
עלי דשא
בסייעתא דשמיא

Alei Deshe

מרתלעילוי נשמת
 עקא עדנה 
צפורה ע”ה

בת משה מנחם הלוי ז”ל 
Alei Deshe | 1

Alei Deshe - Weekly Torah Insights and inspiration on 
the Parsha from the Rosh Yeshiva Shlit”a of Gur

“

Parshas
Vayeitzei

5783
Vol. 74

It is not our strength, 
abilities, charm or 

eloquence that earns us our 
successes. We are nothing 
in our own right; we are 
mere dust in Hashem’s 

hand. ”

The Heights of Dust
Upon awakening from his dream, Yaakov declared (Bereishis 28:17): ֵאין ֶזה ִּכי 

 This is none other than the abode of G-d and this is– ִאם ֵּבית ֱאֹלִקים ְוֶזה ַׁשַער ַהָּׁשָמִים 

the gate of the heavens! Rashi quotes Chazal who explain that Yaakov was 

saying that the heavenly Beis Hamikdash is aligned with the earthly Beis 

Hamikdash. This idea is alluded to 

in other pesukim as well. For one, 

in the Bnei Yisrael’s shirah on the 

Yam Suf, the pasuk (Shemos 15:17) 

states, ּכֹוְננּו ה'  ִמְּקָדׁש  ה'  ָּפַעְלָּת  ְלִׁשְבְּתָך   ָמכֹון 

 the foundation of your dwelling- ָיֶדיָך 

place that You, Hashem, have made 

– the sanctuary, Hashem, that Your 

hands established. Rashi comments 

that the earthly Beis Hamikdash is 

aligned with the heavenly throne 

that Hashem made. Further, in 

Parshas Mishpatim (Shemos 23:20) 

the pasuk states, 'ִהֵּנה ָאֹנִכי ֹׁשֵלַח ַמְלָאְך וגו 

ֲהִכֹנִתי  ֲאֶׁשר  ַהָּמקֹום  ֶאל   Behold, I- ְוַלֲהִביֲאָך 

send an angel…. and to bring you 

to the place that I have made ready. 

Rashi explains, “My place is already 

perceptible opposite it; this is one 

of the pesukim that teach that the heavenly Beis Hamikdash is aligned with 

the earthly Beis Hamikdash.”

Notably, in our parshah as well as in Parshas Mishpatim, Rashi says that the 

heavenly Beis Hamikdash is opposite the earthly Beis Hamikdash, while in 

the shiras hayam, he says that the earthly Beis Hamikdash is opposite the 

heavenly abode. What does this mean?

The pasuk (Yeshayah 57:15) states:  רּוַח ּוְׁשַפל  ַּדָּכא  ְוֶאת  ֶאְׁשּכֹון  ְוָקדֹוׁש   I– ָמרֹום 

abide in exaltedness and holiness, but I am with the despon-

dent and lowly of spirit. The Gemara (Sotah 5a) explains, 

Hashem rests His Presence upon the lowly of spirit. When Yaakov left 

Charan, he was pursued by Esav who wanted to kill him.1 While Yaakov 

traveled, Elifaz robbed him of all his possessions. If Hashem rests His Pres-

ence upon the downtrodden, certainly the Shechinah rested on Yaakov at 

that time. Thus, the heavenly Beis 

Hamikdash was aligned at that time 

with the earthly ‘Beis Hamikdash,’ 

namely Yaakov, who was the rest-

ing place of the Shechinah.

The pasuk in Parshas Mishpatim 

was said after the cheit ha’eigel. 

About that time it is written (Shemos 

  ַוִּיְׁשַמע ָהָעם ֶאת ַהָּדָבר ָהָרע ַהֶּזה ַוִּיְתַאָּבלּו :(33:4

–The people heard this bad tiding and 

they became grief-stricken. Rashi 

explains that they were informed 

that Hashem’s Shechinah would no 

longer rest and travel among them. 

Despite the depth to which they 

had descended with the cheit ha’ei-

gel, they were heartbroken to learn 

this news. This very grief and lowli-

ness of spirit brought the return of the Shechinah to them, since Hashem 

rests His Shechinah on the abject. Thus, here as well, Rashi states that the 

heavenly Beis Hamikdash is aligned with the earthly Beis Hamikdash.

At the Yam Suf, the Jewish People were at a pinnacle of greatness; even the 

maidservants had prophetic visions which surpassed those of Yechezkel. 

However, this exaltedness meant the Bnei Yisrael were not in a lowly posi-

tion, and therefore at that time the main resting place of the Shechinah was 

1  Esav’s hateful attitude has indeed endured through the 
ages, as the pasuk (Amos 1:11) states:  ְוֶעְבָרתֹו ְׁשָמָרה ֶנַצח –and he 

has kept his fury forever.
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in the heavenly spheres. Thus, Rashi says that the earthly Beis Hamikdash 

was aligned opposite the heavenly abode.

In Yaakov’s dream, Hashem blessed him that (28:14)  ָהָאֶרץ ַּכֲעַפר  ַזְרֲעָך  – ְוָהָיה 

Your offspring shall be as the dust of the earth. Why didn’t Hashem use one 

of the more common expressions: “as the stars of the heavens” and “as 

the sand of the sea”? The Gemara (Brachos 17a) records the tefillah we say 

at the end of Shemonah Esrei,  ונפשי כעפר לכל תהיה –My soul should be to all as 

dust. Tosafos explains that just as dust is never destroyed, so we pray that 

our generations carry on forever, as the pasuk states, “Your offspring shall 

be as the dust of the earth.” However, the Maharshal in Chochmas Shlomo 

offers a different explanation for this tefillah. Just as everyone treads on 

dirt during their lifetimes, only to have dirt tread on them after their death, 

so we daven that we be the same toward those who cause us suffering. 

This, explains Toldos Yaakov Yosef, was Hashem’s blessing to Yaakov; 

Yaakov would be as ‘dust’ to all those who would harm him, and this would 

be the cause of ascension for the Jewish People.

It is easy to misread the Maharshal’s words. Is he saying we pray that after 

death, when we are no longer being pursued, we hope to turn pursuer and 

torment our tormentors? This is certainly not his intention. In the daven-

ing of the Yomim Norai’m we say  אדם יסודו מעפר וסופו לעפר –Man’s creation is 

from dust and his end is dust. When we recall that at our life’s end we will 

be covered by the dust, we will not hold ourselves high, and consequently 

we won’t hold grievances against those who harm us. This is the intent of 

the Maharshal when he explains that we pray to act as dust to those who 

torment us; we ask that we become humble enough to overlook the harm 

others cause us. This is also Hashem’s blessing to Yaakov, as the Toldos 

explained. It is a difficult mandate to fulfill, but, as the Toldos writes, in this 

manner we can climb to great heights.

Tiferes Shlomo carries this theme further, explaining Hashem’s brachah to 

Yaakov that his “offspring shall be as the dust of the earth” as referring to 

the unique paradox of dirt: it sustains the entire world, no earthly exis-

tence at all would be possible without it, and yet, it is one of the most 

downtrodden substances, constantly being trampled upon. It is precisely 

because dust is lowly, attaching no significance to itself, that it is assigned 

to be the mother of all existence.

The concept of a humbled self-perception is a great principle in avodas 

Hashem. We must recognize and reiterate to ourselves that it is not our 

strength, abilities, charm or eloquence that earns us our successes. We are 

nothing in our own right; we are mere dust in Hashem’s hand. The one 

who sees himself as dust will merit to sprout, as the Gemara (Sotah 5a) 

teaches, “Whoever is haughty, his dust will not stir (for techiyas hameisim).” 

Similarly, David Hamelech wrote in Tehillim (121:1):   ֶעְזִרי ָיֹבא   from– ֵמַאִין 

where will come my help? Seforim hakedoshim expound, From nothingness 

 will come my help. When one recognizes his own nothingness, he will )ֵמַאִין(

merit salvation.2 Growth arises from dirt. Thus, the Gemara (Rosh Hashanah 

31b) teaches that the future redemption will begin in Teveriah – which is a 

low city – as the pasuk (Yeshayah 29:4) states: ְוָׁשַפְלְּת ֵמֶאֶרץ ְּתַדֵּבִרי ּוֵמָעָפר ִּתַּׁשח ִאְמָרֵתְך  

–You will sink down; from the ground will you speak; downtrodden from the 

dust will your speech be.

)ויצא תשפ"ב – ס"ג מאמר ב(

2  See Megaleh Amukos to our parshah; Noam Elimelech, Parshas Devarim ד”ה 
א”י אלה

Of Thanks and 
Prayers
After Yehudah’s birth, Leah said (Bereishis 29:35): 

ה'  ֶאת  אֹוֶדה   .This time let me thank Hashem– ַהַּפַעם 

The pasuk concludes,  ַוַּתֲעמֹד ִמֶּלֶדת –then she stopped 

giving birth. The Shinover Rebbe in Ramasayim 

Tzofim quotes a teaching of Rav Bunim of Pesh-

ischa: why did Leah stop giving birth after thank-

ing Hashem for Yehudah’s birth? It is because 

one who expresses gratitude to Hashem for 

past kindnesses must immediately pray for His 

continued blessing. If he does not, he may chas 

v’shalom no longer receive Hashem’s bounty.

Apparently, it is blameworthy if one thanks 

Hashem but does not pray for his future. This 

seems counterintuitive. The person is giving 

no regard to his own needs, only to the debt of 

gratitude he has to Hashem; shouldn’t that be 

commended? In fact, Chovos Halevavos3 warns 

that one should thank Hashem for his past kind-

nesses without making a request for the future. 

He should also not entertain the thought of 

meriting more abundance because of his thank-

fulness, and this will make him more fit to continue 

receiving bounty. Since he does not feel that he 

deserves it, his expression of gratitude is more 

complete.4

3  Shaar Avodas HaElokim Chap. 6

4  See Derashos Chasam Sofer, vol. 2 p. 342 Parshas 
Ki Savo 5576 column 4; Chasam Sofer al haTorah, 
Parshas Vayikra p. 305 column 1, p. 112 column 2. 
This statement of Chovos Halevavos is not a direct 
contradiction to the Rav Bunim’s teaching, since 
Chovos Halevavos refers to one who is thinking 

The connection between Leah’s expression of 

gratitude and her stopping to give birth is already 

made by the Rishonim. However, from their 

explanations it is not clear that when thanking 

Hashem one must always pray. Rokeach says that 

she stopped giving birth because she said, “This 

time let me thank Hashem,” while in truth one 

must thank Hashem for every breath. Ibn Ezra 

explains that her words implied contentedness 

only of his future while thanking Hashem, and Rav 
Bunim taught that one must request of his future 
after he thanks Hashem. However, since it is clear 
from Chovos Halevavos that thoughts of one’s future 
are improper while he is expressing gratitude, it 
would seem that he should not pray for the future 
at all together with expressing thanks for the past. 
Most certainly, one could not be criticized for not 
doing so.
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with what Hashem had granted her.5 Tur says 

that she was wrong for not requesting further. 

One might infer from Tur’s words that one 

must, in fact, pray for his future when thank-

ing Hashem, but Tur’s way is to abridge earlier 

explanations, so his intention may well be like 

the other Rishonim.

The Gemara (Taanis 23a) relates the following: 

After Choni HaMe’agel succeeded in bringing 

rain through his tefillos, the rain continued until 

it was no longer needed. When he was asked 

to daven for the rain to stop, Choni ordered a 

bull to be brought as a korban of hoda’ah, and 

he declared over it that just as too little bless-

ing is harmful, so is too much blessing. Imme-

diately, a wind blew, scattering the rain clouds 

and bringing sunshine. Maor Vashemesh, citing 

this Gemara in connection with our parshah, 

explains that bringing the korban signified that 

the people had been completely relieved of 

their hardship – the lack of rain – and no longer 

needed the blessing of rain. With this, the rain 

stopped.6 

5  See Abrabanel in explanation of Ibn Ezra’s 
words.

6  Maor Vashemesh, extending this concept, says 
that one should not recite birchas hagomel until he 

This explanation would seem to be in conso-

nance with Rav Bunim’s principle that simply 

thanking Hashem for past kindnesses with-

out praying for one’s future can cause future 

blessings to be withheld.7 However, this is not 

so, since Maor Vashemesh’s inference from the 

Gemara only extends to a case of one specific 

blessing, namely rain. By thanking Hashem for 

the rain, Choni was expressing that there was no 

longer a need for it.8 There is no implication that 

if one thanks Hashem for one blessing, a differ-

ent, later blessing will be withheld. The Mishnah 

(Brachos 54a) states that when one enters a city 

he must give thanks to Hashem for the past and 

has been completely relieved of his difficulty.

7  In fact, Maor Vashemesh explains the pasuk of 
Leah’s expression of thanks in a similar manner: 
Leah expressed that she had received enough of 
the blessing of children and did not need more. See 
Avnei Zikaron no. 541.

8  Beis Pinchas (by the author of Pischa Zuta, to 

Parshas Chayei Sarah) relates the following: a man 
had a daughter who had been very ill, but whose 
condition had greatly improved. When he visited 
the Sanzer Rebbe, the Rebbe asked him how his 
daughter was doing. The man answered, “Baruch 
Hashem, she is now healthy.” The Rebbe was dissat-
isfied with the answer, and told him he should have 
said, “Baruch Hashem, she is healthy, and Hashem 
should continue to help her.”

pray for his future, but it seems to be discuss-

ing a traveler who is continuing to travel, who 

needs Hashem’s continued help for his travels. 

That aside, there is no implication in this Mish-

nah that one who doesn’t pray for his future is at 

particular risk.

We have seen that simply giving thanks for a 

blessing implies that one has had enough of that 

blessing. Accordingly, we may suggest that since 

with each of Leah’s births she felt relief from her 

pain as the less-favored wife, as is evident from 

the names she gave each of her children, implicit 

in her thanks for Yehudah’s birth was that her 

pain had completely desisted, and she no longer 

needed children to relieve her of pain. Thus, she 

stopped giving birth.

In any case, we cannot infer from any of the 

above sefarim that as a rule, one must pray for his 

future when expressing gratitude for the past, as 

Rav Bunim taught.

)בנאות דשא – ויצא תשפ"א(

Existence and Ownership
The Rambam9 rules that although one cannot be makdish (consecrate) 

something that is not yet existent (davar shelo ba la’olam), one may take a vow 

to do so in the future. The Rambam proves this from Yaakov Avinu’s vow 

in this week’s parshah (Bereishis 28:22); Yaakov declared that if Hashem 

would be with him and would care for him,  ָלְך ֲאַעְּׂשֶרּנּו  ַעֵּׂשר  ִלי  ִּתֶּתן  ֲאֶׁשר  – ְוֹכל 

and whatever You will give me, I will repeatedly tithe to You. The Acharonim10 

ask why the Rambam brought proof from Yaakov’s vow, which took place 

before mattan Torah; proof could have been brought from the vow Klal 

Yisrael took before waging war with the Canaanite cities (Bamidbar 21:2): 

 Israel made a– ַוִּיַּדר ִיְׂשָרֵאל ֶנֶדר ַלה' ַוּיֹאַמר ִאם ָנֹתן ִּתֵּתן ֶאת ָהָעם ַהֶּזה ְּבָיִדי ְוַהֲחַרְמִּתי ֶאת ָעֵריֶהם 

vow to Hashem and said, “If You will deliver this people into my hand, I will 

consecrate their cities.” This took place after mattan Torah.

9  Hilchos Arachin V’Charamin 6:31-33

10  See Sefer Hamafte’ach, ad loc.

Chochmas Shlomo11 writes that the principle that one cannot give some-

thing not-yet existent is only Rabbinic; m’de’oraisa it is allowed.12 Accord-

ingly, the Rambam could not have drawn proof from Klal Yisrael’s vow 

before waging war, since that was before the gezeirah that disallowed trans-

actions of davar shelo ba la’olam. However, since the Avos observed even 

Rabbinic laws,13 Yaakov would not have made a vow that is invalid m’der-

abanan. The Rambam thus proves from Yaakov that even by Rabbinic law, 

one can make a vow to be makdish a davar shelo ba la’olam.

The Gemara (Gittin 42b) proves the concept that one cannot give a not-yet 

existent item from the laws of eved kena’ani (a non-Jewish slave). The 

pasuk teaches that the slave of a kohen may eat terumah, whether he was 

purchased by the kohen or born into his household. Why must the pasuk 

specify a home-born slave? If an acquired slave may eat terumah, certainly a 

home-born slave may. The Gemara answers: it is to teach that this halachah 

11  209:1

12  Chochmas Shlomo compares this to the opinion of Bach cited by Shach 
(Choshen Mishpat 207), that a transaction of asmachta (one hinged on invalid 

conditions) is only invalid by Rabbinic law.  

13  See Yoma 28b and Maharsha Chiddushei Aggadah s.v. u’mitzvasi
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Rokeach says 
that she stopped 

giving birth because 
she said, “This time let 

me thank Hashem,” while 
in truth one must thank 

Hashem for every 
breath.  

applies even to a slave of very little worth (less than a prutah). Consider 

that if a davar shelo ba la’olam can be sold, every slave has considerable 

value, since his master can sell the right to his knas (the fine payable to 

the master upon murder of his slave). Clearly, the Gemara concludes, one 

cannot sell a davar shelo ba la’olam, and thus a slave may have little 

value, since the right to his knas cannot be sold; for this reason, the 

pasuk specifies that a home-born slave may eat terumah.

This Gemara raises a serious problem for Chochmas Shlomo’s posi-

tion. If the invalidation of transactions with not-yet existent items is 

only m’derabanan, then from a Scriptural standpoint, there cannot be 

a slave of little value, since one may sell the right to his slave’s knas. In 

that case, why does the pasuk specify that a home-born slave may eat 

terumah?14

Some have suggested, in defense of Chochmas Shlomo, 

that only an item which is not yet existent and might 

never become existent cannot be given m’de’oraisa. 

Thus, since it is uncertain that a master will 

collect knass (as is stated by the Gemara in Gittin), 

the right to it cannot be sold, even from a Scrip-

tural standpoint. However, transaction with 

something which is expected to come into exis-

tence is invalid only m’derabanan.

However, in my opinion, this suggestion is weak. It 

seems unlikely that the concept of davar shelo ba la’olam exists 

in Torah Law only under certain conditions, while under other condi-

tions it exists as a Rabbinic decree. Why should we assume this?

I recall attending Kiddush by the Beis Yisrael in the year 5734, where he 

repeated the initial question above: why did the Rambam draw proof 

from Yaakov’s vow, and not from the Bnei Yisrael’s vow before waging 

war? The Beis Yisrael expressed amazement at this question. When 

Yaakov made his vow, he had virtually no possessions, as is stated by 

Rashi to the pasuk (32:11):  ַהֶּזה ַהַּיְרֵּדן  ֶאת  ָעַבְרִּתי  ְבַמְקִלי   for with my staff– ִּכי 

I crossed this Jordan. When he vowed to tithe his possessions, these 

possessions were truly non-existent; he would only acquire them 

twenty years later. However, when the Bnei Yisrael vowed to conse-

crate the Canaanite cities they would conquer, these cities were fully 

existent; they just weren’t yet property of the Bnei Yisrael. As such, 

14  It is clear from several other Gemaros as well that the rule against 
transactions of davar shelo ba la’olam is by Torah Law; see Kiddushin 78b 
and Yevamos 93b.

perhaps they were not considered davar shelo ba la’olam. This can be 

why the Rambam brought proof to his position from Yaakov’s vow, 

which was a true davar shelo ba la’olam. The Beis Yisrael instructed me 

to repeat to my father his problem with the Acharonim’s question.

When I repeated the Beis Yisrael’s question to my father, he replied 

that it is clear from several Gemaros15 that something not in one’s prop-

erty, even when fully existent, is considered non-existent regarding the 

principle of davar shelo ba la’olam. The Beis Yisrael’s question is actu-

ally quite problematic.

Perhaps the Beis Yisrael meant as follows. The Rishonim say that 

a non-existent item may be considered a more severe davar shelo ba 

la’olam than one which is existent but not in one’s property.16 

The Rambam brings proof that although one cannot be 

makdish a non-existent item, one may vow to do so. 

Had he proven this from Klal Yisrael’s vow before 

battle, the proof would have only extended to a 

similar case, i.e., where the item in question is 

existent, just not in the possession of the one 

taking the vow.17 Since the Rambam’s ruling 

extends even to where the item is actually 

non-existent, he could only bring proof from 

Yaakov’s vow, whose future possessions were truly 

non-existent.

)בנאות דשא – ויצא תשפ"א(

15  See Kiddushin 62b

16  See Ramban and other Rishonim to the beginning of Hamafkid; Tosa-
fos and other Rishonim to Kesubos 58b; Tosafos, Bava Basra 79b. See also 
Rashbam, Bava Basra 157a s.v. aliba and s.v. ela, and Rashash ad loc.; Kesef 
Mishnah, Hilchos Mechirah 22:3; Shaar Hamelech, 216 no. 2; poskim to Chos-
hen Mishpat 209.

17  See Kesubos 48b, לא תיזלו בתר איפכא


