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OVERVIEW of the Daf 
The tragic fate of Korach 

 במתניתא תנא קרח מן השרופין ומן הבלועין

O ur Gemara states that Korach was both among 

those who were burned and among those who were swal-

lowed up by the earth.  What is the lesson of this state-

ment? 

The Torah teaches (Bamidbar 16:35) that “a fire came 

forth from Hashem and consumed the two hundred and 

fifty men who were offering the incense.” Why was fire 

used as the means to punish the ones who brought the 

incense fraudulently? We also have to address the usage of 

God's name as it appears in this verse.  The verse states 

that a fire issued forth from “Hashem.”  This name of 

God is often used in a context of mercy and compassion. 

Perhaps the verse here should have used the stricter and 

more justice-oriented name of Elokim in describing from 

where the fire was sent. 

In reference to the verse (Devarim 11:22) “And you 

shall cling to Him,” the Sifrei asks how one can possibly 

cling to Hashem, when we know that the Shechina is re-

ferred to as a consuming fire (Devarim 4:24).  The answer 

is that we are commanded to cling to wise Torah scholars 

and their students.  In this manner, we can benefit by be-

ing in the glow of Torah and its teachings, but yet be pro-

tected from the consuming and destructive aspect of fire. 

Korach was deficient in this regard.  He not only 

failed to associate with Torah scholars and to emulate 

them, but he also actually confronted Moshe and rejected 

Moshe’s authenticity.  Therefore, Korach and those who 

followed him were subject only to the destructive and de-

vouring aspect of the Shechina, and they were therefore 

burned by it. 

Pnei Menachem explains that we can now appreciate 

the opinion in our Gemara which states that Korach was 

both among those who were burned and among those 

who were swallowed up by the earth.  This seems to be 

contradictory, as we know that those who were swallowed 

up descended while alive.  Korach was indeed swallowed 

up alive, but he also was burned by the "consuming fire" 

of the Shechina from above.   � 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Korach’s followers (cont.) 

The Gemara notes that in contrast to the wife of On 

ben Peles who saved him the wife of Korach encouraged 

him to rebel. 

The second pasuk in the Korach story is expounded. 

This exposition leads to a discussion about machlokes. 

This discussion digresses to the topic of challenging 

Dovid Hamelech’s leadership and one’s Torah teachers. 

How Korach’s wealth played a factor in his rebellion is 

explained. 

R’ Yochanan and an opinion in a Beraisa disagree 

about Korach’s fate. 

Rava teaches what happened when the sun and moon 

protested in defense of Moshe Rabbeinu. 

The Gemara discusses the earth opening up and swal-

lowing Korach and his followers. 

The fate of Korach’s sons is discussed. 

An incident related to Korach is presented. 

 

2)  The generation of the wilderness 

A Beraisa discusses and demonstrates that the genera-

tion of the wilderness does not have a share in the World-

to-Come. 

Rabbah bar bar Channa in the name of R’ Yochanan 

comments on R’ Akiva’s position. 

 

3)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah discusses what happened to 

the ten tribes. 

 

4)  The ten tribes 

A Beraisa elaborates on the topic of what happened to 

(Continued on page 2) 

 

1. What did Korach’s wife say to encourage her husband to 

rebel? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What was Korach’s fate? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. Are the Ten Tribes to return to the Jewish People? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. When does a child earn a share in the World-to-Come? 

 ________________________________________ 
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Bris Milah for a child that dies  
 ר' נחמן בר יצחק אמר משעה שנימול

R’ Nachman bar Yitzchok said [that a child merits a portion in the 

World-to-Come] from the moment he is circumcised 

T ur1 writes that there is a custom to circumcise a boy who 

dies before he reaches eight days so that he should not be bur-

ied with his foreskin which would be humiliating for the 

child.  He adds that the custom is for the mohel to perform 

the circumcision by the grave and the beracha is not recited.  

Additionally, they give the child a name so that when the time 

for resurrection arrives the child should be able to identify his 

father.  Korban Nesanel2 further explains that the child re-

quires a circumcision so that when resurrection arrives the 

child should not mistake himself to be a gentile and a name is 

assigned so that the child should be able to identify his father 

and the father should be able to identify his child.  Be’er She-

va3 writes that our Gemara is the source for this opinion.  R’ 

Nachman bar Yitzchok holds that a child becomes worthy of a 

portion in the World-to-Come from the time he is circum-

cised.  For that reason, the custom is to circumcise a boy so 

that he should be worthy of a portion in the World-to-Come. 

Or Zarua4 was asked whether there is an obligation to cir-

cumcise a boy who did not survive until his eighth day.  In his 

response he mentions that women have such a custom but 

there is certainly no obligation to do so.  In fact, circumcising 

a boy under such circumstances is not more significant than 

cutting any other flesh of the body.  Furthermore, mitzvos 

were given to the living not those who are dead since once a 

person is dead he is exempt from mitzvos.  Interestingly, he 

also derives his position from our Gemara.  One opinion in 

the Gemara maintains that one merits a portion of the World-

to-Come once one is born and a second opinion maintains 

that it is when one is circumcised.  If every boy that is born 

will be circumcised even if he does not survive until his eighth 

day there would be no difference between these two opinions.  

Perforce, that there is no obligation to circumcise a boy that 

dies before reaching his eighth day.  Shulchan Aruch5 follows 

the opinion of Tur and records the practice of circumcising 

and assigning a name to a boy that does not reach his eighth 

day.   �  
 טור יו"ד סי' רס"ג. .1
 קרבן נתנאל לרא"ש מו"ק פ"ג סי' פ"ח אות כ'. .2
 באר שבע ד"ה משעה. .3
 אור זרוע ח"ב הלכות מילה סי' ק"ד. .4
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Turning an opponent  
  "כל המחזיק במחלוקת עובר בלאו..."

O n today’s daf we find that one who 

persists in machlokes violates the prohibi-

tion that warns us not to be like Korach 

and his congregation.  

Rav Mordechai Shraga of Ossatin, zt”l, 

the ben zekunim of the illustrious Rav 

Yisrael of Ruzhin, zt”l, became rebbe at 

the tender age of twenty. His father had 

left the world four years before he was in-

vited to come to Ossatin and did so, estab-

lishing a beis midrash with numerous chas-

sidim. A certain older man in the town 

objected vociferously to the young rebbe’s 

appointment and made this known to his 

supporters as often as he could. 

Once, when Rav Mordechai Shraga 

was passing on the road, he noticed this 

man arguing with one of his chassidim 

about his own suitability as a leader. Since 

the rebbe had not heard their discussion 

he called the chassid aside later and asked 

him to tell what they were arguing about. 

The chassid was afraid to divulge the sub-

ject since he did not want to insult his 

own rebbe, but when Rav Mordechai Shra-

ga promised him that he would not take 

offense the chassid repeated the entire 

conversation.  

To the chassid’s surprise, the very next 

day the rebbe made a very optimistic decla-

ration about his implacable enemy. “His 

objections are surely diminished.” The 

next day the rebbe said that his opponent 

had relented even more and the following 

day the rebbe indicated that his attitude 

had improved yet again. This continued 

until the rebbe declared that this man felt 

no opposition to him whatever.  

This chassid was astounded at what 

appeared to him to be an open miracle but 

the rebbe denied that there was anything 

supernatural about it. “The verse states, 

 Like faces are  — כמים פנים אל פנים‘

reflected in water.’ I realized that he hated 

me so much only because he had never 

met me. He could only maintain such ha-

tred if he did not see me and feel that I 

really had nothing against him at all. 

When he saw me the first day and dis-

cerned that I had no complaint about him 

this calmed him a little. The next day I 

showed him that I felt a great deal of love 

for him and this assuaged him even more. 

Every day I made sure to meet him and 

focus on my love for him until he entirely 

abandoned his prior opposition!”1     � 

    �      אמרי קודש, ע' ט' .1

STORIES Off the Daf  

the ten tribes. 

Rabbah bar bar Channa in the name of R’ Yochanan 

comments on R’ Akiva’s position. 

 

5)  Entrance to the World-to-Come 

The Gemara presents a discussion of when a child mer-

its entrance to the World-to-Come.   � 

 (Overview...continued from page 1) 
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OVERVIEW of the Daf 
Torah is not found among those who indulge in pleasures 

 לא תמצא תורה במי שמחיה עצמו עליה

T he Gemara tells the story of Rav, who noticed that Rav 

Kahana once took time to wash his hair before coming to 

study Torah.  Because he was delayed a bit, Rav questioned 

his student, and he read to him the verse in Yirmiyahu 

(3:14) which says, “It will not be found in the land of the 

living.”  Rav Kahana was shocked, as he wondered out loud 

whether Rav was referring to a possible curse.  “Do you 

mean to say that I will not merit a portion in the World-to-

Come?”  Rav responded and explained that the verse is in-

terpreted to say that Torah is not sustained by someone who 

adorns himself at a time when he is supposed to be learn-

ing.  According to Rashi, the criticism was that Rav Kahana 

had unnecessarily lost time from his learning.  יד רמה 

explains that it was Rav Kahana’s extra attention to his per-

sonal appearance and physical condition that concerned 

Rav.  The Gemara in Berachos (63b) teaches that Torah is 

acquired by a person only when he is willing to undergo 

physical deprivation for its sake (מי שממית עצמו עליה).  Rav 

felt that Rav Kahana’s actions indicated some degree of fall-

ing short in this area. 

Rambam writes (Hilchos Talmud Torah 3:12) that To-

rah is not acquired by a person who approaches his study 

with a feeble effort or among those who learn only in com-

fort or only after indulging in eating and drinking.  Rather, 

Torah is attained only by a person who is willing to weaken 

himself and one who exerts himself physically by limiting 

his consumption and by depriving himself of sleep in the 

pursuit of his studies.  The Gemara uses an allegory to de-

scribe the extent to which a person must go in order to be 

successful in the pursuit of Torah, when it says, “Torah is 

sustained only when one is willing to die in the tent of To-

rah for its sake.” 

Maharal explains that man is composed of two ele-

ments, a body and a soul.  When a person is occupied with 

providing his body with indulgences, this is at the expense 

of providing his mind and soul with their needs, because 

the needs of the body and those of the soul are opposite. 

The Achronim also cite the Midrash which elaborates 

upon the verse (Shir HaShirim 5:11), “her braids are black (

 as a raven.”  The Midrash comments, “With whom (שחורות

do you find Torah?  It is among those who frequent the 

study halls early in the morning (שחר) and who stay late at 

night.  Rebbe Abba says that Torah is found with those who 

(Continued on page 2) 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Disputes between Reish Lakish and R’ Yochanan 

Three pesukim are cited that Reish Lakish expounds 

negatively whereas R’ Yochanan expounds upon them posi-

tively. 

Along the same lines, the Gemara presents two ex-

changes between R’ Kahana and Rav. 

 

2)  The number of Jews who will merit to be present for 

the era of Moshiach 

A Beraisa uses the incident of Mitzrayim as precedent 

for the percentage of people who will merit to be present 

for the era of Moshiach. 

Another Beraisa further discusses the Jews who died in 

Mitzrayim. 

The Gemara presents two opinions regarding what 

Moshe saw that inspired him to quickly bow to Hashem. 

A Beraisa is cited that supports one of these explana-

tions. 

Another support for this opinion is presented. 

 

3)  Reward for the righteous 

R’ Elazar in the name of R’ Chanina expounds verses 

related to the reward for the righteous. 

 

4)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah states that residents of a 

subverted city (עיר הנדחת) do not receive a portion in the 

World-to-Come.  Different laws related to the subverted 

city are presented. 

 

5)  Subverted city 

A Beraisa expounds one of the verses in the section 

about the subverted city. 

 

(Continued on page 2) 

 

1. What was the percentage of Jews who left Mitzrayim? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. Why did Hashem miss our forefathers? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. What is the reward for those who make themselves like 

remnants? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What is the reward for destroying a subverted city? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Burying sheimos 
 וכתבי הקדש יגנזו

And holy Scripture should be hidden 

R ambam1 writes that it is prohibited to burn or destroy 

holy writings, their commentaries and their explanations.  

One who destroys these writings deserves lashes for his rebel-

lious behavior )(מכת מרדות . Similarly, holy writings that are 

worn out should be buried.  Teshuvas Be’er Sheva2 notes that 

Rambam did not explain how one should properly dispose of 

holy writings.  He suggests that the correct method will be the 

same as what Rambam writes with regards to a Sefer Torah 

that became worn or invalid.  In that case Rambam writes3 

that one should take the unusable Sifrei Torah and place 

them in an earthenware vessel to be buried next to Torah 

scholars.  In his conclusion he writes that one should treat 

writings of the Mishnah, Gemara and their commentaries 

with great sanctity since they are similar to a Sefer Torah.  

One who follows this practice will surely be rewarded as the 

Mishnah in Pirkei Avos (4:6) teaches that one who honors 

the Torah will be honored by others. This ruling is recorded 

in Magen Avrohom4.  Mishnah Berurah5 cites Pri Megadim 

who writes that he did not observe people disposing holy writ-

ings in the manner mentioned by Teshuvas Be’er Sheva. He 

suggests that perhaps this stringency would apply to the books 

of Nevi’im and Kesuvim that are written with safrus ink, on 

parchment and are rolled like a scroll. 

Kaf Hachaim6 writes that Teshuvas Zera Avrohom disa-

grees with the position adopted by Teshuvas Be’er Sheva.  

Only a Sefer Torah that is worn out and unusable must be 

buried.  Worn out or torn pages from other sefarim do not 

have to be placed in an earthenware vessel to be buried next 

to a Torah scholar.  The pages should be buried in a respect-

ful manner and certainly not burned.  One should not take 

the pages and bury them in a scattered manner; rather one 

should place them in a bag or box for burial.    �  
 רמב"ם פ"ו מהל' יסודי התורה ה"ח. .1
 שו"ת באר שבע סי' מ"ג. .2
 רמב"ם פ"י מהל' ספר תורה ה"ג. .3
 מגן אברהם סי' קנ"ד סק"ט. .4
 מ"ב שם ס"ק כ"ב. .5
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The nature of humility 
   "למי שמשים עצמו כשירים..."

O n today’s daf we find that even a 

tzaddik who is haughty will lose out in 

the next world, since Hashem will only 

crown those tzaddikim who have true 

humility.  

When Rav Shmuel Rosenberg of 

Unsdorf, zt”l, traveled to Kashoi for 

Shabbos he was met with vast honor 

which caused him no end of pain. On 

Shabbos, he explained, “Now I under-

stand why we ask Hashem to give us 

honor in Birkas HaChodesh. Honor 

causes an honest person pain since he 

knows that he doesn’t deserve it at all. 

Now pain in itself atones for sin and it 

also makes one have a broken heart 

which leads to teshuvah. It is because 

honor is such a wonderful catalyst to 

enable any thinking person to return to 

his Source that we beseech Hashem for 

honor.” 

He went on, “Rav Meir of Premish-

lan, zt”l, once explained the verse in 

Tehillim in a similar fashion, applying it 

specifically to when people are given 

honor while they travel. The verse 

states:  ‘ואדם ביקר  — when a person 

gets יקר, honor, בל ילין  — and he does 

not take time to repose’ and consider 

his ways in the tent of teshuvah, ‘ נמשל

 he is no better than a כבהמות נדמו —

thoughtless beast!’ ”1 

As is well known, the Chofetz 

Chaim, zt”l, would run away from any 

honor. Once his son asked whether this 

was really the proper path to take. 

“After all, each month in Birkas Hacho-

desh we ask Hashem for a life of wealth 

and honor?” 

The Chofetz Chaim explained that 

his son really had not understood the 

true intent of that line of davening. 

“This is a request for the klal that Jews 

be wealthy and respected. Similarly, we 

find in the Yomim Noraim prayers, ‘ ותן

 It is not a request that one  ’כבוד לעמך

be more distinguished than an average 

Jew!”2   � 
 אור פני יהושע, ע' שמ"ב .1

 �     דוגמא מדרכי אבי, ע' י"ד .2

STORIES Off the Daf  

6)  Dividing a city between two tribes 

R’ Yochanan and Reish Lakish disagree whether a city 

can be divided between two tribes. 

R’ Yochanan presents two challenges to Reish Lakish’s 

position that a city cannot be divided between two tribes 

and the second challenge cannot be resolved.  � 

 (Overview...continued from page 1) 

blacken themselves (by staying indoors and by food depriva-

tion).” 

The Gemara earlier (100a) declares that anyone who 

“blackens himself” for Torah in this world is assured that 

Hashem with provide a glow to his countenance in the 

World-to-Come.     � 

 (Insight...continued from page 1) 
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OVERVIEW of the Daf 
What is done with the hair of the righteous? 

 אי דמחובר בגופה כגופה דמיא, לא צריכא דתלי בסיבטא

T he Gemara discusses the halachos regarding various items 

found in an עיר הנדחת, a city which has gone astray. 

Rav Yosef asks about the hair of the righteous women in the 

city, and whether it must be collected and destroyed by fire with 

the rest of the property of the city.  Initially, the Gemara notes 

that Rav Yosef’s question is directed only regarding the hair of 

righteous women, but not regarding the hair of the sinners, 

which apparently must be burned.  Yet, the rule to destroy ob-

jects found in the city only applies to items which can be readily 

collected and immediately burned (תקבץ ושרפת), as opposed to 

hair, which must be cut before it is collected and then burned.  

How are we to understand the question of Rav Yosef when no 

one’s hair is included in this halacha? 

Rava therefore explains that this question was in regard to a 

wig.  The Gemara points out that if the wig is secured to the 

head of the woman, it is כגופה, as part of her body.  Rashi 

explains that while it is being worn, the wig has the status of the 

woman’s clothing, which is certainly not collected and burned.  

Rather, the question is regarding a wig which is not being worn 

at that moment, and it is hanging on a hook in her home.  On 

the one hand, it should be burned, as is the clothing of the right-

eous which is not being worn. Or, because the wig is normally 

taken and put onto the body, perhaps it is considered as it is part 

of her wardrobe even at a moment it is not actually on her head.  

The Gemara concludes without resolving this issue – תיקו. 

Minchas Chinuch (Mitzvah 464, #26) notes that Rashi ex-

plains that the wig on the woman’s head is part of her clothing, 

rather than translating the Gemara literally, by saying that the 

wig is part of the woman’s body (כגופה). He recognizes, though, 

that Rashi’s comment is correct, in that even the clothing of the 

righteous is not burned.  Sefer Divrei Mordechai explains that 

Rashi is addressing the problem of how a wig can be considered 

as part of the woman’s body.  And even if we say that it is part of 

her body, we find the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 

(15a) who holds that hair that is ready to be cut is considered as 

if it was already detached from the body ( שיער העומד ליגזז כגזוז

 How can a wig be part of the body, while long hair ready to  .(דמי

be cut is considered as if it is already detached?  Rashi therefore 

explains that even without being part of her body, the wig is at 

least a part of her wardrobe, and it is therefore not to be burned. 

 explains the Gemara’s analysis a bit differently.  If the יד רמה

wig is attached with an adhesive, it is certainly part of her body.  

The question is where the wig is attached to her head with a pin 

or by a hook.  Is this part of her body or not?  According to  יד

 if the wig is not being worn at all, and it is hanging in her ,רמה

closet, it certainly must be burned with the property of the city. 

� 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  A town that became subverted on its own 

The Gemara inquires whether a town that became subverted 

on its own is punished as a subverted city. 

An unsuccessful attempt to resolve this inquiry is presented. 

2)  Subverted city 

The Gemara inquires what is done with idolaters before it 

could be determined whether the majority of residents are idolaters. 

R’ Yehudah makes a suggestion. 

Ulla challenges this explanation and offers an alternative an-

swer. 

R’ Yochanan and Reish Lakish disagree about the procedure 

to follow before it is determined that the majority of the residents 

are idolaters. 

Reish Lakish’s position is challenged and consequently re-

vised. 

3)  Travelers 

A Beraisa discusses what happens when travelers were present 

when a city was determined to be a subverted city. 

The ruling of the Beraisa is challenged. 

Rava offers a solution to the challenge. 

A Beraisa is cited that supports this distinction. 

4)  Destroying property 

A Beraisa discusses what happens to property that is physically 

out of the city, and the property of righteous people in the city. 

R’ Chisda clarifies a halacha in the Beraisa. 

R’ Chisda rules that deposits of a subverted city are permitted. 

This ruling is clarified. 

The fate of property that is jointly owned with a resident from 

outside of the subverted city is discussed. 

R’ Chisda inquires whether slaughtering an animal from a 

subverted city keeps it from becoming neveilah. 

The question remains unresolved. 

R’ Yosef inquires whether the hair of righteous women is pro-

hibited. 

After clarifying the inquiry the Gemara leaves the matter unre-

solved. 

(Continued on page 2) 

 

1. What is the procedure for determining whether a majority 

of the residents of a city are idolaters? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What is the difference between an animal that is jointly 

owned and dough that is jointly ownded? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. What is the point of dispute between R’ Yochanan and 

Reish Lakish concerning the verse זבח רשעים תועבה? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. How does R’ Chisda explain the dispute whether challah is 

separated from maser sheni dough? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Determining residency 
 הא למיהוי מבני מתא הא למיהוי מיתבי מתא

This is to be a citizen of the city [and] this is to be an inhabitant of the city 

T he Gemara discusses a visitor to a subverted city who was se-

duced into worshipping idolatry with the citizens.  The Gemara rules 

that if he was there for thirty days he is considered an inhabitant of 

the town, meaning he is beheaded and his property is destroyed.  In 

contrast, when it comes to determine citizenship for tzedaka it is 

only after living in a new location for twelve months that someone is 

considered a citizen.  Chasam Sofer1 uses the Gemara’s discussion to 

ask a question about a Gemara in Megilla.  The Gemara Megilla 

(19a) derives from the pasuk (Esther 9:19), “Those who dwell in 

open cities,” that even if someone is in an open city for a day he is 

categorized as an open-city person and will read the Megilla on the 

fourteenth of Adar.  From our Gemara it would seem that without 

an exposition we would say that a person’s residency for Megilla 

reading would be determined by where he lived for the past twelve 

months.  The exposition would then indicate that residency is deter-

mined by the last thirty days.  How then did Chazal know to inter-

pret the pasuk as teaching that residency for Megilla reading is deter-

mined by where a person is for that day? 

Chasam Sofer explains that there are three different categories 

of residency.  The first category is בני העיר  – a citizen.  It takes twelve 

months for someone to qualify as a citizen.  Once one is a citizen of 

a city he is considered attached to that city so that even when he 

visits elsewhere he is still considered a citizen of his home town.  The 

second category is יושבי העיר –inhabitant of a city.  After thirty days 

one is considered an inhabitant.  This status indicates a relationship 

with the city and its residents and this status remains with a person 

even if he leaves the city for a short period of time.  The last category 

is יושבי בעיר – residing in a city.  Even if one is in a city for one night 

he is residing “in” the city since the phrase is an indication of where 

one is currently located.  A careful reading of the pesukim then dic-

tates how to expound the correct meaning.  In the discussion of the 

subverted city the Torah uses the phrase  העירהעירהעירהעיריושבי   – inhabitant of 

the city – and thus Chazal ruled that thirty days’ residency is 

required.  In the Megilla the phrase that is used if  בעריבעריבעריבעריהיושבים 

 residing in an open city – and thus Chazal ruled that if one – הפרזות

resides in the city for the night he is obligated to read together with 

the citizens of that open city.    � 
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Ten things were said of Yerushalayim... 
  "עשרה דברים נאמרו בירושלים ..."

O n today’s daf we find that due to the 

great holiness of Yerushalayim it could not 

become an עיר הנדחת. This is one of a list of 

ten things that distinguished Yerushalayim 

over other cities in Eretz Yisrael.  

Rav Nosson Gestetner, zt”l, recounted, 

“My ancestor, Rav Yisrael of Shklov, zt”l, was 

a student of the Vilna Gaon. He authored 

the Pe’as HaShulchan, which discusses the 

halachos relevant to those living in Eretz 

Yisrael, and Tiklin Chaditin, on Meseches 

Shekalim. In addition, he prepared the Bei-

ur HaGra on the first half of Shulchan 

Aruch for publication as well as the Gaon’s 

commentary on Shekalim.   

“He moved to Eretz Yisrael and settled 

in Tzfas with virtually all Jews during that 

time. Tragically, there was an earthquake 

that killed many people and wreaked terrible 

damage. Rav Yisrael was one of the survivors 

and he wrote a long letter describing the 

catastrophe to the Chasam Sofer, zt”l. 

“The Chasam Sofer was so shaken by 

this calamity that he gathered everyone to-

gether and eulogized the many casualties, 

‘This was the result of people moving into 

Tzfas and ignoring holy Yerushalayim! Har 

HaMoriah is in Yerushalayim. On this 

mountain, Yitzchak was offered for a sacri-

fice and Yaakov slept and had the dream of 

the angels ascending and descending a lad-

der to heaven. The Beis Hamikdash was 

there, and we still have the Kosel, from 

which the Shechinah never moved from the 

time of the destruction.  

“‘Around one hundred years ago, people 

began to move to Eretz Yisrael en mass. They 

reasoned that since the Rashbi is interred in 

Meron and the Arizal in Tzfas, it was prefera-

ble to move to Tzfas or Meron, but this was 

an error. Even today, Hashem’s name is in 

Yerushalayim and there is a mitzvah to at 

ascend for the three festivals even for those 

who do not live in this most holy city!’ ”1   � 
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STORIES Off the Daf  

5)  City square 

A Beraisa presents a dispute whether a city that did not have a 

square could be made into a subverted city. 

6)  Consecrated objects 

A Beraisa elaborates on what is to be done with consecrated 

objects from a subverted city. 

One of the rulings in the Beraisa is challenged. 

R’ Yochanan and Reish Lakish offer different resolutions. 

Reish Lakish’s assertion that the Mishnah follows R’ Shimon 

is challenged. 

The challenge is accepted and Reish Lakish offers another 

resolution. 

This resolution is unsuccessfully challenged. 

Reish Lakish’s explanation is unsuccessfully challenged. 

R’ Shimon’s position in the Beraisa is clarified by Ravina. 

It is noted that Ravina’s explanation is at odds with Shmuel. 

7)  Terumah 

R’ Chisda asserts that the Mishnah’s ruling that terumah 

should be left to rot is limited to terumah that is in the hands of a 

Yisroel. 

R’ Yosef successfully challenges this explanation and offers a 

revised qualification to the Mishnah. 

8)  Maaser Sheni 

A dispute whether maaser sheni dough requires challah is 

presented. 

R’ Chisda limits the scope of the dispute. 

R’ Yosef challenges this explanation of the dispute.    � 

 (Overview...continued from page 1) 
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OVERVIEW of the Daf 
The ban against the spoils of the city of Yericho 

אשר יקום ובנה ‘  וישבע יהושע בעת ההיא לאמר ארור האיש לפני ה 
 את העיר הזאת את יריחו בבכורו ייסדנה ובצעירו יציב דלתיה

I n his Moreh Nevuchim (3:50), Rambam explains the rea-

son why Yehoshua condemned the city of Yericho never to be 

rebuilt.  Yehoshua ruled that the city should remain a sign 

and wonder for all to see the miracle of the first city which the 

Jewish nation conquered as it entered Eretz Yisroel.  Everyone 

who would see the sunken wall would witness how its destruc-

tion was clearly miraculous and not as a result of normal dem-

olition. 

Radak (to Yehoshua 6:17) cites the Midrash which says 

that Yehoshua banned the rebuilding of the city of Yericho on 

his own, and not due to his being commanded to do so by 

Hashem.  Yehoshua decided that just as we are commanded 

to designate the first portion of dough (חלה) for holy purposes 

(to give to a kohen), so too should the first city to be con-

quered in Eretz Yisroel be set aside and not be rebuilt.  Fur-

thermore, Yericho was conquered on Shabbos.  Yehoshua de-

clared that just as Shabbos is holy, so too should the city 

which was vanquished on Shabbos be set aside. Nevertheless, 

Hashem accepted the decree of Yehoshua and his sages, as is 

indicated from the later incident of Achan, who took from 

the spoils of Yericho, and who was deemed to be a sinner as a 

result (see Yehoshua 7:11).  We do not find any clear com-

mand that the Jews were prohibited to take from these spoils, 

other than the ban of Yehoshua against rebuilding the city.  

The Midrash Tanchuma (Vayechi 8) specifically identifies this 

decree of Yehoshua as one of the three decrees of a court on 

earth which was agreed to in the heavens. 

 notes that we find (Melachim (Devarim 17:11) משך חכמה

1 16:34) that a man named חיאל ignored this ban against 

rebuilding the city of Yericho “which Hashem had spoken to 

Yehoshua,” and as a result his oldest son died as he began and 

his youngest died as he finished the construction.  We do not 

find any such command, other than the heaven’s acceptance 

of Yehoshua’s decree. 

Ralbag (to Yehoshua 6:17) explains that Yehoshua realized 

that all property of Yericho was to be banned in order that no 

one think that the continued successes of the Jewish people 

was due to luck or good future provided by these items.  The 

superstitions of the land of Canaan were so strong that taking 

of the spoils of Yericho might have misled some people to at-

tribute credit to them.  Kli Yakar to Yehoshua (6:1) explains 

that when the verse tells us that Yericho was “סוגרת ומסוגרת—

closed and sealed,” it means that it was not only sealed with its 

wall, but also with sorcery and magic.  Yericho contained the 

(Continued on page 2) 
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1)  Maaser Sheni (cont.) 

R’ Yosef concludes his successful challenge to R’ Chis-

da’s explanation of the dispute whether maaser sheni dough 

requires challah and offers his own explanation of the dis-

pute. 

 

2)  Clarifying the Mishnah 

The Mishnah’s ruling that Holy Scripture from a subvert-

ed city should be hidden away is consistent with R’ Eliezer’s 

position that a city with a mezuzah cannot be a subverted 

city. 

The Gemara suggests one way to understand the dispute 

between R’ Akiva and R’ Yosi HaGalili in the Mishnah. 

This suggestion is rejected in favor of another explana-

tion. 

A related Beraisa is cited and clarified. 

 

3)  Yericho 

The pasuk that contains Yehoshua’s instruction that Yer-

icho should not be rebuilt is cited. 

A Beraisa elaborates on this prohibition. 

Another related Beraisa is cited and explained. 

 

4)  Chiel 

The Gemara recounts the sequence of events that began 

with Chiel and eventually led to Eliyahu HaNavi’s curse on 

the Jewish People. 

The pesukim that discuss the drought are explained. 

(Continued on page 2) 

 

1. Which regards to which halacha are the walls to 

Yerushalayim essential? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What are the guidelines of the injunction against re-

building Yericho? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. Which three keys are not given to mankind? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What type of רשע brings Hashem’s anger? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Celebrating a birthday 
 צדיק לעולם טובה באה לעולם

When a righteous person comes to the world good fortune comes to the 

world 

K esav Sofer1 wrote to his son that in honor of his fiftieth 

birthday he made a simcha and finished a massechta to cele-

brate.  This seems to give support to the practice of celebrating 

a birthday as a festive occasion.  Some commentators have dif-

ficulty with the practice of celebrating one’s birthday.  The Ge-

mara in Eruvin (13b) concludes that it would have been better 

for a person not to have been created than to have been creat-

ed.  How can we consider a birthday to be a time for celebra-

tion when we hold that it would have been better had he not 

been created?  One answer, based on Tosafos there2, is that the 

conclusion that it would have been better if a person was not 

created refers to people in general.  When it comes to the 

righteous people their presence is beneficial not only for them-

selves but for the generation as well. 

The idea that regular people should not celebrate their 

birthday is also recorded by R’ Dovid Sperber3.  He writes that 

Chasam Sofer opposed the practice of celebrating a birthday 

and advocated instead celebrating the anniversary of one’s bris.  

A challenge to this approach seems to be a Gemara in Megilla 

(13b).  The Gemara relates that Haman did not know that 

Moshe Rabbeinu was born on the seventh of Adar and, as 

Rashi4 explains, his birth generated sufficient merit to compen-

sate for the negative aspect of being the day he died.  This 

clearly indicates that his birthday was in fact significant.  R’ 

Sperber explains that one cannot generalize from Moshe Rab-

beinu since we know that he was born circumcised (see Sotah 

12a) and thus it is akin to the day of circumcision also. 

Ben Ish Chai5 writes that there are those who celebrate 

their birthday as a yom tov and he adds that this was the prac-

tice in his household.  Support for this practice can be found 

in the Midrash6 which writes that most people celebrate and 

rejoice on their birthday by making a meal.   �  
 שו"ת כתב סופר יו"ד סי' קמ"ח. .1
 תוס' עירובין י"ג: ד"ה נוח לו לאדם. .2
 שו"ת אפרקסתא דעניא או"ח סי' קכ"ג. .3
 רש"ח מגילה ד"ה ובשבעה באדר נולד. .4
 בן איש חי שנה א' פרשת ראה אות י"ז. .5
 �מדרש שכל טוב בראשית מ'.      .6

HALACHAH Highlight 

Daf Digest is published by the Chicago Center for Torah and Chesed, under the leadership of  

HaRav Yehoshua Eichenstein, shlit”a 
HaRav Pinchas Eichenstein, Nasi; HoRav Zalmen L. Eichenstein, Rov ;Rabbi Tzvi Bider, Executive Director,  

edited by Rabbi Ben-Zion Rand. 
Daf Yomi Digest has been made possible through the generosity of Mr. & Mrs. Dennis Ruben. 

Nullifying divine anger 
  "מאן רשעים גנבי..."

O n today’s daf we find that as long as 

there are thieves in the world, Hashem’s 

anger will be in the world. Rav Yonatan 

Eybeschuetz, zt”l, wonders why thieves are 

worse than anyone else. He explains, “One 

cannot deny that every wicked person 

brings Hashem’s anger into the world 

when he acts against the Divine will. But it 

is well known that a thief who acts with 

care that he not be caught by mere people 

is worse than an armed ruffian who robs 

openly, fearing neither man nor Hashem. 

“On the other hand, it is known that 

one who gives tzedakah in secret nullifies 

Hashem’s anger.1 We may well ask why 

this is so. The obvious reason is that the 

person giving does so solely for the sake of 

heaven, since he knows that Hashem sees 

even where others do not. Although the 

sinful deeds of most wicked people also 

are the result of willfully ignoring Diving 

providence, nevertheless, thieves who act 

as though Hashem’s providence does not 

exist at all are the exact inverse of the kind 

actions of one who gives in secret. For this 

reason, the mitigation of Divine wrath 

their good deeds accomplish do not ex-

tend to the furtive pilfering of the burglar.2 

“The ultimate teshuvah is when one 

repents from sins between man and his 

fellow man such as theft. This is why we 

say at the end of Yom Kippur, ‘ למען נחדל

—  מעושק ידינו That we might refrain from 

oppression at our hands.’ The main thing 

in teshuvah is to erect fences and strict 

boundaries to ensure that one does not 

return to his sinful behavior.”3  � 
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STORIES Off the Daf  

A Galilean gave a parable that captures the story of Eli-

yahu HaNavi and the drought. 

A related exposition of R’ Yosi of Tzipori is recorded. 

 

5)  Wicked people 

The Gemara inquires about who are the wicked people 

to whom the Mishnah refers. 

R’ Yosef answers that it refers to thieves. 

Another Beraisa discusses the contrast between the right-

eous and the wicked. 
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 (Overview...continued from page 1) 

essence of the impure spirits of the land, and the spies went 

there first because it was the core of the defenses of Canaan.  

When it was defeated, Yehoshua banned its contents in order 

to weaken the forces of impurity.  � 
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