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etz Cana’an. This command included separation from Lot 
as well. However, when Lot of his own volition decided to 

go with Avram with good intentions, Avram didn’t stop 
him. Once Avram saw that Lot’s shepherds were not act-
ing in accordance with his standards and were stealing 

from others, however, it became clear that the mitzvah 
of Avram leaving his father’s house had to include leaving 
Lot. Avram’s avodah of spreading the name of Hashem 

could not interfere with the mitzvah that Hashem gave 
him, “Lech Lecha…mebeis avicha.”  We can glean an im-
portant lesson here as well. While pursuing our avodah to 
sanctify Hashem‘s name and bring others tachas kanfei 
haShechinah, we must continue to comply with the com-

mandments of Hashem.  

Further along in the parshah, we read of an even more 
fascinating episode. Lot eventually moves to Sdom, and 

as Rashi explains, chooses to live in this depraved socie-
ty, cutting ties with Avram and the values he stands for. 
Yet when Sdom intervenes in the battle between the four 
kings and the five kings and Lot is captured, Avram liter-

ally puts his life in danger to save Lot. Why would Avram 
be moser nefesh to save someone who he wasn’t even 
allowed to be mashpia on and was commanded to send 

away? The Be’er Yosef suggests that when Avram told 
Lot if you go to the left, I’ll go to the right, and vice ver-
sa, Rashi explains that Avram was telling Lot that he will 
stand by his side and help and protect him in all situa-

tions. Not saving Lot from captivity would be a violation 
of his promise, and would result in a chillul Hashem as 
people would see that Avram didn’t honor his commit-

ment to Lot. Avram felt that it was worth it to be moser 
nefesh to go to milchamah to save Lot, so as not to be 
mechallel sheim Shamayim. Accordingly, this war is 

counted as one of the ten nisyonos through which Ha-
shem tested Avram. Avram had to decide that it was 
worth it to place his life in danger so as not to cause a 

chillul Hashem. 
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T 
he Torah tells us that there was a quarrel between 
the shepherds of Lot and the shepherds of Avram. 

Rashi explains based on a midrash that the shep-
herds of Lot were resha’im who let their sheep graze in 
other people’s fields. When Avram’s shepherds rebuked 

them for stealing from others, Lot’s shepherds responded 
that the land is rightfully theirs because it was given to 
Avram, and he has no heir other than Lot. In truth, Av-

ram had not yet obtained ownership of the land, as evi-
denced by the pasuk which states that the C’nani and 
Prizi were still in the land. The Be’er Yosef shares an un-
believable insight regarding this dispute. In truth, the 

claim of Lot’s shepherds had no validity. It was based on 
Hashem’s promise to Avram to give him the land. Howev-
er, the pasuk clearly says that the promise was to give 

the land to the offspring of Avram. It follows that either 
way, their claim is baseless. If Avram remains childless, 
then the promise does not apply and the land does not 
belong to him. If Avram does have children, then they are 

the proper heirs to the land, leaving Lot out. Lot’s shep-
herds were blinded by the yetzer hara; their desire for 
the land distorted their seichel to the point of making an 

illogical, invalid claim. Their insistence provides a power-
ful lesson, illustrating how a person can blindly argue that 

he deserves something even when his case has no merit. 

Later on in the parshah, the Torah tells us that Avram 
subsequently told Lot to separate from him, so that if Lot 

goes to the left, he will go to the right, and vice versa. 
This directive is extremely perplexing. It is well-known 
that the main focus of the avodah of Avraham Avinu was 

to publicize the name of Hashem, and bring the people of 
the world closer to Hashem. How was it possible that 
when it came to his own nephew, who had accompanied 

him from Charan to Eretz Cana’an,  Avraham Avinu found 
no way to be mashpia on him, so that the only alternative 
was to drive him out, leading to Lot’s relocation to 
S’dom? The Be’er Yosef explains that Avram was com-

manded “Lech lecha,” to leave his land, his birthplace and 
his father’s house, i.e. his father’s family. Avram was 
commanded to break his ties with his past, distance him-

self from their idolatrous ways, and serve Hashem in Er-
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T 
he Rema states (Y.D. 178:1) that one may not follow 
the practices of the gentiles.  However, it is only for-
bidden to follow a practice that was instituted for 

reasons of promiscuity, or one that was seemingly estab-
lished without reason. This is forbidden both because of the 
general prohibition to follow gentile practices, and because 
we are scared that the original source for this minhag was 
idolatry.  However, anything done for a valid purpose, such 
as the practice of doctors wearing specific garment to iden-

tify them as such, is permitted. 

These guidelines stem from the Maharik (sh. 89), and it is 
clear that if there is a valid reason for the practice then it 
is indeed permitted to follow it.  Yet the Vilna Gaon argues 
and is of the opinion that any gentile practice may not be 
copied.  Although for the purposes of this article we will 
follow the Maharik’s opinion, it is always prudent to keep 
the opinion of the Vilna Gaon in mind when deciding the 

halachah. 

HalloweenHalloweenHalloweenHalloween    

This Tuesday evening assorted costumed gentiles will hit 
the streets celebrating Halloween.  The question is whether 
it is permitted for one to have a little fun and join in the 
search for (kosher) candy in costume.  We are now faced 
with finding the source for the ‘custom’ of Halloween.  A 
quick check in any encyclopedia will verify that indeed the 
celebration of Halloween does stem from early pagan 
sources as well as the Christian response to combat the pa-
gan customs.  Therefore, albeit in the current environment 
there is no religiosity attached to Halloween, it would nev-

ertheless be forbidden to participate in these activities. 

Decorating one’s house in the Halloween spirit (jack-o’-
lanterns, scary lawn displays, etc.) would similarly be pro-

hibited. 

ThanksgivingThanksgivingThanksgivingThanksgiving    

This ruling should technically be in contrast with any psak 
regarding celebrating Thanksgiving, which was famously 
instituted to celebrate the early American colonies being 
sustained by the newfound turkey bird. Based on the guide-
lines of the Maharik, it should follow that one may be per-
mitted to celebrate Thanksgiving, for there is a valid reason 
for this holiday and it is not sourced in idol worship.  In-
deed, several poskim permit families to have a 
“Thanksgiving Dinner” on Thanksgiving.  However, R’ Moshe 
Feinstein zt”l (Y.D. 4:12) reasons that even Thanksgiving 
may be considered ‘a custom for no reason,’ because it 
does not make sense that such a trivial deal should spark a 
holiday of such magnitude, and consequently it is included 
in the rubric of customs without valid reason and should not 

be observed. 

Distributing CandiesDistributing CandiesDistributing CandiesDistributing Candies    

Returning to our discussion of Halloween, the question 
then becomes whether one should distribute candy to 
the individuals who show up at the door.  There may be 
grounds to permit this, although one is participating in 
the holiday.  The reason is that sending the child away 
empty-handed may cause ill feelings towards the Jews 
who fail to show the good cheer generally expected 
from neighbors on this day.  One may follow the actions 

of a non-Jew to prevent eivah (hatred). 

The rationale for this leniency is because it is clear 
from the Maharik that following the non-Jewish customs 
is only prohibited if the intention is to be like the gen-
tiles.  If the entire reason one is practicing this act is 
not to look or be like the gentiles, but rather to pre-
vent hatred (or prevent getting “tricked”), doing so 
would not fall under the prohibition of chukas akum.  
Indeed, it is widely quoted that R’ Yaakov Kamenetsky 
zt”l would distribute candies to the children who 

knocked on his door. 

However, the above leniency is not accepted by all.  
There are many poskim (Maharam Shik Y.D. 165, among 
others) who rule that any minhag that is known to stem 
from idolatry (to the exclusion of one that has unknown 
origins) cannot be copied regardless of one’s intent.  
Therefore, the heter of eivah would not override a di-
rect lav in that situation (sefer Pesach HaDvir, O.C. 2).  
These poskim would rule that one should not answer 

the door to hand out treats. 

The Shul OrganThe Shul OrganThe Shul OrganThe Shul Organ    

There are many other examples of chukas akum that 
became famous throughout the ages and are still rele-
vant to daily life.  During the early years of the reform 
movement a motion was made to introduce the organ 
into the shul.  The Gedolim of the time fought strenu-
ously against this new fashion. They explained that alt-
hough there was music in the Bais Hamikdash, and it 
might even be claimed that the idea of an organ in 
church was adapted from us, once this use of music 
developed into a non-Jewish style, it became forbidden 

to use it in our services. 

NonNonNonNon----Jewish MusicJewish MusicJewish MusicJewish Music    

With regards to the actual music being played, the 
poskim rule that any song that stems from the church 
(or any idolatry source) is forbidden to be sung, but 
other non-Jewish songs are permitted, so long as they 
don’t have any foul lyrics.  This would include the clas-
sical music genre among several others (Birkei Yosef 
560:6, Lehoros Nasan 10:14).  However, this heter is 
actually the subject of dispute, as the chassidishe 
poskim are far more stringent regarding this inyan.  
They rule (and indeed this opinion is cited by both of 
the above sources) that any tune that is ‘non-Jewish’ 

should not be sung. 
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