
Fish Is Good For You! 
A shoemaker?  And total unity with Hashem with every stich?  
   
We might have assumed that while working, Chanoch would 
engage in deep kabbalistic  
thoughts or, at the very least, recite mishnayos by heart.  Today 
we might picture him  
with earphones, listening to Daf Yomi or to a mussar schmooze!  
Rav Desler, however, quotes Rav Yisroel Salanter as saying that 
it can not mean any  
of the above. If someone paid Chanoch to make a pair of shoes, 
the Halacha would  
not permit him to divert his attention to other matters!  He was 
obligated to focus on his work!   
 
So how did Chanoch achieve total d’veikus with Hashem? 
 
By carefully concentrating on every stitch with the intention of 
producing the best shoe possible.   
Hoping to give the maximum benefit and pleasure to whoever 
would wear it!   
 
He connected with Hashem on the deepest level due to his de-
sire to emulate Him,  
because Hashem constantly showers His creatures with kind-
ness! 
 
… When Rav Henoch Leibowitz ZTL, Rosh Yeshiva of Yeshivas 
Chofetz Chaim, married his  
Rebbetzin Pesha Trop, she made it very clear that she did not 
want him helping around the house.   
He should be totally free to be in Yeshiva and teach Torah and 
mussar to his students.   
He would often try to help and she would have no part of it.   
 
One evening, the Rebbetzin was leaving the house for a meeting 
and she knew that while 
 she was gone, the Rosh Yeshiva would wash the dishes! What 
did she do?   
She put up a sign over the kitchen sink, “Please do not turn on 
the water, the plumber has to come!” When she returned late at 
night she was surprised to hear water running… 
Rav Henoch was washing the dishes in the bathroom sink! 
 
But the Rebbetzin got what she wanted.  The Rosh Yeshiva was 
not just “helping around the house”. 
 
He was teaching his talmidim to live deeply! 
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May the angel who delivered me from all evil bless the 
lads… and may they multiply like fish in the midst of the 
earth. (Bereishis, 48:16) 
 
Towards the end of his life, Yaakov blessed Yosef’s sons, 
Menashe and Ephraim. 
Commentaries discuss the fact that he does not simply say that 
they should multiply,  
but uses the metaphor of fish.   In what way did he want his 
descendants to be like fish?  
 
Rav Hirsch suggests the following.  
 
“Fish live their quiet lives in their own separate element, in 
depths beyond human eyes…    
People standing on shore are unaware, have no idea, of the care-
free, vibrant life going on below …”  
 
Fish are a metaphor for living deeply!   
 
(This can give us an added appreciation of the custom, men-
tioned in Halacha (See M.B. 242:2),  
of eating fish on Shabbos.  It reminds us that Shabbos is a gift 
from Hashem that enables us to  
“live deeply” in a way unknown to the rest of the world. 
 
And if we have added “heart healthy” fish to our diet?  We can 
also use it as a “neshama healthy”  
reminder to live deeply!)   
 
We might have thought that living deeply would require us to 
withdraw from the world and from  
other people so that we can be “spiritual” without any challenges.  
(It’s pretty easy to live deeply in a monastery!)  
However, Yaakov didn’t just say “multiply like fish”.  He contin-
ued, “Like fish in the midst of the earth”.   
And as Rav Hirsch notes, Targum goes further by translating, 
“like fish in the midst of mankind”! 
No escape from the world or from other people in the name of 
spirituality! 
 
The Torah describes a particularly spiritual person. In Parshas 
Bereishis, it says that “Chanoch 
 walked with Hashem.” (5:22) When we hear those words, an 
image of a certain type of person  
comes to mind.   The Medrash however, tells us something very 
surprising.   
 
“Chanoch was a shoemaker!  
“And with every single stitch that he made, he achieved total 
unity with Hashem.” 
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The Prohibition to Correct a Baal Korei 

Rabbi Yoel Steinmetz 

T 
wo main opinions exist regarding the permissibility of correcting 
a baal korei for a mistake made during kriah. The Rambam pos-
its that one must correct any error that was made during krias 

HaTorah. However, the Sefer Hamanhig opines that one should not 
correct a faulty kriah, as one fulfills the obligation of krias HaTorah 
even when words are recited erroneously. Thus, one should not em-
barrass the baal korei by correcting him publicly in order to fulfill the 

obligation of krias HaTorah in a more optimal manner. 

 In order to understand these two opinions properly and to derive the 
proper halachic conclusion, we must delve a bit further into the 
sources regarding this subject. The Beis Yosef, commenting on the 
opinion of the Sefer Hamanhig that seems to hold that one does not 
have to be concerned with errors made during krias HaTorah, men-
tions the halachah that one must hire a well-versed baal korei to re-
cite krias HaTorah; according to the Sefer Hamanhig, of what im-
portance is it to have an experienced baal korei if he is not held ac-
countable for errors anyway? The Beis Yosef supplies two answers to 
this query. The first is that certainly one must seek a trained baal 
korei in order to at least attempt a perfect kriah. The Sefer Haman-
hig’s opinion is only relevant ex post facto - if one already recited 
some of the kriah with mistakes, no corrections are necessary. Ac-
cording to this answer, the Sefer Hamanhig’s opinion that mistakes 
need not be corrected during the kriah applies to all types of mis-
takes - even those that change the meaning of the word. According to 
this opinion, one must try to recite a perfect kriah; however, during 
the kriah no corrections should be made as that would constitute em-

barrassing someone in public. The Bach concurs with this approach.  

However, the Beis Yosef offers a different approach in explanation of 
the Sefer Hamanhig. The halachah that one must choose a baal korei 
well-versed in kriah is necessary in order to avoid mistakes that 
change the meaning of a word. These types of mistakes do, in fact, 
invalidate the kriah even according to Sefer Hamanhig. Only those 
errors that do not change the meaning of the word do not necessitate 
correction; Sefer Hamanhig issued his ruling that one should not cor-

rect the baal korei to cover this instance. 

However, we must turn our attention to the words of the Terumas 
Hadeshen, which seems to be a third opinion in this discussion. The 
Terumas Hadeshen clearly rules like the Sefer Hamanhig that one 
must not correct a baal korei in order not to embarrass him publicly. 
However, the Terumas Hadeshen adds, one must be “go’arin bo”- 
show his displeasure at the mistake that a baal korei has made. An 
obvious question is why “go’arah” is necessary; if we are, in fact, 
worried about the baal korei’s embarrassment, why is it deemed ap-

propriate to publicly show our displeasure over the baal korei’s error? 

The Gra questions this opinion further based on the words of the 
Yerushalmi that state emphatically that one may be lenient and not 
correct the baal korei if the mistake does not change the meaning of 
the word only during the reading of Megillas Esther, but during the 
recital of the weekly Torah portion one would have to correct the 
baal korei. We thus need to answer the apparent contradiction that 
the above opinions pose to the words of the Yerushalmi, which seems 
to directly refute the fact that one should not correct a baal korei’s 

mistakes.  

R' Moshe Shternbuch  answers that the Terumas Hadeshen purports 
that one should not correct a baal korei after he already erred and 
continued with the kriah; this would only lead to embarrassment and 
is thus prohibited. However, if one close to the baal korei (i.e. the 

gabbai) would notice a mistake immediately after it was made and 
the correction would not be obvious and thus not cause any embar-
rassment, then a correction would be sanctioned, if not required, in 
order to fulfill krias HaTorah at the highest level possible. Thus, R’ 
Shternbuch answers the apparent contradiction that the Yerushalmi 
poses to the opinion of the Terumas Hadeshen, as well as explains 
the meaning of “go’arin bo.” Certainly, screaming from a distance 
to correct a baal korei’s mistake or to require him to repeat words 
is prohibited as such behavior would cause the baal korei embarrass-
ment. In this scenario, we would rely upon the Sefer Hamanhig’s 
opinion that one fulfills his obligation of kriah even when mistakes 
occur. However, if one is close to the baal kriah and can correct 
without fanfare, a correction would be encouraged, and it is in this 
case that the distinction between krias Megillah and the regular 
krias HaTorah exists, as the Yerushalmi, cited by the Vilna Gaon, 
points out. A similar approach is provided by the Aishel Avraham of 

Buthach ibid. 

The Shulchan Aruch rules according to the opinion of the Rambam 
that a baal korei should always be corrected in order to fulfill the 

mitzvah of krias HaTorah properly. 

The custom of Ashkenazic Jewry, as delineated by the Rema, fol-
lows the opinion of the Terumas Hadeshen, that one should not cor-
rect a baal korei, but be “go’arin bo.” The Rema does stipulate that 
this applies only when the mistake does not change the basic mean-
ing of the word. However, in a scenario where the baal korei’s mis-
take changes the full meaning of the word (including the tense of 
the word) then anyone in the minyan is obligated to correct him. 
This follows the second approach offered by the Beis Yosef in expla-
nation of this opinion: only mistakes that don’t change the basic 
meaning of the word allow the congregation to fulfill the obligation 
of krias HaTorah and thus do not need to be corrected to avoid em-
barrassing the baal korei, in contrast to errors that actually change 

the meaning of the words. 

However, the Derech Chaim  rules that those who choose to follow 
the first approach of the Beis Yosef, that any and all mistakes that 
the baal korei makes do not prevent the congregation’s fulfillment 
of krias HaTorah and thus correcting the baal korei in any instance 
would violate the prohibition of embarrassing another in public, 
should not be stopped, as this practice is considered a valid custom. 
However, the Biur Halachah, in deference to the Gra’s opinion that 
argues completely on the Rema, posits that this opinion should not 
be relied upon and one would have to correct a baal korei who 

makes a mistake that changes the basic meaning of the word. 

The Biur Halachah further adds that this applies only if the baal 
korei merely erred in the pronunciation of the nekudos of the word 
or changed a letter in a word; however, if the baal korei would add 
or skip full words in the parshah, he would have to be corrected in 
all instances. Again, this contradicts the opinion of the Derech 
Chaim that posits that a baal korei should never be corrected, based 
on the first explanation provided by the Beis Yosef, as quoted earli-

er. 

However, from the above sources one can glean that the common 
practice today in shuls should be that only the gabbai or someone 
close to the baal korei should correct the baal korei in cases where 
the mistake does not change the meaning of the word. Even if the 
mistake changes the sound of the word or the baal korei errs and 
adds letters to a word, no correction should be made by anyone in 
the congregation unless the meaning of the word is changed. Doing 
so would constitute embarrassing another publicly, a very strict pro-

hibition. 
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