and end of ,uct (the first brocho) and at the beginning and end of 
Modim. If one wanted to bow at the end of other berachos, he is 
taught not to. A Kohen Gadol bows at the end of every brocho, 
and a King bows at the beginning and end of every brocho. Rashi 
explains that the greater a person, the more he must humble 
himself before Hashem. As such, no proof can be derived from 
Eglon, who was required to show extra humility, nor can we 
derive anything from the judges in the Megadef case, who stood 
perhaps to compensate for the Chilul Hashem inherent in such a 
matter. R’ Shlomo Kluger sought to derive a standing imperative 
from Bilaam’s words to Balak: gnau ekc oue, said in response to 
Balak’s: ‘s rcs vn. However, R’ Yehuda Asad (vkgh vsuvh – j”ut 
11) notes Rashi’s explanation that Balak intended his question in 
jest, and Bilaam’s remark as payback for the jest. Yechaveh Daas 
(3:4) concludes that there is no Halachic requirement to stand for 
Kadish or Borchu, but there is such a minhag in Ashkenaz. The 
MaHaril would stand for Kadish only if he were already standing, 
and then he would sit after saying vcr ‘hna tvh.  

QUESTION OF THE WEEK:  
When would an Aliyah be given during Mincha on a fast day to 
one who was not fasting, vkhj,fk, over others who were fasting ? 

ANSWER TO LAST WEEK:  
(Who may be Shliach Tzibur on Shabbos but not during the week ?)  
The Ketzos HaShulchan (1:17 in Badei HaShulchan 11) quotes 
an opinion that business people should not be Shliach Tzibur for 
weekday Shacharis, as they will not devote the proper amount of 
time and Kavanah. On Shabbos and Yom Tov they will, and as 
such, should be encouraged to do so.  

DIN'S CORNER:  
If one built a window in his house that opens up with a view onto 
a neighbor’s property, the neighbor has a right to object and force 
closure of the window. If the neighbor assisted in construction of 
the window or indicated he had no objection or simply did not 
object for a Chazakah period, he may no longer object and the 
window may remain. In any case, the window owner never has 
the right to gaze down upon the neighbor’s property thru the 
window. (Rema n”uj 154:7) 

DID YOU KNOW THAT ....   

The Gemara (Bava Metzia 71b) derives that the rules of Shelichus 
(being an agent for another) do not apply to non-Jews. Thus, a 
non-Jew cannot be a Shliach for a Jew, nor can he appoint a Jew 
to be his Shliach. However, it seems from the MaHarit (n”uj 100) 
that one non-Jew may appoint another to be a Shliach. The 
MaHarit cites the Ramban (end of Sefer HaMitzvos) who notes 
that Dovid HaMelech sought to justify war against Moav, despite 
the instruction ctun ,t rm, kt, because Moav had broken the 
“truce” by hiring Bilaam. What had Moav done ? It cannot be that 
Bilaam’s would-be curses were attributable to Moav for having 
sent him, since that would constitute vrhcg rcsk ,ujhka. It must 
be instead that the wicked thoughts and plans of Moav themselves 
constituted a breaking of the truce. Thus, we see that the MaHarit 
held there to be a Shelichus relationship between Balak (i.e. 
Moav) and Bilaam, such that the rule of vrhcg rcsk jhka iht 
would apply. However, the ibcrs tgrt (1:5) rejects this inference, 
citing the Mishna (Peah 2:7) which states that a field owned and 
harvested by non-Jews is exempt from the Peah requirements, 
but, as the c”gr points out, if the non-Jews were hired by a Jewish 
owner, their harvesting is deemed to be the Jewish owner’s 
harvesting, and the field is subject to Peah. As the non-Jewish 
workers cannot be agents of the owner, we must conclude that the 
workers are extensions of the owner’s hand (c”vgc shf ush), and it 
is as if the owner himself did it. So too, as Bilaam was hired by 
Balak (ogkc ,t lhkg rfa ratu) he may be deemed an extension of 
Balak’s hand, not a Shliach, and as such, whatever Bilaam would 
do could be attributed to Balak, including his attempted curses. 
Yet, the Nediv Lev (97) points out that though harvesting is 
without a doubt, a bona fide act, to be attributed to the owner 
under the aegis of sh, all that Bilaam was doing was speaking, in a 
vain attempt to curse. Speaking would not constitute an act, to be 
attributed under sh, and could therefore have only worked under 
the theory of Shelichus, as the MaHarit had held.      

A Lesson Can Be Learned From:  
A Chosid of the Sanzer Rov had not been blessed with children, and 

during Yomim Noraim he managed to receive a brocho from the Rebbe 

that he would have a son. The Chosid had such confidence in the 

brocho that he immediately registered his “son Yitzchok” with the 

Ministry of Interior. A year later, his wife gave birth … to a daughter and 

a year later to another daughter. After five daughters, Yitzchok was 

finally born. He was a very good boy, a Masmid with a love for Torah. 

When Yitzchok was 12, two officers from the Russian army came to 

draft the 18 year old Yitzchok (according to their records) into the army. 

When they saw how scrawny and weak-looking he was (especially for an 

18-year old), they were inclined to leave him, but they took him along to 

their superiors who agreed that he was not fit to serve in the army, And 

so he was issued a permanent medical exemption from service, which 

allowed him to learn uninterrupted, and become a Gadol B’Torah.  

P.S . Sholosh Seudos sponsored by the Burman family.  


