
Friday, Sep 15 2017 � ז“כ"ד אלול תשע  

OVERVIEW of the Daf 

סנהדרין ס
 א“

Worshipping idolatry due to love or fear 
איתמר העובד עבודת כוכבים מאהבה ומיראה... אביי אמר חייב דהא 

 פלחא. רבא אמר פטור אי קבלה עליה באלוה אין, אי לא לא.

A baye and Rava dispute the halacha in a case where one 
worships idolatry “from love or from fear.” Abaye rules that the 

worshipper is liable for such idol worship. Even though he was 

motivated due to his emotions of love or fear, the fact is that he 

worshipped the god. Rava says that under these circumstances, 

the person is exempt, because he did not accept the god upon 

himself as a deity, and his actions were driven by other factors. 

What does the Gemara mean when it says that the person 

worshipped idolatry “due to love or fear”? Rashi ( ה מאהבה“ד ) 

explains that this means that the person was motivated due to 

love or fear of another person. Rambam (Hilchos Avodas 

Kochavim 3:6) writes that worshipping due to love refers to 

where a person adored a particular form of idol, and he partici-

pated in its worship because he felt it was very beautiful. Wor-

shipping due to fear refers to where someone was afraid that 

the idol would harm him. The person was gripped with a per-

ceived panic that this idol would hurt him, so he went through 

the motions of worshipping it to protect himself. 

According to either explanation, the person who did the 

worship did not genuinely accept the idol as a deity. ן“ר  points 

out that according to Rambam, the fact that the person feels 

that the god can cause good or harm, and he is worshipping it 

for that reason, proves the person should certainly be liable, 

even if he does not directly acknowledge this idol as having any 

other special powers. This should be similar to where someone 

offers incense to a demon in order to raise the soul of the dead 

(later 65a, and Kereisos 3b), which is considered an act of idola-

try and is liable for death. The definition of a prohibited act 

therefore seems to be anytime someone worships an idol be-

cause he feels that he will benefit from doing so. This demon-

strates that he trusts and believes that this power has the ability 

to help in a particular area, and this is precisely what is prohib-

ited. 

We find that according to Rava, if one’s worship of a for-

eign god is motivated by fear, his act is not punishable. Yet To-

safos points out that where a person is threatened to either wor-

ship idolatry or be killed, the halacha demands that one not 

succumb to this intimidation, and that he offer his life to de-

fend his principles to worship only God. If Rava rules that act-

ing out of fear is not a violation of this sin, why should a per-
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1) Clarifying the Mishnah (cont.) 

Rava bar R’ Chanan completes his unsuccessful challenge 

to one of the rulings in the Baraisa cited. 

The premise of Rava bar R’ Chanan’s question is unsuccess-

fully challenged. 

A second unsuccessful challenge to Rava bar R’ Chanan’s 

position is presented. 

 

2) Idolatry 

A contradiction between two mishnayos was noted whether 

making a statement of allegiance to an idol is sufficient to make 

the offender subject to the death penalty. 

R’ Hamnuna offers one resolution to the contradiction. 

R’ Yosef suggests a second resolution but subsequently re-

jects the resolution and elaborates on the related point of dis-

pute between R’ Meir and R’ Yehudah. 

R’ Yosef offers another resolution to the contradiction by 

distinguishing between an individual and a group. 

The source for the distinction between an individual and a 

group is cited. 

Abaye challenges this distinction and asserts that the dis-

tinction is between one who instigates himself and one who is 

instigated by others. 

The source for this distinction is cited. 

Rava offers another resolution to the contradiction and 

provides the source for that distinction. 

R’ Ashi and Ravina give their own resolutions to the con-

tradiction. 

 

3) Worshipping idolatry out of love or fear 

Abaye and Rava disagree whether one is liable for worship-

ping idolatry out of love or fear. 

Abaye offers numerous proofs to his position but Rava has 

a response to each one. � 

 

1. If a person merely declares intent to worship idolatry, is 

he liable to the death penalty? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What is the point of dispute between R’ Meir and R’ 

Yehudah? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. How does Abaye resolve the contradiction between the 

two Mishnayos? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What is the point of dispute between Abaye and Rava 

concerning the worship of idolatry out of love? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Declaring the intent to inform on an enemy 
 האומר אעבוד אלך ואעבוד נלך ונעבוד

If one says, “I will serve,” or, “I will go and serve,” or “Let us go and 

serve,” etc. 

T here was once an incident in which two fellows, Reuven 
and Shimon, were arguing with a third person named Levi. In 

the midst of their argument Reuven and Shimon declared that 

they were going to inform on Levi to the government. They be-

gan on their way to inform on Levi but in the middle of the trip 

they had a change of heart and returned home. The question 

arose whether Reuven and Shimon had already disqualified 

themselves as witnesses for having begun the journey to inform 

on Levi. Shulchan Aruch1 rules that if an enemy declares his in-

tent to inform on another Jew he is unfit to testify. Sema2 ex-

plains that this ruling applies only between enemies where there 

is a genuine concern that the one who made the threat will fol-

low through on his threat. Accordingly, since Reuven and 

Shimon were in the midst of an argument with Levi when they 

made their threat and began the trip to inform on him they 

should be disqualified from testifying. 

Teshuvas Beis Yaakov3 suggests that the parallel may not be 

accurate. Our Gemara emphasizes that whether an individual 

declares that he is going to worship idolatry or whether two peo-

ple declare that they are going to worship idolatry they are liable 

to death. Rashi4 explains that although a person who joins a 

group may not follow through on his stated intent, e.g. if the oth-

er members of the group change their mind he may also change 

his mind, nevertheless, the declaration makes him liable. This 

principle, however, is limited to idolatry, concerning the halachos 

of informing we do not find an emphasis that two people who 

threaten to inform on another person will be liable. The rationale 

for such an approach is that each one is supported by the other 

and if one of them will back out maybe the second will retract as 

well thus neither has made a definitive decision to inform. The 

ruling of Shulchan Aruch seems to stress this point since it is 

written in the singular. In his final analysis, though, Beis Yaakov 

rejects this approach and assumes that the declaration made by 

Reuven and Shimon is sufficient to disqualify them from testify-

ing but if one of them said, “We are going to go and inform,” 

and the second person was silent they would not be disqualified 

from testifying since the implication of the declaration is that he 

will go only if the second person agrees to go with him. � 
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A problem of relocation 
  "אי קבליה עליה באלוה..."

B eis Medrash HaGadol on the East 
Side of New York was confronted with a 

serious problem. They needed to find new 

premises, but the only place for sale was an 

apartment that had been used as a church 

for several years. Although the leader of 

the congregation, Rabbi Avraham Yosef 

Ash, z”l, had heard that many authorities 

prohibit this, in this case the non-Jews had 

not built the structure for religious purpos-

es; they merely purchased a regular apart-

ment for their services. In addition, they 

had not brought in idols or icons of any 

sort. Nevertheless, Rabbi Ash asked the 

Binyan Tzion, zt”l, whether they could buy 

the property or not. After all, perhaps the 

property was אסור בהנאה.  

The Binyan Tzion replied that if they 

had no choice they could purchase the 

apartment to use as a shul. “It is certainly 

not prohibited to purchase the property, 

since one can buy a place used for idolatry 

for his personal use. The moment an idol-

ator sells the property, he has nullified the 

idolatrous use of it and it is permitted to a 

Jew.  

“However, there is a dispute whether a 

house of idol worship that has been nulli-

fied is considered disgusting for use as a 

shul and the like. The Magen Avraham 

permits this like the Yerei’im.1 But the 

Dagul Mervavah brings from Tosafos that 

it is considered disgusting and may not be 

used.2 

“Yet there are two reasons to be leni-

ent in this case. First of all, the halachah 

follows the Ravad that non-Jews are per-

mitted to adhere to a belief that is 

‘b’shutafus’—a Godly partnership, chas 

v’shalom. The second point is that they 

did not bring any actual idols into the 

apartment, which you mentioned in your 

question. As far as the first point, it clearly 

makes no difference since, for Jews, belief 

in partnership is definitely idolatry. The 

other point is also irrelevant since surely 

having a place where people call out to a 

foreign deity is a bona fide house of idol 

worship whether or not they happen to 

have an idol.  

“Yet, if there is no choice you can rely 

on the lenient authorities and purchase 

the apartment for use as a shul.”3 � 
 או"ח, ס' קנ"ד, ס"ק י"ז .1
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STORIES Off the Daf  

son who is threatened give up his life rather than perform the 

worthless worship? 

Tosafos answers that although one is obligated to resist 

such an ultimatum with his life, a beis din would not rule such 

an act to be a capital crime. Tosafos also answers that Rava 

only exempts this act where all who worship this idol do so 

only due to love or fear. Where an idol is worshipped as a god, 

even Rava agrees that one may not perform the worship due to 

fear. � 

 (Insight...continued from page 1) 
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OVERVIEW of the Daf 

סנהדרין ס
 ב“

The Torah is Precious for those who study it 
דאמר רבי יוחנן מאן דמתרגם לי חבית אליבא דחד תנא מובילנא 

 מאניה בתריה לבי מסותא

T he Gemara reports that Rebbe Zakai taught a Baraisa in 

front of R’ Yochanan, but R’ Yochanan felt that the Baraisa 

was not accurate, and he told Rebbe Zakai not to teach it in 

this beis midrash.  The Gemara then probed to determine 

what R’ Yochanan felt was problematic with the Baraisa. 

The Baraisa comprises two statements.  The רישא states 

that the laws of Shabbos are relatively strict, in that a person 

can be liable for two offerings of chattas, one for each sepa-

rate violation, even when the acts are performed at the same 

time.  This is as opposed to “other mitzvos,” where two sim-

ultaneous violations would result in having to bring only one 

chattas offering.  The second part of the Baraisa (סיפא) notes 

that regarding “other mitzvos” one is required to bring an 

offering even if the violation was done by accident, as op-

posed to the halachos of Shabbos, where no chattas would be 

brought under these circumstances.  The Gemara proceeds 

to analyze the particular situation in which the Baraisa 

speaks, both in its רישא and in its סיפא. 

According to the conclusion of the Gemara, the Baraisa 

can only be understood if the רישא is contrasting the laws of 

Shabbos with those of avoda zara, while the סיפא is dealing 

with a contrast between the laws of Shabbos and other mitz-

vos.  This is precisely why R’ Yochanan rejected the Baraisa 

and told Rebbe Zakai that it was taught in error, and should 

not be learned in the beis midrash.  In fact, R’ Yochanan 

here is consistent with a similar remark he made in Bava 

Metzia in reference to a Mishnah, where he said, “Anyone 

who can explain the Baraisa of ‘the barrel’ (a Mishnah in Ba-

va Metzia 41a) according to one Tanna, I will carry his 

clothes behind him to the bathhouse!”  We see that R’ 

Yochanan was not in favor of splitting up a Baraisa and of 

explaining one part according to one Tanna, and another 

part according to a second Tanna. 

Regarding R’ Yochanan’s announcement, Rabeinu 

Chananel explains that if someone would be able to teach 

how our Baraisa or the Mishnah in Bava Metzia could be 

understood according to one consistent approach, R’ 

Yochanan was ready to acknowledge his superiority in Torah 

knowledge, and that he would be willing to serve and assist 

him as a student does for his teacher.  Hence, the reference 

to carrying his clothes behind him to the bathhouse. 

 explains that the Mechilta in Parashas מצפה איתן

Mishpatim teaches that a master may not assign his Jewish 

slave to do degrading jobs, such as carrying his clothes be-

(Continued on page 2) 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Worshipping idolatry out of love or fear (cont.) 

Rava responds to Abaye’s attempt to prove that one 

is liable for worshipping idolatry out of love or fear. 

 

2)  Multiple forms of worship in one period of una-

wareness 

R’ Zakai cites a Baraisa that one who performs dif-

ferent forms of worship in one period of unawareness 

brings only one Korban Chatas. 

R’ Yochanan told him to take the Baraisa out of the 

Beis Midrash. 

R’ Abba explains the rationale behind the Baraisa 

cited by R’ Zakai. 

R’ Yosef rejects this explanation. 

Another challenge to R’ Abba’s approach is present-

ed. 

The Gemara presents a second version of the ex-

change between R’ Zakai and R’ Yochanan that relates 

to liability for multiple transgressions and inadvertent 

violations. 

The Gemara analyzes the Baraisa until it finally iden-

tifies the meaning of the Baraisa and the point of dis-

pute between R’ Zakai and R’ Yochanan.     � 

 

1. Why did R’ Yochanan tell R’ Zakai to take his 

Baraisa out of the Beis Midrash? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. Explain the principle of אומר מותר. 

 _________________________________________ 

3. In what way is Shabbos more severe than other 

mitzvos? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. According to the second version, why did R’ 

Yochanan ask R’ Zakai to take his Baraisa out of the 

Beis Midrash if there is a reasonable explanation for 

the Baraisa? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Eating matzah and maror without intent 
 המתעסק בחלבים ובעריות חייב

One who is preoccupied in his eating of cheilev or having illicit rela-

tions he is liable 

T he Gemara draws a distinction between prohibitions that 

provide benefit and those that do not.  Generally, if a person 

violates a prohibition while preoccupied – מתעסק — he is not 

liable.  If the prohibition provides benefit, e.g. eating a prohib-

ited food or having illicit relations, he is liable since he benefit-

ted from the transgression. This distinction is helpful to re-

solve a contradiction between two rulings of Rambam.  Ram-

bam1 rules that a person who ate matzah without intent, for 

example, he was forced to eat matzah against his will, has ful-

filled his obligation. In contrast, when discussing the laws of 

shofar Rambam2 rules that one who blows the shofar while 

preoccupied does not fulfill the mitzvah.  Either intent is nec-

essary or it is not; why by matzah is intent not necessary but 

for shofar it is?  Ran3 answers that since the mitzvah of matzah 

involves eating the mitzvah could be fulfilled even without in-

tent since there is benefit for the one who is eating.  By shofar 

there is no benefit one receives from hearing the shofar blast 

and thus intent is necessary to fulfill the mitzvah. 

Shulchan Aruch4 cites Rambam’s ruling that one fulfills 

the mitzvah of matzahh even if one is forced to eat the matzah.  

Mishnah Berurah5 cites other authorities who disagree with 

this ruling.  Since we hold that mitzvos require intent there 

should be no difference between matzah and shofar.  Alt-

hough when it comes to violating a prohibition there is a ra-

tionale to obligate one who did not have proper intent since 

he benefitted from the prohibition, but when it comes to ful-

fillment of a mitzvah it is difficult to assume that benefit is 

synonymous with intent to fulfill the mitzvah. 

Along the same lines Be’iur Halacha6 questions whether 

one who is forced to eat maror fulfills the mitzvah even accord-

ing to Rambam and Shulchan Aruch.  One could suggest that 

the rationale of Ran that intent is not necessary to fulfill a 

mitzvah is limited to matzah that one benefits from eating it.  

Maror which is bitter one could say that there is not an auto-

matic benefit and as such the mitzvah would not be fulfilled if 

it was eaten without intent.   �  
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Protecting the honor of Shabbos 
  "זדון שבת..."

T oday’s daf discusses one who does 

prohibited labor on Shabbos.   

The Chofetz Chaim, zt”l, advocated 

protesting against flagrant Shabbos viola-

tion in his times. Nevertheless, he had 

certain general rules that he followed to 

ensure that his rebukes were as effective 

as possible. The first rule was to avoid 

protesting on Shabbos itself. He ex-

plained that while Jews are involved in 

sinning it is much more difficult to con-

vince them to change. As the Mishnah 

famously states in Avos “ עבירה גוררת

 One sin draws another in its — עבירה

wake.” When Jews are involved in sin, 

they find it much easier to sin again by 

disregarding the protestor—or worse, by 

falling into outright sinful behavior to 

retaliate. And the Chofetz Chaim would 

say that the inverse also holds true. The 

Chofetz Chaim would tell those who 

went around selling his sefarim to bring 

them to shuls after davening. He rea-

soned that after having davened with a 

minyan, people would be much more 

likely to do the mitzvah of purchasing a 

sefer on guarding their speech.1 

Not surprisingly, the Shabbos pro-

tests lodged by the Chofetz Chaim were 

very effective. On one occasion, he went 

to a certain city with his brother-in-law to 

raise money for the yeshiva in Radin. 

When he heard that the Jews there did 

not keep Shabbos he wanted to leave 

immediately, but the locals begged him 

to remain so as not to shame their city. 

Instead of asking for donations from 

money tainted by chilul Shabbos, the 

Chofetz Chaim stayed a couple of weeks 

and gave three fiery derashos for the 

thousands of Jewish residents. In each of 

them he discussed the terrible ills of chi-

lul Shabbos and the vast spiritual attain-

ments of keeping Shabbos. 

Later, when the Chofetz Chaim re-

counted this story to his son, he re-

marked, “Boruch Hashem, as a result of 

those derashos, three hundred stores 

closed for Shabbos! When people heard 

about this it made a great kiddush Ha-

shem.”2  � 
 הצדיק רבי שלמה, ע' נ"ב .1

    מכתבי הח"ח, קיצור תולדות חייו, ע ע"ג .2

STORIES Off the Daf  

hind him to the bathhouse.  A student, however, must be 

prepared to do even such jobs for his rebbe who teaches him 

Torah, even tasks which are typically done only by a non-

Jewish slave for his master.  R’  Yochanan proudly an-

nounced that he was eager to learn this Baraisa properly, and 

he would happily accord honor and esteem to the one who 

would teach it to him.    � 

 (Insight...continued from page 1) 
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Why are the prohibited actions for idolatry called לאו שכללות ? 
 ‘הני נמי לאו שבכללות הוא ואין לוקין על לאו שבכללות דתניא וכו

T he Mishnah on 60b discussed various forms of worship of 

idolatry.  In general, when one serves an idol in a manner which 

is not its prescribed manner of service, one is in violation of a 

negative commandment, but he is not liable for death.  Rashi 

on the Mishnah explained that there is an extraneous verse 

(Shemos 23:24) in reference to the gods of the Canaanite peo-

ple which states “do not worship them.”  This teaches that it is 

not allowed to worship an idol even in a manner which is not 

its normal manner of service. 

In our Gemara, we conclude that if one performs any of 

these non-standard acts of service for an idol, he does not re-

ceive lashes, because all these actions are included in an all-

encompassing category.  R’ Avin bar Chiyya, and some say R’ 

Avin bar Kahana, taught that when many different laws are all 

learned from one shared verse (לאו שבכללות), none of them is 

liable for lashes.  Here, the verse “do not worship them” in-

(Continued on page 2) 
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1)  Multiple forms of worship in one period of unawareness 

R’ Ami rules that one who performs different forms of wor-

ship in one period of unawareness is liable to bring only one 

Korban Chatas. 

Abaye cites the source for this ruling. 

The Gemara notes that Abaye does not agree with R’ Ami’s 

ruling despite his citation of the source for his ruling. 

The Gemara clarifies why, according to Abaye, the Torah 

uses the term השתחוה three times. 

 

2)  Verbally accepting an idol as a deity 

Rav is cited as ruling that one who verbally accepts an idol 

as a deity is liable. 

The Gemara explains that Rav was referring to liability to 

bring a korban and then seeks to align this teaching with one of 

the Tannaim recorded in a Mishnah in Kareisos. 

R’ Yochanan exposits the pasuk just cited. 

The Gemara notes that this exposition is subject to a dis-

pute between Tannaim. 

 

3)  Lashes for idolatry 

R’ Dimi in the name of R’ Elazar ruled that one is liable to 

lashes for the second category of idol worship listed in the Mish-

nah except for one who vows or swears in the name of an idol. 

This ruling is successfully challenged and Ravin presents an 

alternative version of this ruling. 

This ruling is unsuccessfully challenged. 

 

4)  Vowing and swearing in the name of an idol 

A Baraisa is cited for the source of the prohibition against 

vowing or swearing in the name of an idol. 

Details of the Baraisa are clarified. 

A related incident is recorded. 

R’ Nachman derives a halacha from a verse cited in the pre-

vious incident. 

 

5)  Idolatry 

R’ Yitzchok cites a verse that explains how idolatry was prac-

ticed in earlier generations. 

The end of that verse is explained. 

Rava rejects this interpretation and offers his own interpre-

tation. 

R’ Yehudah in the name of Rav elaborates on the idolatry 

practiced by the nations who replaced the Ten Tribes when 

they were exiled by the Assyrians. 

R’ Yehudah in the name of Rav teaches that Jews who wor-

shipped idolatry did so to permit illicit relations for themselves. 

An unsuccessful challenge to this assertion is presented. 

The Gemara begins a second unsuccessful challenge to this 

assertion.   � 

 

1. What is the point of dispute between R’ Akiva and Ra-

banan? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What is the punishment for taking an oath in the name 

of an idol? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. What is derived from the words לא ישמע על פיך? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. Why did the Jews choose to become idolaters? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Doing business with idolaters 
 אסור לאדם שיעשה שותפות עם העכו"ם שמא יתחייב לו שבועה וכו'

It is prohibited for one to become a partner with an idolater lest the 

idolater become obligated to take an oath etc. 

S hulchan Aruch1 rules that one should not become business 

partners with a gentile out of concern that in the course of the 

partnership he will be obligated to take an oath.  Since idolaters 

mention their gods when they take an oath the Jewish partner 

will have violated the prohibition of לא ישמע על פיך – One 

should not be the cause of another mentioning the name of an 

idol.  Rema2 writes that there are authorities who are lenient 

regarding establishing a partnership with gentiles in our times.  

The basis for the leniency is that gentiles no longer take an oath 

with the name of their god.  Although they mention their idol 

in their oath their intent is on the Creator of the heaven and 

earth.  The only issue with their oath is that they join together 

Hashem (the Creator) with another entity but that is not our 

concern and the Jewish partner does not even violate the prohi-

bition against putting a stumbling block (לפני עור) in front of 

the gentile since there is no source that it is prohibited for a 

gentile to worship another being together with Hashem (שיתוף).  

Tosafos3 cites two opinions whether one may accept an 

oath from a gentile.  Rabbeinu Shmuel maintains that a Jew 

should not enforce the gentile’s obligation to take an oath 

since such enforcement would make him directly responsible 

for the oath.  Rabbeinu Tam disagrees and rules that it is per-

mitted to accept the oath in order to avoid suffering a financial 

loss. Shulchan Aruch4 follows the lenient position of Rabbeinu 

Tam and allows a Jew to enforce his gentile partner’s obligation 

to take an oath.  Rema5 emphasizes that all opinions agree that 

one is permitted to do business with a gentile without concern 

that the gentile will take an oath as long as the transactions are 

not conducted on their festivals since that could lead them to 

express greater thanks to their gods.    �  
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“Do not eat upon the blood”  
  "לא תאכלו על הדם..."

T he Klausenberger Rebbe, zt”l, once 

gave a very inspiring shiur that explained 

why the members of a sanhedrin that sen-

tenced someone to die were obligated to 

fast that day. “The Chozeh of Lublin, zt”l, 

explained that the greater a tzaddik is, the 

more he is able to judge others favorably. 

A true tzaddik can even see the good in a 

wicked person who appears to have no 

positive qualities at all. The tzaddik search-

es and searches until he is finally able to 

see good even in him.  

“We find a similar idea in the writings 

of the students of the Arizal regarding the 

special quality of Moshiach. He will truly 

understand the motivations of even the 

worst person, and this will enable him to 

always give the other the benefit of the 

doubt. This explains why we find in San-

hedrin 63 that judges in a capital case 

which sentenced someone to death must 

fast. The gemara learns this from the verse, 

 Do not eat upon the— לא תאכלו על הדם‘

blood.’ The fact that the Sanhedrin found 

someone guilty means that they must fast. 

If they were truly righteous, they would 

have found a way to judge the murderer 

favorably, as expressed in the startling 

statement of Rabbi Tarfon and Rabbi Aki-

va: ‘If we were in the sanhedrin no one 

would ever have been killed.’ Due to their 

great righteousness they would have found 

a way to exonerate even the worst-seeming 

wicked person in the world.”1  � 
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STORIES Off the Daf  

cludes all eight actions listed in the Mishnah (hugging, kissing, 

sweeping, dusting, washing, etc.), so someone who does any one 

of these is not liable for lashes. 

The Rishonim question the Gemara’s reference to the 

many variations of serving an idol in a non-standard manner as 

a לאו שבכללות. The classic case of a multi-faceted verse with 

many different negative commandments associated with it is, as 

the Gemara mentions, the verse of “לא תאכלו על הדם.”  From 

this verse we learn many varied laws.   We learn that it is pro-

hibited to eat from an animal’s flesh while the animal is still in 

the throes of death, and it is also prohibited to eat from the 

meat of an offering while its blood is still in the bowl.  We do 

not send a mourner’s meal to the family members of one who is 

executed, and it is prohibited for Sanhedrin to eat during the 

day they execute a criminal.  This one verse teaches us many 

varied laws.  On the other hand, the verse “do not worship 

them” simply teaches one halacha—not to serve idols—and the 

Mishnah simply elaborates with many of the same type of ac-

tions which each illustrates this same law.  This situation is 

more similar to the verse regarding Shabbos which states 

(Shemos 20:9) “All labor shall not be performed,” which is not 

an all-inclusive לאו although it refers to many different labors.  

Why does the Gemara call our case a לאו שבכללות? 

Tosafos (end of ה על כולם אינו לוקה“ד ) answers that the 

actions which constitute labor on Shabbos or Yom Tov are 

known, and when the verse mentions labor, it is understood 

that they are all included.  The various non-standard acts of 

worship of an idol are not delineated in the Torah, so the refer-

ence to “worship” is not understood to be a general term.   � 

 (Insight...continued from page 1) 


