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OVERVIEW of the Daf 

סנהדרין כ
 ה“

Disqualified due to borrowing a loan for interest 
בר ביניתוס אסהידו ביה תרי סהדי חד אמר קמי דידי אוזיף בריביתא, 

 וחד אמר לדידי אוזפי בריביתא.  פסליה רבא לבר ביניתוס

T he Gemara tells the story of Bar Binitos.  Two witnesses 
came to the court of Rava and testified against Bar Binitos.  

One witness said that he had lent money to a borrower with 

interest, while the other witness said that he himself had bor-

rowed money with interest from Bar Binitos.  As a result of 

these two witnesses both saying that Bar Binitos had lent money 

with interest, Rava disqualified Bar Binitos from testifying.  He 

was in violation of the sin of lending with interest, and, as a 

result, he was classified as a sinner who is disqualified from tes-

tifying in a Jewish court. 

The Gemara asks, it is Rava himself who says that one who 

borrows with interest is also disqualified from testifying, so how 

can we accept the testimony of the second witness who said of 

himself that he borrowed money with interest from Bar Binitos?  

The Gemara answers that Rava also said (earlier, 9b) that a per-

son is not believed to establish himself to be a רשע.  Although 

the second witness is believed when he said that Bar Binitos 

lent with interest, he is not believed regarding his statement 

about himself when he said that he was the borrower. 

Rosh writes that one who borrows with interest is also in 

violation of the sin of “לא תשיך.”  Although a person becomes 

disqualified to testify when he demonstrates that he is willing to 

violate a Torah law in order to gain financially, and here the 

borrower is actually paying money rather than gaining, neverthe-

less the actions of the borrower are still motivated for financial 

gain, as he wishes to borrow the money at all costs, even at the 

expense of paying interest in violation of the Torah’s guidelines. 

Meiri explains that both the lender and the borrower are in 

violation of the law not to lend money for interest, and they are 

considered sinners immediately the moment the loan is given, 

(Continued on page 2) 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Dice-players (cont.) 

The Gemara refutes the attempt to resolve the challenge to 

Rami bar Chama’s explanation why dice-platers may not testify 

or serve as a judge. 

The assertion that the term “אימתי” indicates that there is 

no dispute is unsuccessfully challenged. 

 

2)  Interest 

Rava states that one who borrows on interest is disquali-

fied to testify and serve as a judge. 

This explanation is challenged and explained to mean that 

all those involved in a loan on interest are disqualified. 

A related incident is recorded. 

Another incident is presented that involves a butcher who 

wanted to be reinstated after it was discovered that he was sell-

ing non-kosher meat. 

 

3)  Pigeon-flyers 

Two explanations for the disqualification of being a pi-

geon-racer are presented. 

Each position explains why he rejects the other’s explana-

tion. 

The exchange between the two opinions is recorded. 

A Baraisa is cited and explained that seems to support the 

opinion that the Mishnah refers to those who race pigeons. 

This proof is rejected. 

 

4)  Disqualified to testify and judge 

A Baraisa adds two more people who are disqualified to 

testify or serve as a judge. 

The Gemara elaborates on the thief that needed to be add-

ed to the list. 

The reason these two categories of people were added later 

is explained. 

Another Baraisa adds three more categories of people to 

the list. 

The reason these three categories of people were added 

later is explained. 

Rava clarifies that the shepherd mentioned includes some-

one who watches small as well as large animals. 

This explanation is unsuccessfully challenged from a 

Baraisa. 

Support for the alternative interpretation of the Baraisa is 

suggested but rejected. 

Further discussion on this matter is presented. 

R’ Yehudah suggests a distinction between the disqualifica-

tion of a herder and a tax collector. 

An incident involving a righteous tax collector is retold.  � 

 

1. What is the halachic implication that a person is related to 

himself? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What are the two interpretations of the Mishnah’s case of 

pigeon-flyers? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. Why were people who steal lost objects found by minors 

disqualified from testifying? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. Why is an ordinary tax-collector assumed to be a qualified 

witness in contrast to a herdsman?  

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 



Number 1835— ה “סנהדרין כ  

The disqualification of a dice-player 
 המשחק בקוביא אלו הן המשחקים בפיספסים

One who plays dice this refers to one who plays with wooden cubes 

R ambam1 ruled that dice playing is considered a form of rab-

binic theft (גזל מדבריהם). Magid Mishnah2 questions this 

from the fact that we follow the opinion of R’ Sheishes that dice 

playing is not an אסמכתא and the reason dice-players are 

disqualified from testifying is that such people are not involved 

with something that is beneficial to society ( אין עסוקין ביישובו של

 Why then does Rambam refer to dice-playing as a form of .(עולם

rabbinic theft? 

Kesef Mishnah3 suggests that Rambam, in fact, holds like Ra-

mi Bar Chama that dice-playing is an אסמכתא and prohibited as a 

form of theft.  This is limited, however, to one who plays dice with 

another Jew.  However, if one plays dice with a gentile or even with 

a Jew but where money does not exchange hands, it is not consid-

ered theft.  Although in these circumstances one does not violate 

the prohibition against theft, nevertheless, it is not considered pro-

ductive behavior that is beneficial to society. 

Tumim4 suggests an alternative explanation for Rambam.  He 

writes that Rambam follows R’ Sheishes that dice playing does not 

involve a form of rabbinic theft.  However, he also follows the 

opinion in the Gemara (27a) that even someone who is wicked in 

a way that does not involve money is disqualified from testifying.  

However, this is only true if the person violates a Biblical com-

mand but someone who violates a rabbinic injunction is disquali-

fied only when it involves money.  He also holds that according to 

R’ Sheishes a dice-player is a thief, albeit only rabbinically since he 

holds that an אסמכתא is a binding agreement.  Accordingly, 

Rambam elsewhere5 differentiates whether the dice-player engages 

in this activity for a living or only recreationally.  If it is something 

he does for a living it is considered a rabbinic transgression involv-

ing money that disqualifies him from testimony but if he does so 

only recreationally it involves a rabbinic transgression that is done 

for pleasure but is not money-related and thus he would remain 

qualified to testify.    �  
 רמב"ם פ"ו מהל' גזילה ה"י.  .1
 מגיד משנה שם.   .2
 כסף משנה שם.     .3
 תומים חו"מ סי' ל"ד ס"ק ט"ו.   .4
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The Gabbai’s Teshuvah    
  "ההוא טבחא דאישתכח..."

A  rumor began to circulate concerning 
a certain gabbai tzedakah. If what they said 

was true, he would have been obligated to 

step down from his position, but the local 

rabbi refused to accept the rumors and the 

gabbai continued at his job. A short time 

later, the gabbai admitted that the allega-

tions were true and he had committed the 

crime of which he had been accused a 

number of times. The rabbi immediately 

revoked his semichas chaver and he was 

forced to step down from his position and 

confess his unseemly conduct in public. 

The gabbai did so in a very contrite man-

ner and he later asked the rabbi what else 

he needed to do to regain his lost position, 

but the rabbi was unsure.  

The rabbi also wondered if he had 

done right. Perhaps he should have lis-

tened to the rumors initially, and maybe it 

had not been correct to order the gabbai 

to confess in public. It was also not so 

clear that they had a right to force him to 

abandon his position based only on a ru-

mor and his own admission of guilt. 

In order to gain clarity on these ques-

tions he told the entire story to the 

Chasam Sofer, zt”l, and asked him to ren-

der a halachic ruling. “You certainly did 

right to ignore the rumor at first since it is 

wrong to invalidate a person’s status mere-

ly due to a rumor, however persistent. 

When it comes to these kinds of allega-

tions, we only give credence to witnesses. 

You therefore have no reason to doubt 

your original psak.  

“The moment he confessed, it was 

definitely the community’s duty to force 

him to resign his position since he is not 

worthy of a position of trust. You were 

also correct to force him to confess in pub-

lic; since his sin was known to the public, 

his repentance should be in public. It is 

regarding just such a case that the verse in 

Mishlei writes, ‘מכסה פשעיו לא יצליח’— 

‘He who hides his sin shall not succeed.’1 

“But regarding giving him a path to 

teshuvah, this is more complex. Of course 

by merely regretting his sin, admitting to it 

and resolving never to do it again, he has 

done teshuvah on a certain level and is a 

tzaddik, but this is certainly not enough to 

atone for a sin that invokes כרת. Yet even 

if he were to follow a path of atonement, 

this would not help us reinstate him to his 

position, since the motivation of the teshu-

vah could very well be to regain his posi-

tion. As we find in Sanhedrin 25, the only 

repentance acceptable in such a case is if a 

person who fell in monetary matters goes 

to a distant place where he is not recog-

nized and restores a large sum of money or 

admits that one of his animals is treifa and 

suffers a loss.  

“Although Hashem knows the 

thoughts of man and will certainly accept 

his teshuvah if he is sincere, we are unable 

to judge and cannot rely on appearances 

alone.”2    � 
 משלי, כ"ח:י"ג .1

  �שו"ת חת"ס, או"ח, ס' קע"ה    .2

STORIES Off the Daf  

even before the borrower actually pays a penny of the interest.  

The fact that he is paying rather than collecting makes no dif-

ference in this regard, as his actions are driven for material 

gain, and this categorizes him as a רשע דחמס, a sinner who 

cares more about money that he does to be in compliance with 

Torah law.    � 

 (Overview...continued from page 1) 



Friday, Aug 11 2017 � ז“י"ט אב תשע  

OVERVIEW of the Daf 

סנהדרין כ
 ו“

The tragic Shevna 
הלך לחצוב לו קבר בקברי בית דוד בא נביא ואמר לו מה לך פה ומי לך 

מטלטלך טלטלה גבר.  אמר רב ‘  פה כי חצבת לך פה קבר, הנה ה 
 טלטלה דגברא קשה מדאיתתא

S hevna was a supervisor of King Chizkiya’s palace. The Ge-

mara relates several incidents about him. The first is regarding 

the time Sancheriv besieged Yerushalahim.  King Chizkiya 

fortified the city and told the residents to remain confident in 

Hashem and His salvation. Shevna acted with betrayal, and he 

wrote a letter to Sancheriv informing him that he and his fol-

lowers wished to surrender, but that King Chizkiya was resist-

ing. That incident resulted in a tremendous miracle whereby 

the soldiers of Sancheriv died. 

Another incident of Shevna was where he was convinced 

that he would replace Chizkiya as king. Shevna went to the 

gravesite of the kings of the house of Dovid, and he prepared 

a grave for himself among them. The prophet Yishayahu came 

to him and questioned what he was doing preparing a grave in 

the royal catacombs, as his plans to usurp the throne from 

Chizkiya would not succeed  Yishayahu then pronounced a 

threatening prophecy to Shevna, saying, “Hashem will cause 

you to wander the wandering of a man, and He will wrap you 

around.” 

Regarding this prophecy, Rav comments, “The wandering 

and displacement of a man is more difficult than that of a 

woman.” 

Maharsha explains that the Gemara is referring to when 

either a man or woman is forced to roam and stray in unfamil-

iar settings, a man will have a harder time doing so than a 

woman.  A woman’s wandering will elicit more sympathy from 

onlookers, and people will reach out and offer assistance to 

her before they will offer help to a man in a similar setting.  

Notwithstanding, the Gemara in Kesuvos (28a) understands 

that this phenomenon is also referring to the comparative ex-

periences of a man and woman in their own city, and not nec-

essarily in a strange city. 

R’ Yose b. Chanina explains that the second remark of 

Yeshayahu regarding being “wrapped up” was that Shevna was 

to break out with tzara’as.  In the following verse, Yishayahu 

continued to pronounce additional prophecies regarding 

Shevna.  Hashem would “encircle him (יצנפך) as a hat and as a 

wall, to a wide open land.”  Maharsha notes that each of these 

pronouncements was fulfilled, as the Gemara tells of the igno-

minious end of Shevna. The reign of a king is called צניף, as in 

Yeshayahu (62:3), and it can also refer to the braying of a 

horse (see Kiddushin 24b).  Shevna wrongfully reached out to 

usurp the position of the king, and, measure for measure, the 

retribution he faced was that he was dragged by horses in an 

open area.    � 

Distinctive INSIGHT 

Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated  
 לז"נ

 ר' אלימלך דב בן ר' דוד קליין, ז"ל
 נתנדב ע"י בנו ר' מאיר זאב ומשפחתו שיחי'

1)  Shemitah gatherers and merchants 

R’ Yehudah explains R’ Shimon’s statement concerning 

the disqualification of shemitah gatherers and merchants. 

This explanation is refuted and an alternative explana-

tion is presented. 

A related story is retold. 

Two details of the story are clarified before the Gemara 

resumes retelling the story. 

The term קשר רשעים used by Reish Lakish in this 

incident is explained with another story. 

Another verse is exposited in relation to the above inci-

dent of Chizkiyahu, amongst other interpretations. 

The word השתות mentioned in the previous verse is 

explained. 

R’ Nosson explains why Torah is referred to as תושיה. 

Ulla explains another appearance of the word תושיה in 

Tanach. 

Rabbah qualifies Ulla’s statement. 

 

2)  Dice-players 

R’ Avahu in the name of R’ Elazar rules that dice-

players are disqualified only when dice playing is their pro-

fession. 

 

3)  Proclaiming someone ineligible to testify 

R’ Avahu in the name of R’ Elazar states that a Beis 

Din proclamation must be made before someone is disqual-

ified from testifying. 

R’ Acha and Ravina disagree whether a proclamation is 

needed to disqualify herdsmen from testifying. 

The view that a proclamation is necessary is unsuccess-

fully challenged. 

A related incident is recorded. 

 

4)  Others disqualified from testifying 

Three rulings from R’ Nachman regarding people who 

are or are not disqualified from testifying are presented and 

explained. 

An incident related to people unable to rationalize 

their transgression is presented. 

A second incident related to those who rationalize their 

transgression is recorded.   � 



Number 1836— ו “סנהדרין כ  

Accepting charitable donations from gentiles 
 א"ר נחמן אוכלי דבר אחר פסולין לעדות

R’ Nachman teaches that one who eats the “other thing” (meaning, 

accepts charity from gentiles) is disqualified from testifying 

T he Gemara relates that one is not permitted to accept 

charity from gentiles for sustenance and one who accepts 

charity is disqualified from testifying. This restriction is lim-

ited to one who publicly receives the charitable contribution 

where it could have been received privately but if it was ac-

cepted privately or if the only way to receive the needed 

funds was to accept it publicly there is no prohibition. This 

ruling is cited in Shulchan Aruch1. Taz2 notes that there 

seems to be a contradiction with the very next halacha.  

Based on a Gemara in Bava Basra (10b) Shulchan Aruch3 

rules that when a gentile government official makes a charita-

ble donation to a Jew it should not be returned in order to 

maintain peaceful relations with the government. However, 

the money should not be spent on the Jewish poor but it 

should be discreetly forwarded to gentiles who are in need of 

the funds. The reason is that the strength of the gentile na-

tions will be weakened only when the merit of their charita-

ble donations runs out. How then could Shulchan Aruch in 

his first ruling permit taking charitable donations? 

Derisha4 suggests that an individual is permitted to take 

the needed funds since he benefits from the donation but a 

charity collector (גבאי צדקה) is not permitted to accept 

donations since he does not directly benefit from the donat-

ed funds.  Taz rejects the premise that one should be permit-

ted to extend the exile by providing merit for gentiles for per-

sonal gain.  He therefore suggests that the prohibition 

against accepting donations from a gentile applies only when 

the gentile intends for the charity funds to go specifically to a 

Jew and does not give to gentiles.  By doing so he gives honor 

to the Jewish People and that is the merit that extends the 

exile.  When Shulchan Aruch mentions that one is permit-

ted to accept donations from gentiles he was referring to 

where the gentile donor gives to Jews and gentiles alike.  In 

such a case the donor does not create significant merit that 

would extend the exile and thus given the correct conditions 

it is permitted.   �  
 שו"ע יו"ד סי' רנ"ד סע' א'. .1
 ט"ז שם סק"ב. .2
 שו"ע שם סע' ב'. .3
 �דרישה שם אות א'.    .4
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“Surely Shemittah itself is not a 

threat!” 
  "פוקו וזרעו בשביעית..."

K ibbutz Machaneh Yisrael was hav-

ing a difficult time making ends meet. Its 

members were worried that the impend-

ing shemittah year would wipe them out, 

and so they figured that it was probably 

permitted for them to work during the 

coming year. After all, the prohibition 

today is rabbinic and presumably it is 

waived in such dire circumstances. Alt-

hough the rav of the kibbutz felt this 

way, the members of the collective did 

not dare to take such a drastic step with-

out consulting with a very great posek 

who would support violating the hala-

chah even though it was not actually 

pikuach nefesh (life and death). 

When they wrote a letter to Rav 

Chaim Ozer Grodzensky, zt”l, expressing 

their concerns during Shevat תרצ"ח, he 

replied that since the Chazon Ish, zt”l, 

was nearby and knew the exact situation, 

he wanted them to first consult with him 

before issuing a halachic ruling in this 

matter. 

When a delegation that included 

some learned people went to the Chazon 

Ish, he absolutely rejected their proposi-

tion. One of the members of the delega-

tion pointed out that the Gemara in 

Sanhedrin 26 seemed to contradict his 

psak. “But Rav Yanai permitted people 

to plant on shemittah merely to pay their 

taxes. Surely our situation is more dire 

than their back taxes!” 

The Chazon Ish argued that this 

man had not understood the seriousness 

of failing to pay taxes to the non-Jewish 

government. “The Gemara you cite is no 

proof since Rav Yanai only permitted it 

because the tax was indeed a matter of 

pikuach nefesh (life and death). It was 

only when they had absolutely no re-

course that Rav Yanai was forced to al-

low this breach of halachah. The non-

Jewish authorities collecting taxes is a 

deadly threat, but surely shemittah itself 

is not a threat!”1
� 

  �מעשה איש, ח"א, ע' קט"ז     .1

STORIES Off the Daf  

 

1. Why did Reish Lakish assume that shemittah violators 

were kohanim? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What is a קשר של רשעים? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. Why is Torah called תושיה? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What is a “Nisan thief” and why is he permitted to testify?  

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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OVERVIEW of the Daf 

סנהדרין כ
 ז“

The status of a friend and of an enemy in judgment and in 

testimony 
 כל שלא דבר עמו שלשה ימים באיבה -שונא 

A t the end of the Mishna’s list of those who are disqual-
ified from judging and testifying, R’ Yehuda rules that one’s 

close friend and one’s enemy are disqualified from judging 

and testifying. The Chachamim disagree and say that the 

Jewish people are not suspect of lying for the sake of a 

friend or enemy. 

R’ Yehuda defines an enemy in this context to be some-

one who did not speak with his fellow Jew for three days out 

of his enmity. א”תוספות ריב  explains that the source for this 

definition of quantifiable hatred is from Sifrei (Parashas 

Shoftim, 183) regarding the verse which speaks of someone 

who committed manslaughter. The verse (Devarim 19:6) 

says that the perpetrator must escape to one of the cities of 

refuge, if “he did not show hatred to him (the victim) from 

yesterday (תמול) and from the day before (שלשום).” Sifrei 

explains that the time frame of “yesterday and the day 

before” means that three days had not passed with these two 

people not speaking to each other due to hard feelings. We 

learn from here that the definition of hatred which is quan-

tifiable is where the dislike causes an extended period of at 

least three days of forced silence. 

Chachamim disagree with R’ Yehuda regarding the dis-

qualification of one who is a close friend or enemy. The Ge-

mara (later, 29a) notes that Chachamim agree that a friend 

or enemy is not allowed to act as a judge, but they rule that 

he is allowed to testify. ד רמה explains that testimony is a 

witness’s account of the events he observed. We do not sus-

pect that a witness would distort and alter his account of the 

events just in order to satisfy his relationship with the people 

involved. Judgment, however, is not a clear and absolute 

statement of fact. It is an opinionated conclusion arrived at 

based upon one’s interpretation of the facts and applying the 

halacha. One’s strong feelings of friendship or being uncom-

fortable with one of the parties could affect one’s objectivity 

in interpreting the significance of events and the halachic 

principles to evaluate the outcome. Even if a judge wishes to 

be honest in his decision, it is possible that his view may be-

come slanted due to his feelings (S”ma, C.M. 33: #1). 

According to this approach, הגהות הטור,  אורח משפט)

‘) אות א writes that if a particular case of testimony requires 

some degree of discretion on the part of the witness, 

Chachamim would disqualify a friend or enemy from testify-

ing.  � 

Distinctive INSIGHT 

Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated  

In loving memory of our mother  

Gitel Bas Yechiel  

by the Zucker family 

1) A zomem witness 

Abaye and Rava disagree whether a zomem witness is 

disqualified retroactively or only prospectively. 

Abaye explains the rationale behind his position. 

Two versions of Rava’s explanation are presented. 

The practical difference between these two versions is 

explained. 

After a discussion whether the halacha follows Abaye or 

Rava the Gemara concludes that this is one of the six cases 

ם)“ל קג“(יע  where the halacha follows Abaye. 
 

2) Eating unslaughtered meat 

All opinions agree that one who eats unslaughtered 

meat for gratification is disqualified from testifying but 

there is a dispute between Abaye and Rava whether 

someone 

who eats this meat to anger Hashem is disqualified. 

Each Amora explains his position. 

Rava’s opinion is unsuccessfully challenged. 

Abaye’s position is successfully challenged. 

It is suggested that the dispute between Abaye and Rava 

parallels a dispute between R’ Meir and R’ Yosi. 

This suggestion is rejected. 

The Gemara rules in accordance with Abaye’s position 

and explains why the earlier refutation was not, in fact, a ref-

utation. 

In order to explain why halacha follows R’ Meir rather 

than R’ Yosi the Gemara recounts a story. 

The Gemara rejects the assertion that this story proves 

that there is an anonymous Mishnah consistent with R’ Me-

ir’s position. 

Another anonymous Mishnah is cited that definitively 

follows the position of R’ Meir. 
 

3) MISHNAH: The Mishnah enumerates people who are 

disqualified from testifying due to their familial relationship. 

R’ Yehudah also disqualifies close friends and enemies from 

testifying and defines those terms. 
 

4) Disqualifying relatives from testifying  

A Baraisa presents the source that relatives may not testi-

fy for one another. 

The premise of the Baraisa that sons do not die for their 

father’s sins is unsuccessfully challenged. 

This premise is again unsuccessfully challenged.  � 



Number 1836— ו “סנהדרין כ  

Making a beracha on another’s mitzvah 
 מלמד שכולן ערבים זה בזה

Which teaches that everyone is a guarantor for one another 

R euven was living in the house of a non-religious Jew and 
realized that one of the doors did not have a mezuzah. As 

much as Reuven tried to convince the owner that he should 

obtain a mezuzah the owner refused. Reuven took the matter 

into his own hands and purchased a mezuzah. When it came 

time to affix the mezuzah he was uncertain about whether he 

should recite the beracha so he refrained from the possible 

beracha in vain. He inquired of the author of Teshuvas Divrei 

Yatziv whether he should have recited the beracha. 

Teshuvas Divrei Yatziv1 began with a question posed by 

Magen Avrohom. Magen Avrohom2 asks why Shulchan 

Aruch3 implies that an agent performing bedikas chometz for 

the home owner makes the beracha when it is not his mitzvah 

to perform. Rav Yaakov Emden4 offers two explanations for 

Shulchan Aruch’s ruling. A basic principle of Torah is that a 

person’s agent is like himself, thus an agent who separates te-

rumah recites the beracha on behalf of the farmer. Secondly, 

the principle of ערבות—shared responsibility for one another – 

allows one person to make a beracha on behalf of another. 

This principle also allows a person to perform a mitzvah on 

behalf of another when it is the type of mitzvah that could be 

fulfilled by an agent. These sources indicate that Reuven 

should have recited the beracha when he affixed the mezuzah 

for the home-owner. 

Divrei Yatziv then suggests that there is a difference wheth-

er one is acting as an agent or utilizing the principle of ערבות. 

As an agent one can make the beracha on behalf of another 

but one may not recite the beracha when one is performing a 

mitzvah as an ערב. He bases this distinction on our Gemara 

that indicates that ערבות obligates one to make sure that a 

friend does not commit a sin. ערבות does not obligate one to 

perform someone else’s mitzvah; it obligates one to make sure 

that the friend fulfills his own mitzvah. Chazal did not enact 

the recitation of a beracha when one prevents a friend from 

not fulfilling a mitzvah like in our case where Reuven affixed a 

mezuzah to prevent the home-owner from not fulfilling the 

mitzvah. It is only when one is acting as an agent or at least has 

the knowledge and consent of the second party that one is per-

mitted to make a beracha on someone else’s mitzvah.  � 
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Bon Appetit! 
 להכעיס אביי אמר פסול 

O nce the Beis Halevi, zt”l, was passing 
by a non-kosher restaurant when he no-

ticed a certain maskil seated outside who 

was about to partake of a heaping plateful 

of a forbidden food. Surprisingly, the Beis 

Haelvi said, “Eat with a good appetite!” as 

he walked by. 

The maskil was taken aback and began 

to upbraid the gadol. “Don’t you see that I 

am eating forbidden food in what is obvi-

ously a non-Jewish restaurant? How can 

you, a rabbi who is lauded for his careful 

safeguarding of every detail of halachah, 

wish me a bon appetit? I think that you 

must be pandering to me because you need 

my help for some kind of Jewish cause. I’ll 

bet that you are just trying to flatter me so 

that I’ll give you a generous donation!” 

The Beis Halevi quickly dispelled the 

maskil’s strange delusion. “Perhaps you are 

unaware that in Torah law there are two 

categories of sinners. One group partakes 

of non-kosher food because it is tasty to 

them and they have a hard time resisting 

their desire for the forbidden food. The 

second group consists of those who par-

take even though they have no particular 

craving for the non-kosher food. Even 

though they could get kosher food and 

take no especial pleasure from the forbid-

den food, this group eats it as an act of 

rebellion against Hashem’s Torah. The law 

of these groups is very different. Although 

the first group who eat because of their 

desire for the food are considered wicked, 

their condition is much less serious com-

pared to the second group. 

“It should no longer be a puzzle to you 

how I could have wished you bon appetite 

in good faith, since if you eat as a result of 

your appetite, you will be a מומר לתיאבון, 

one who indulges because of wanton de-

sire and not a  מומר להכעיס, who is much 

worse!”1  � 
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STORIES Off the Daf  

 

1. What is the practical difference between the two expla-

nations of Rava’s position regarding עד זומם? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. Why does the halacha follow R’ Meir if we generally 

follow R’ Yose? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. What person is qualified to adjudicate monetary cases 

but not capital cases? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What is the source that children do not die for their 

parents’ transgressions?  

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 


