BALAK ָּבלָ ק

בס״ד

In loving memory of Tzemach ben Yisrael z"l

“How goodly are your tents, O Yaakov, your
dwelling places, O Israel”
(Bemidbar 24:5)

Volume 34 | #36
26 June 2021
16 Tammuz 5781
Shabbat ends:
London 10.28pm
Sheffield 11.02pm
Glasgow 11.39pm
Edinburgh 11.30pm
Birmingham 10.42pm
Southport 11.12pm
Hull 11.02pm
Jerusalem 8.31pm
The Fast of 17 Tammuz
is on Sunday
In London, the fast
begins at 1.04am and
ends at 10.22pm

Balak
Artscroll p.856
Hertz p.668
Soncino p.915
Haftarah
Artscroll p.1189
Hertz p.682
Soncino p.929

Daf Hashavua

Please look regularly at the
social media and websites
of the US, Tribe and your
community for ongoing updates
relating to Coronavirus as well
as educational programming
and community support.
You do not need to sign
into Facebook to access the
US Facebook page. The US
Coronavirus Helpline is on
020 8343 5696.
May God bless us and the
whole world.

Finchley Synagogue on Yom Haatzmaut. Photo: Peter Johnson.
(“Ohalecha”, tents, also refers to places of prayer and Torah study).
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Bilaam's talking
donkey

Transforming
Curses to
Blessings
by Rabbi Sam Taylor,
BES Yavneh, Borehamwood and Elstree Synagogue
Bilaam, a non-Jewish
prophet employed by
Balak, king of Moav,
to curse our ancestors,
is travelling towards
the Israelite camp, when his donkey
repeatedly turns off course and refuses
to follow instructions. This occurs
because God has sent an angel with
a drawn sword to block Bilaam's
path, which Bilaam himself cannot
see. Frustrated by the donkey’s lack of
obedience, Bilaam strikes the animal
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1st Aliya (Kohen) – Bemidbar 22:2-12
Balak, the king of Moab, having seen that the Israelites defeated the Emorites, is afraid
that they will plot against him. Balak sends emissaries to Midian, to Bilaam the son
of Be’or, asking him to curse the Israelites. Bilaam tells Balak’s emissaries to stay the
night, to give him time to see how God will instruct him. God appears to Bilaam at night
and warns him not to travel to Moab to curse the Israelites, who are a blessed nation.
2nd Aliya (Levi) – 22:13-20
Bilaam wakes up in the morning and tells Balak’s officers that he is unable to go with
them, due to God’s warning. After they report back to Balak, he sends higher-ranking
officers to persuade Bilaam. Bilaam repeats that he is bound by God’s word. God again
appears to Bilaam at night, telling him that he has permission to go, but that he must
do what He instructs him.
3rd Aliya (Shlishi) – 22:21-38
Bilaam saddles his donkey and travels with Balak’s officers. God is angered by Bilaam’s
decision and sends an angel to impede him. The donkey sees the angel, who has
a drawn sword in his hand. She deviates from the road to avoid the angel. Bilaam,

multiple times until, shockingly, the
donkey responds with indignation,
“meh asiti lecha,” what did I do to
you, “ki hikitani zeh shalosh regalim?”
that you hit me these three times?
(Bemidbar 22:28). Eventually, God
opens Bilaam's eyes, and he sees the
angel. A conversation between Bilaam
and the angel ensues: Bilaam is
chastised for his behaviour towards his
donkey, and is reminded that when he
reaches the Israelites, he is only to say
that which God dictates to him.
Rashi (1040-1105) cites a Midrash
(early rabbinic teaching) that notes the
donkey's use of the term “regalim” to
mean “times”, as opposed to the more
common “pe'amim”. In explaining this
word choice, the Midrash asserts that
it is actually an allusion to the shalosh
regalim, the three festivals of Pesach,
Shavuot and Succot, when the entire
Jewish nation would visit the Temple
in Jerusalem. Understood in this way,
the donkey was rebuking Bilaam for
the intended purpose of his journey. As
the Midrash continues, “you are trying
to uproot a nation that celebrates
three festivals every year!” (Midrash
Tanchuma, Balak 9). But what possible
connection can there be between

Bilaam is chastised for
his behaviour towards
his donkey, and is
reminded that when he
reaches the Israelites, he
is only to say that which
God dictates to him.

that, despite the enormous crowds
that filled Jerusalem over the course
of the festivals, the Mishna in Pirkei
Avot (Ethics of the Fathers) tells us
that no one ever complained that
they were crowded or uncomfortable.
Therefore, the Kotzker Rebbe
explains that this is what the donkey
was alluding to, and this was what
protected us from Bilaam’s intended
these festivals and the donkey’s rebuke curses. The donkey was, in essence,
of Bilaam?
making the point that someone who
Rabbi Avraham Bornsztain of
was so quick to complain at even
Sokatchov, Poland (1838-1910),
the most minor inconvenience had
focuses on the great sacrifice made
no chance against a people that was
by the Jewish people when making
prepared to suffer greater hardships
their festival pilgrimage. After all, the
without complaint.
entire nation went up to Jerusalem
Whether it is was the great
and left behind their homes, farms,
sacrifices we were willing to make
and all other possessions. Who tended or our willingness to suffer without
the farms while they were away? Who complaint, or perhaps both, the
guarded their possessions? Perhaps
very same virtues that protected
this was the message of the donkey.
us from the curses of Bilaam at the
The willingness to risk everything
dawn of our national existence have
in order to be close to God over the
similarly protected us from many
festival is surely a badge of honour
other enemies throughout our history.
for the Jewish people and a source of By recommitting ourselves to these
protection from all foes.
virtues, we too will hopefully merit
The Kotzker Rebbe (Rabbi
that all the curses against us will
Menachem Mendel Morgensztern,
be miraculously transformed into
1787-1859) concentrates on the fact beautiful blessings.

unable to see the angel, hits the donkey. The angel positions
himself between two parallel fences. When the donkey moves
towards the wall, pressing Bilaam’s leg against it, Bilaam
again hits her. The angel then places himself in a narrow part
of the path, making it impossible for the donkey to circumvent
him. She stops and crouches, causing Bilaam to get angry
and hit her again. God “opens the mouth of the donkey”, who
defends her actions. God now “uncovers Bilaam’s eyes” and he
sees the angel. The angel chastises Bilaam, who admits his sin
and suggests that he returns home. The angel responds that
he can continue his journey but must not say anything other
than what God tells him. Balak goes out to greet Bilaam on the
border of Arnon.
4th Aliya (Revi’i) – 22:39-23:12
Bilaam and Balak go to a vantage point from where Bilaam
can see the edge of the Israelite camp. Bilaam tells Balak to
build him seven altars and give him seven bulls and rams to
sacrifice. Balak complies and Bilaam sacrifices the animals.

God appears to Bilaam and tells him what to say. Against his
will, Bilaam actually blesses the Israelites. Balak is incensed,
yet Bilaam claims that he is unable to defy God’s command.
Point to Consider: How do we see Bilaam trying to emulate
the patriachs? (see Rashi to 23:4)
5th Aliya (Chamishi) – 23:13-26
Balak takes Bilaam to a new location in the hope of a better
result. Once again, Bilaam brings animal offerings. As before,
God appears to Bilaam, who can only bless,not curse, the
Israelites.
6th Aliya (Shishi) – 23:27-24:13
Balak and Bilaam go to a third location. After bringing the
offerings to the altar, Bilaam sees the encampments of the
Israelites and “the spirit of God rests upon him” so that he
actually no longer wants to curse them (Rashi). Again Bilaam
blesses Israel. Balak dismisses him.

The Seventeenth of Tammuz –
What Are We Missing?
by Rebbetzen Siobhan Dansky, Cranbrook United Synagogue
This coming Sunday,
27 June, we will
observe the fast
of 17th Tammuz. It
marks the day on
which Jerusalem fell, prior to the
destruction of the Second Temple
three weeks later, on 9th Av. These
three weeks are a period of national
mourning during which we do not
have haircuts and men do not shave,
we do not buy nor wear new clothes
and we refrain from celebrations
and listening to music.
How can we connect to the loss
of the Temple 2000 years after its
destruction? One could argue that
even though we do not have the
Temple, we can still connect to God
and the Temple in our shuls, through
the relevant references in daily
prayer, and by visiting places like
the Kotel (Western Wall), the Third
Temple Institute and the Tunnel
Tours in the Old City of Jerusalem.
There are countless ways to connect
with God and spirituality. Surely
we are doing our best to make
up for not having the Temple, and
we might question why we need
this fast day as well. It is hard to
miss something that we did not
experience first-hand, so, when
we have been living with the ‘next
best thing’ for so long, how are we

How can we connect to the loss of
the Temple 2000 years after its
destruction?
expected to feel that we are lacking
anything?
The past year has forced us to
create a Plan B existence, as we
continue to wait for the pandemic
to be under control worldwide. We
have had to limit our interactions
with other people - hugging
and hand-to-hand contact were
forbidden, we have been restricted
in the number of people we could
see face-to-face at any one time,
and we have not been able to
welcome friends or family into our
homes. But we have had Zoom!
Arguably, we have been able to
reach out to more people from
the comfort of our own homes
that we would have been able to
see in person. Some of our shuls
have even seen an increase in
engagement during the pandemic
as homebound members, and
those living further afield, have
been able to tune in to classes,
events, services and workshops
from their armchairs. And yet, my
Facebook feed was recently full
of emotionally-charged photos

of families reuniting and hugging
for the first time in over a year.
Instinctively we know that there is a
certain quality to in-person contact
that simply cannot be experienced
through a screen. There is a quality
of connection that we experience in
the presence of others that is hard
to describe in words, but which we
feel so strongly when it is denied
to us.
This is the quality that we are
mourning on 17th Tammuz and
throughout the three weeks. The
Torah states, “And you shall make
for me a Sanctuary, and I will dwell
in your midst” (Shemot 25:8). The
Temple was not just a building or a
place of worship; it was a place in
which we could experience being in
the physical presence of God. It is
that palpable quality of connection
with God that we are lacking and
for which we will yearn, cry and
mourn over the next three weeks,
that makes this fast day so relevant.
May we merit to see the building
of the Third Temple speedily in our
days.

In memory of Frida Mirel bat Chaim Simcha z"l
7th Aliya (Shevi’i) – 24:14-25:9
Before leaving, Bilaam tells Balak that the Israelites could be
vulnerable to licentious behaviour (Rashi). He then prophesies
about future stages of their history. Bilaam and Balak go their
separate ways.

The Israelites settle in Shittim where the men are attracted
to Moabite women, as well as towards worshipping the idol
Pe’or. Pinchas, a grandson of Aharon, sees a public display of
licentious behaviour and kills the culprit, Zimri from the tribe
of Shimon, along with Kozbi, the Midianite princess.

Technology, Food and Judaism
Part 3: Lab-Grown Meat: Is It Kosher?
by Rabbi Joel Kenigsberg, Magen Avot Synagogue
As companies around
the world scramble to
get lab-produced meat
to market, the question
of how to determine its kosher status
is no longer a theoretical one. From a
halachic perspective, could one have
their cow and eat it too?
Last week, we saw some of the
more esoteric sources about ‘miracle
meat’, along with the caveat that
many rabbinic authorities felt them
not to be of immediate relevance to
the issue at hand. A far more pressing
and direct question is the nature of
the source cells from which cultured
meat is ultimately produced.
Some rabbinic scholars have
opined that since the cells are
microscopic to begin with, any cellbased meat subsequently produced
would be kosher, even if originating
from a non-kosher species! There is
a halachic principle that the Torah’s
laws relate only to that which can
be discerned with natural human
senses. Based on the principle that
“the Torah was not given to angels”1 ,
the Aruch HaShulchan (Rabbi Yechiel
Michel Epstein, 1829-1908) explains
that microorganisms which cannot be
seen, despite lacking the attributes
of split hooves and chewing the cud,
which ordinarily determine the kosher

status of an animal, are not forbidden
for consumption.
However, in the case of
microorganisms, one has no interest
in their consumption and may not
even be aware of their existence.
Regarding cell-cultured meat on the
other hand, scientists creating the
product are certainly aware of, and
interested in, the existence of the
original cells. Rabbi Shlomo
Zalman Auerbach (19101995) writes regarding
genetic engineering
of plants, that where
one manipulates
particles to transfer
them from one
species to another, one
can no longer argue that
they are insignificant due to
their invisibility. A similar argument
would seem to hold sway here.
If the cells are deemed to be
significant, their permissibility would
then depend on the animal from
which they derived. First, was it a
kosher species or not? The Mishnah
(Bechorot 1:2) states “that which
emerges from an impure species is
considered impure”. Just as eggs,
milk or other food derivatives from
non-kosher species are considered
non-kosher, it seems plausible and

likely that cells which produce edible
meat emerging from a non-kosher
species would similarly be deemed
non-kosher.
A further consideration is whether
the cells were taken from a living
animal or one which had undergone
shechita (the Jewish humane method
of animal slaughter for food). Whilst
it may be theoretically possible to
procure cells from a dead
animal and still produce
cultured meat, the vast
majority of research
in the field to date
has concentrated on
cells taken from living
animals. Although
individual cells certainly
do not constitute a limb,
many halachic authorities hold
that cells taken from muscle tissue
would be subject to the prohibition of
eating flesh from a living animal.
As the technology develops the
debates will continue. Something
so unprecedented will naturally
yield a variety of views, but there
is widespread agreement that cells
taken from a kosher species having
previously undergone shechita would
produce a kosher product. The day of
the kosher lab-grown steak may not
be far off.

1 Aruch HaShulchan (Orach Chaim 84:36). It should be noted that this refers only to those microorganisms which are invisible to the naked eye.
Organisms which can be seen (albeit with difficulty) are the subject of a separate halachic discussion.

In memory of Devorah bat Avraham z"l
Haftarah
The prophet Micha describes the Messianic times that the
‘remnant of Yaakov’ will experience. He also recalls how God
looked after the nation in the desert after the Exodus from Egypt,
including His thwarting of the evil plans of Balak and Bilaam.

BLOOD LIBELS
Part 4: The Beilis Trial 1913, continued
by Pnina Savery, US Jewish Living Educator
In this article we will
discuss the British
response to the Beilis
trial in Kiev, which was
introduced in the previous article.
Mendel Beilis was a local Jew
charged with the ritual murder of
a 12-year-old boy. The trial led to
widespread demonstrations. One
such demonstration was held in
Trafalgar Square on 2nd November
1913. Lord Nathaniel Rothschild
(1840-1915) tried to aid the outcome
of the trial itself. He wrote to the
Vatican to confirm the authenticity
of the Papacy’s past statements
against the blood accusations. The
prosecution of the trial claimed that
the Vatican had never openly spoken
of the falsehood of the charges
made numerous times in the past.
This was incorrect, as in 1759,
Cardinal Ganganelli, later Pope
Clement XIV, produced a memorandum proving that the blood libels
had no basis, as had other popes in
the past.
Rothschild asked the Vatican to
affirm these previous statements.
The positive reply and subsequent
correspondence was published in
all newspapers. It is unclear how
much of an impact this affirmation
from the Vatican had. The Russian
government did not allow it to be
used as evidence in the court and
the jury had no outside contact at
this time. However, it was certainly
of major importance in boosting
pro-Beilis public opinion and in
further ridiculing the prosecution of
the trial in the world press.

The court in session: To the far right, Beilis is seated in the dock.

The political situation at the time
meant that any criticism of the trial
was seen as an attack upon the
Anglo-Russian Entente, which was
an attempt to patch up shaky relations between the two countries.
Consequently, many politicians were
wary of making public statements
regarding the affair.
Despite these concerns, the
majority of the British press did
assertively criticise the prosecution.
When reporting upon the proceedings of 15th October 1913, The
Times’ Kiev correspondent recorded
that the last witness for the prosecution had that day broken down in
court and admitted to her testimony
being false. The reporter stated
that it “seems incredible that the
Imperial authorities will allow the
nauseous case to proceed further”.
When reporting the final verdict,
The Times’ reporter stated that
“unfortunately the verdict is not one
of acquittal only” and continued to
respond to the insinuation of the

verdict that the ritual murder charge
was true:
“That this legend should find
credence… is the most astonishing
and the most humiliating feature in
the whole of this amazing trial…
[that a] civilised state should have
suffered such a case to go to trial…
a trial for witchcraft could hardly
have been a greater shock to the
Western world.” 1
We have seen the supportive
response of the British public to the
Beilis affair. Appeals, protests and
(in the case of Rothschild) direct
action was arranged. The British
press was generally sympathetic to
Beilis and showed their contempt
for the trial proceedings.
It is shocking that little more
than a century ago, the Jewish
community was publicly accused of
ritual murder at government level.
However, we can be reassured
that at least the British public and
press did not quietly accept these
allegations.

1 "Ritual Murder" The Times [London, England] 12 Nov. 1913: 9. The Times Digital Archive. Web. 24 July 2012.

