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סנהדרין ס
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Is there a difference between a מסית and a מדיח ? 
 המדיח זה האומר נלך ונעבוד עבודת כוכבים

O ur Mishnah near the bottom of 67a teaches the halacha 

which deals with a מדיח, one who entices others to 

worship idolatry.  The Mishnah at the top of the daf discussed 

the halacha of the מסית, which is also a situation where one 

person convinces others to practice idolatry, while the Mishnah 

earlier (53a) listed both of these together.  What is the precise 

distinction between a מסית and a מדיח? 

 Rashi (53a) explains that a מסית is someone who attempts to 

entice an individual to worship idolatry, whereas מדיח is where 

he targets an entire city for this sin.  It is also clear that each of 

these offenses is derived from a different verse. The Gemara earli-

er (63b) noted that the warning for מסית is from the verse in 

Devarim (13:12), “And all of Yisrael will hear and will fear,” and 

the verse which warns against מדיח is from Shemos (23:13), “The 

name of foreign gods shall not be heard upon your mouth.” 

Rashi and Meiri explain that a מסית does not have to be 

issued a warning in order to be liable for his crime, and the very 

witnesses who hear him try to convince his fellow Jew to sin may 

immediately bring him to beis din and try him.  This is indicated 

in the Torah where the verse declares (Devarim 13:9), “Do not 

pity him, do not show him any mercy.”  However, a מדיח must 

be warned just as in any case of capital crimes, as Rashi points 

out (later 110b, ה לאמר“ד ). 

Tosafos (8b, ד,ה בעדה), however, holds that a מסית must also 

be warned before he is liable for his attempt to corrupt his fellow 

Jew.  Nevertheless, the warning issued to him does not have to be 

(Continued on page 2) 

Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated  

By Mr. Ari Weiss  
 לזכר נשמת שלומה אליעזר בן יעקוב 

1)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah discusses the instigator. 
 

2)  The instigator 

The Gemara infers from the wording of the Mishnah that it 

follows the position of R’ Shimon. 

The end of the Mishnah, however, follows the position of 

Rabanan. 

Ravina resolves the contradiction. 

R’ Pappa offers another interpretation of the first part of 

the Mishnah and cites a Baraisa that supports that explanation. 
 

3)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah discusses the subverter (מדיח) 

and the sorcerer (מכשף). 
 

4)  Subverter 

R’ Yehudah in the name of Rav explains what type of sub-

verter the Mishnah referenced. 
 

5)  Sorcerer 

A Baraisa presents issues related to sorcery including a de-

bate between R’ Yosi and R’ Akiva and a second debate be-

tween Ben Azzai and R’ Yehudah. 

R’ Yehudah’s opinion in the Baraisa is unsuccessfully chal-

lenged. 

R’ Yochanan explains the etymology of the word כשפים. 

A related exposition of R’ Chanina is recorded followed by 

an incident. 

R’ Aivu bar Nagri in the name of R’ Chiya bar Abba dis-

cusses Scriptural references to sorcery. 

Abaye makes a number of statements related to sorcery. 

A number of statements and incidents related to sorcery are 

recorded. 

The discussion concludes with an elaboration of the plague 

of frogs.    � 

 

1. How is an instigator entrapped? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. Why does the Torah refer to a sorceress rather than a 

sorcerer? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. What is the origin of the word כשפים? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What was the point of dispute between R’ Akiva and R’ 

Elazar ben Azaryah concerning the plague of frogs? 

 ________________________________________ 
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Illusions 
 האוחז את הענים פטור אבל אסור

One who creates an illusion is exempt [from stoning] but it is nevertheless 

prohibited 

A baye states explicitly that although one who creates an illusion 

is exempt from stoning, nevertheless, it is forbidden.  Rambam1 

gives an elaborate description of creating illusions and why they are 

prohibited.  Bach2 adds that performing illusions is prohibited even 

if the practitioner is not utilizing any sorcery and his illusion is cre-

ated by sleight of hand. Based on this, Chochmos Adam3 writes 

very strongly against the practice of performing illusions at a wed-

ding to bring joy to the chosson and kallah.  Those who perform 

these illusions violate a Biblical prohibition and those who hire 

them violate the prohibition against placing a stumbling block in 

front of the blind. Furthermore, he writes that one should not even 

watch the illusionist perform and it is a mitzvah to protest against 

these performances. Mishnas Chachamim4 also writes against the 

practice and notes that one may not violate a Biblical prohibition 

in his effort to bring joy to a chosson and kallah. 

Rav Moshe Feinstein5 wrote at length about this topic.  He 

finds it unreasonable that someone who is skilled with his hands 

and can thus create illusions should be prohibited to use that tal-

ent.  After a thorough analysis he writes that it should be permitted 

for people to perform illusions at weddings since everyone knows 

that he is not doing something supernatural and it is through his 

sleight of hand that he is able to trick the observers.  Although 

Chochmos Adam would prohibit such a performance Rav Fein-

stein asserts that the majority of Poskim permit illusions as long as 

people are not misled into thinking that he is using some sort of 

incantation.  He notes that his approach is only theoretical.  Even 

though he has no doubt that it is permitted since everyone knows 

that it is sleight of hand, nevertheless, since there are great Poskim 

who prohibit making illusions one should follow their position.  If 

there was a circumstance that the use of an illusionist could not be 

avoided (an institution made plans for a performer of illusions and 

cancelling would cause a loss) it is permitted to allow the perfor-

mance since according to the letter of the law it is permitted.  �  
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The greatest Segulah  
   "אין עוד מלבדו..."

T he Nefesh HaChaim, zt’l, famously 

learns from our Gemara the power of con-

necting to Hashem and experiencing that 

 There is nothing but — אין עוד מלבדו“

Him.” He learns the effectiveness of this 

“segulah” from Rabbi Chanina on today’s 

daf and explains that one who cleaves to 

Hashem in his thoughts and heart can re-

move from himself the influence of any 

force or person. He must only set in his 

heart that “אין עוד מלבדו”, there is no force 

in the world besides Hashem, since every-

thing is one with Him. 

Rav Dovid Soleveitchik, shlit”a, re-

counted two fascinating stories about the 

practical use of this concept in his family. 

“When the time came for my grandfather, 

the renowned Gaon, Rav Chaim of Brisk. 

to present himself in Warsaw for a prelimi-

nary check-up to determine if he was fit for 

the army, his father made the journey with 

him by train. Throughout the entire jour-

ney, they learned the famous segulah in 

Nefesh HaChaim and the Beis Halevi ad-

jured him to be careful not to take his mind 

off the segulah for one instant, even during 

the examination.  

“To the amazement of everyone—except 

the Beis Halevi and Rav Chaim himself—he 

was given a dispensation from serving in the 

army for no apparent reason.” 

Rav Dovid explained, “Anyone induct-

ed into the army during those years was in 

serious spiritual danger. He was required to 

violate Shabbos every week and eat non-

kosher food at every meal. It is also well 

known, that my father and our family left 

the Nazi occupation with astounding mira-

cles. Although he had a faked passport, it 

was still a clear manifestation of Divine 

providence that he got away. Interestingly, 

when they got to the Soviet border, a Gesta-

po guard suddenly began to chase them and 

screamed that they halt and give him mon-

ey, but Stalin’s soldiers threatened him and 

he ran away. 

“Later, my father explained that the 

entire time he had indeed focused on the 

segulah, but when he saw the border and 

thought he was out of danger he stopped. 

The minute he did so, the Nazi began to 

chase them!”1 � 

    �     יגדיל תורה, ח"א, ע' שכ"א .1

STORIES Off the Daf  

the same as needed in other capital cases. It is enough that 

when the מסית presents his argument to worship idolatry that 

he be told, “How can we possibly abandon our God in Heaven 

and worship gods of wood and stone!?”  If he still persists in his 

efforts to corrupt others,  he is liable. 

Another difference between these cases is whether we se-

cretly set up witnesses to listen in to the appeal the מסית makes.  

We only set up a covert operation to hear a מסית in action, as 

described in the Mishnah.  Rambam, in his Commentary to the 

Mishnah, writes that this procedure is not done for a מדיח. 

The rule by all capital cases is that the court actively seeks to 

find mitigating circumstances and considerations to find the 

offender innocent (טוענים).  If the defendant himself does not 

realize that he has a particular claim for innocence, and the 

court knows about it, the court will present the argument on his 

behalf.  This is also done for a מדיח.  However, based upon the 

verse (ibid.) to not show mercy for him, and based upon the 

lesson learned from how the snake in Gan Eden was treated as 

a מסית, this is not done for a מסית.  � 

 (Insight...continued from page 1) 
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The obligation to grow and develop to one’s full potential 
 אמר לו רבי עקיבא שלי מהו? אמר לו שלך קשה משלהן

W hen the sages visited R’ Eliezer they sat at a distance of 
four amos, in observance of his being banned.  When R’ Eliezer 

asked them why they had come, they told him that they wanted to 

learn Torah from him.  He asked them why they had not come 

until then, they told him that they had not found time to come. 

R’ Eliezer detected that they really had not come due to his being 

in banishment, and he told them that he would be surprised if 

they would each die a natural death. Rabbi Akiva, who was 

among the group, asked about his own death, whereupon R’ 

Eliezer informed R’ Akiva that he would die a worse death than 

the others.  Rashi explains that R’ Akiva was the greatest among 

the group, and justice is more exacting for one who is perfectly 

righteous.  Other commentators explain that Rabbi Akiva was a 

greater sage, and he would have accomplished much more had he 

learned from R’ Eliezer.  The loss of Rabbi Akiva’s not learning 

with R’ Eliezer was more profound than it was with the others. 

In his Sichos Musar (5731, #18), R’ Chaim Shmuelevitz dis-

cusses the tremendous responsibility there is for a person to 

strive for greatness and to be respectful of his Torah teachers.  If 

a person does not utilize the resources he has and he does not 

avail himself of the opportunities which present themselves to 

him to grow and develop in Torah and the service of Hashem, he 

suffers personal loss, and he causes irreparable harm to the world 

at large.  This explains what R’ Eliezer meant when he said R’ 

Akiva would suffer a worse death than the other sages.  As Rashi 

explains, Rabbi Akiva’s heart and mind were “as wide as a hall-

way,” and had he studied with R’ Eliezer he would have accom-

plished great strides in Torah. 

Alas, this opportunity was lost.  The death of Rabbi Akiva 

was a torturous one, with his skin being scraped off with iron 

combs.  Even Moshe Rabeinu, who was apprised of this develop-

ment (Berachos 61b), exclaimed, “Is this Torah and its reward!?” 

Nevertheless, the punishment he suffered was that his body was 

mistreated to a great degree, which corresponded to the lack of 

honor which R’ Eliezer suffered with Rabbi Akiva’s not learning 

Torah from him. 

We obviously have no concept of the greatness of R’ Akiva, 

as Moshe Rabeinu himself declared that the Torah was worthy of 

being given to the Jews via R’ Akiva more than with Moshe him-

self.  Still, the accusation against R’ Akiva was levied for his not 

achieving a higher level. 

We must each learn a lesson regarding our own striving for 

greatness in Torah and in mitzvah observance.  A person should 

never underestimate what he can accomplish and what his poten-

tial is in terms of spiritual heights.  � 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  R’ Akiva’s teaching 

The Gemara quotes at length a Baraisa that indicates that 

R’ Akiva learned the halacha regarding cucumbers from R’ 

Eliezer rather than from R’ Yehoshua as indicated by the Mish-

nah. 

The Gemara answers that when he learned the halacha 

from R’ Eliezer he didn’t understand it, and it was only after R’ 

Yehoshua explained it to him that he understood the halacha. 

The Gemara questions how R’ Eliezer was permitted to 

practice sorcery as he did in the above-cited incident. 

The Gemara answers that performing sorcery for learning 

purposes is permitted. 
 

 הדרן עלך ארבע מיתות
 

2)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah discusses the age range in which 

a child could become a בן סורר ומורה. 
 

3)  The exemption of a minor 

The Gemara asks for the source that a minor can not be-

come a בן סורר ומורה. 

The intent of the question is challenged and the Gemara 

explains the rationale behind the question. 

Two opinions are cited regarding the physical characteristic 

necessary for a child to be a possible בן סורר ומורה. 
 

4)  Can a minor father a child? 

(Continued on page 2) 

 

1. Why did R’ Eliezer think that the sages would die an 

unusual death? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. Why did R’ Akiva attribute a teaching to R’ Yehoshua 

when it was first taught to him by R’ Eliezer? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. Is a verse needed to teach that a minor cannot become a 

 ?בן סורר ומורה

 _________________________________________ 

4. What is the point of dispute between R’ Chisda and 

Rabbah? 

 ________________________________________ 
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Inflicting a wound upon one’s self 
 היה מכה בבשרו עד שדמו שותת לארץ

He struck his flesh until blood flowed to the ground 

S ince the advent of cosmetic surgery, Poskim have discussed 
whether elective cosmetic surgery is permitted and the circum-

stances when it would be permitted.  The primary reason that it 

should be prohibited is that it is forbidden for a person to inflict 

a wound upon himself (חובל בעצמו). Seemingly, to have a doctor 

perform surgery that is not medically necessary should be prohib-

ited. 

Rav Moshe Feinstein1 discusses this issur and a primary part 

of his discussion revolves around the wording of Rambam.  Ram-

bam2 writes that it is prohibited for one to strike a fellow Jew in a 

belligerent manner (דרך נציון) or, according to other versions, in a 

degrading manner (דרך בזיון). Accordingly, if one wounds 

another person in order to beautify that person, it is not done in 

either a belligerent or degrading manner and it is permitted.  In 

view of this, it is logical to assume that the prohibition against 

inflicting a wound upon one’s self applies only when it is done in 

a belligerent or degrading manner. 

Rav Feinstein cites a number of proofs to this assertion.  

One proof is found in the Gemara Bava Kama (91a).  The Gema-

ra there relates that when R’ Chisda walked among thorns he 

would roll up his clothes so that his skin would be scratched ra-

ther than his clothes.  His rationale for this was simple; skin heals 

and clothing does not.  The fact that R’ Chisda was allowed to 

knowingly cause himself to be scratched to avoid damage to his 

clothing indicates that one does not violate the prohibition 

against wounding one’s self when the wound is not inflicted in a 

belligerent or degrading manner.  In the course of discussing this 

principle he mentions Tosafos3 to our Gemara who writes that R’ 

Akiva did not violate the prohibition against cutting himself 

שריטה)(  following the death of R’ Eliezar since his action was 

motivated by the loss of Torah that R’ Eliezar’s death represented 

rather than the loss of R’ Eliezar’s life.  The question that Tosafos 

does not address is why R’ Akiva did not violate the prohibition 

against wounding himself.  The answer is that his wound was an 

expression of suffering and was not done in a belligerent or de-

grading manner and thus did not violate the prohibition against 

inflicting a wound upon one’s self.    � 
 שו"ת אג"מ חו"מ ח"ב סי' ס"ו. .1
 רמב"ם פ"ה מהל' חובל ומזיק ה"א. .2
 �תוס' ד"ה היה מכה.      .3

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. 

“Like a Dog Lapping at the Sea”    
  "ככלב המלקק מן הים..."

A  certain rabbi once ran into a 
“freethinker” who was himself quite a 

scholar. With hardly a word of introduc-

tion, the non-believer declared that he was 

learning Bible criticism and had spoken to 

many religious people who were unable to 

reply to the compelling questions he 

posed.  

The rabbi asked the academic what 

Rishonim he had learned. The academic 

was obviously taken aback and his halting 

reply showed that he had never studied 

rishonim at all. He defended himself with 

the statement, “Clearly, the Torah must be 

a work that is complete in and of itself, 

requiring no added exposition by the rab-

bis...” he began. 

“Anyone who thinks so has not 

learned it carefully,” replied the rabbi. 

“For example, the verse tells us, ‘and you 

shall slaughter of your cattle...as I have 

commanded you,’ yet nowhere in the rest 

of the Torah do we find instructions as to 

how we are meant to slaughter animals. 

Obviously, the accompanying instruction 

was transmitted orally—the oral Torah of 

the rabbis that you find superfluous.” 

The academic was flustered for only a 

moment before he blurted out his igno-

rant response, “There is no such verse.” 

“Try parshas ראה,” the rabbi replied. 

“And it’s not just there. Many mitzvos can-

not possibly be fulfilled with only the writ-

ten instructions. We are told to put ‘a 

sign’ on our arms and ‘a totafos’ between 

our eyes. What are these? How are we to 

manufacture the tzitzis that are to be 

placed on the corners of our garments? 

The list goes on and on and demonstrates 

clearly that the written Torah cannot be 

understood without the oral Torah.” 

“But why was there an oral Torah?” 

asked the academic. “Why not write it all 

down?” 

“Excellent question! The Maharal ex-

plains that the Torah is meant for every 

level, from small children to the deepest 

minds. It therefore has many levels of oral 

tradition imbedded into the text. In this 

manner the chumash relates to everyone 

since as one advances he learns what he 

can understand and not more. He also 

says that because there are so many details 

of the oral law it would be impossible to 

write everything down in any event.1  

“From Rabbi Eliezer in Sanhedrin 68 

we see an example of this great abundance 

of halachos. He said that although he had 

learned much from his teachers, what he 

absorbed can be compared to a dog lap-

ping at the sea. He was discussing the 

many details of each and every law, which 

cannot possibly be recorded without 

countless books. Life is complex, so why 

assume God’s word is not?”   � 
    �     מהר"ל  בסוף תפארת ישראל1

STORIES Off the Daf  

R’ Chisda teaches that a minor who fathered a child can 

not be a בן סורר ומורה. 

R’ Chisda’s exposition is challenged and subsequently clari-

fied. 

It is noted that Rabbah disagrees with R’ Chisda’s basic 

assumption that a minor can father a child. 

Rabbah cites a verse that supports his position.    � 

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

סנהדרין ס
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Earlier generations gave birth at younger ages 
 ‘אלא מהכא אלה תולדות תרח תרח הוליד את אברם וגו

T he Gemara cited a disagreement between Beis Hillel and 

Beis Shamai that hinged upon the observation that we find 

that in earlier generations people at age eight were able to fa-

ther children.  The Gemara attempted to substantiate this fact 

by monitoring the ages of Achitophel, Eliam and Bas Sheva, 

leading up to the birth of Shlomo.  This proof was shown to 

be inconclusive. 

The Gemara finally brings a proof from Terach, the father 

of Avraham Avinu, to prove its contention that in earlier gen-

erations young men at the age of eight were able to father chil-

dren.  The verse (Bereshis 11:26) teaches that Terach had three 

sons, Avram, Nachor and Haran.  The Gemara assumes that 

Avram and his two brothers were born in successive years, and 

in the order listed in the verse.  Accordingly, Avram was two 

years older than Haran.  Later, the Torah tells us that Avram 

married Sarai, the daughter of Haran (according to the Mid-

rash).  We also know that Avraham was ten years older than 

Sarai, even though he was only two years older than her father.  

It must be, therefore, that Haran had Sarai, his daughter, 

when he himself was only eight years old. 

Aruch LaNer asks why it is that the Gemara did not first 

bring the proof regarding Terach, which is rooted in a verse in 

the Torah, rather than attempting to bring its proof from the 

verses in Navi, from Sefer Shmuel?  He answers that the proof 

from Sefer Shmuel would have been a better proof for the Ge-

mara to demonstrate its rule, because there we see that three 

people, in three successive generations, each had a child at age 

(Continued on page 2) 

Distinctive INSIGHT 

Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated  

By Rabbi and Mrs. Michael Glassenberg 

In memory of their father 
 ר' משה בן ר' ארי' לייב, ע"ה

1)  Can a minor father a child? (cont.) 

Abaye unsuccessfully challenges Rabbah’s position that a 

minor cannot father a child. 

Dvei Chizkiya also cites a Baraisa that maintains that a mi-

nor cannot father a child. 

Another unsuccessful challenge to Rabbah’s position is pre-

sented. 

 

2)  The period of time a child can become a בן סורר ומורה 

R’ Kruspedai in the name of R’ Shabsai asserts that there is 

only a three-month window in which a child could be made a  בן

 .סורר ומורה

This assertion is unsuccessfully challenged. 

R’ Yaakov from Nehar Pekod deduced that when a woman 

gives birth in seven months her pregnancy is not recognizable 

when she is one third of the way through her pregnancy. 

Ravina rejected this deduction. 

Ravina’s premise that we follow the majority when it comes 

to capital cases is unsuccessfully challenged. 

R’ Yirmiyah of Difti cited a second proof that we follow the 

majority when it comes to capital cases. 

This proof is rejected. 

 

3)  The age at which a boy’s cohabitation is recognized 

A Baraisa presents a dispute between Beis Shammai and 

Beis Hillel concerning liability for a minor who has relations 

with his mother. 

The exact point of dispute is explained. 

One unsuccessful attempt to prove that in earlier genera-

tions boys could father children at the age of eight is presented. 

A second unsuccessful attempt to prove that in earlier gen-

erations children could father children at the age of eight is sug-

gested. 

The Gemara succeeds at demonstrating that in earlier gen-

erations children could father children at the age of eight. 

 

 בן סורר ומורה  (4

A Baraisa presents the exposition that teaches that only a 

male can be a בן סורר ומורה and not a female.    � 
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1. What does Dvei Chizkiyah derive from the words  וכי

 ?יזיד איש

 _________________________________________ 

2. Do we follow רוב when deciding capital cases? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. What is the point of dispute between Beis Shammai and 

Beis Hillel? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. How do we know that Shem was the youngest of No-

ach’s sons? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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When does one become a father? 
 "בן" ולא הראוי לקרותו אב

“A child” and not one who is fit to be called a father 

A n interesting issue that is discussed in the general topic 

of surrogate motherhood is the question of paternity.  Specifi-

cally, at one point is one considered to be the father of a child?  

Teshuvas Yachel Yisroel1 writes that at first glance it would 

seem that fatherhood is determined at the moment of concep-

tion.  Behag rules that if a Jewish man has relations with a gen-

tile woman who then converts and gives birth, the child is con-

sidered a convert.  A consequence of the fact that the child is a 

convert is that he is not considered the halachic child of his 

Jewish father and when the father dies this “son” will not in-

herit his estate.  The reason for this ruling is that yichus is es-

tablished at the moment of conception and since the mother 

was not Jewish at the time of conception the child adopts the 

mother’s yichus and converts while in the womb together with 

his mother. 

A difficulty with this assumption is our Gemara.  The Ge-

mara states that there is only a three-month window in which a 

child could become a בן סורר ומורה, from his thirteenth 

birthday until he is thirteen and three months.  The reason 

that he cannot become a בן סורר ומורה beyond three months 

from his thirteenth birthday is that at that point he could al-

ready be called a father.  Had he impregnated a woman on his 

thirteenth birthday the fetus would be recognizable and he 

could be called a father and the Torah refers to a child who is 

sorer umorah and not a father who is sorer umoreh. 

R’ Yosef Engel2 answers that halachically one is considered 

a father from the moment of conception.  The Gemara in San-

hedrin is not addressing the question of when one halachically 

is called a father; rather it is addressing the reality that a per-

son is not recognized as a father until the fetus is recognized in 

the mother’s womb.  A slight difficulty he has with this expla-

nation is that Rashi3 writes that to be a בן סורר ומורה one 

cannot be fit to be a father (ולא ראוי להיות אב) rather than that 

he is not called a father (ולא ראוי להיקרות אב).    �  
 שו"ת יחל ישראל סי' כ"ט. .1
 בית האוצר מערכת א כלל ד'. .2
 �רש"י ד"ה אלא כי אתא ר' דימי.     .3

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. 

A critical period 
  "אינו אלא ג' חדשים בלבד..."

R av Yechiel Michel Stern, shlit”a, ex-

plained the significance of becoming bar 

mitzvah in a very inspiring manner. 

“Imagine people watching a film in a dark 

room. Someone walks in and wonders 

what will happen if he shines some of his 

own light on the screen. Will the images 

be sharper or dimmed? Of course, the mo-

ment he flips on his powerful flashlight 

and shines it on the screen, the image is 

seen for what it really is: a collection of 

lights that does not represent reality. Peo-

ple will likely insist that he stop ruining 

the image with the extra illumination.  

“The same is true regarding illicit de-

sires and sin. The image seems compelling 

only as long as one refrains from shining 

the light of the intellect on the image. The 

moment he puts it into proper perspective, 

it is shown to be nothing more than an 

illusion. 

“Our sages say that the yetzer hara is 

compared to a fly. Like a fly which thrives 

on a wound or rot, but does no harm to 

healthy skin, our yetzer hara needs an 

opening to make his mischief. If one is 

vigilant and seals any possible entrances 

with his newly acquired yetzer tov, he has 

nothing to worry about.”1 

 Now we can understand why a ben 

sorer u’moreh is only punished from bar 

mitzvah until three months after bar mitz-

vah. This time is so essential for setting 

safeguards and becoming a mentch that if 

one follows in the ways of a ben sorer 

u’moreh during this time, he will certainly 

follow an evil path for the rest of his life. 

Of course the rule is that the good out-

weighs the bad. We see from this that one 

who uses these three months properly, to 

strengthen his connection to Hashem and 

accept the yoke of heaven, will surely go in 

a good way and live an upright life!”2     
� 

 רעיונות לדרוש, ע' ס' .1

 �שם משמואל, פרשת כי תצא, תרע"א     .2

STORIES Off the Daf  

eight.  This would have established a חזקה, and the rule would 

have been well founded.  Only when the proof was shown to 

be inconclusive did the Gemara revert to the proof from 

Haran, the brother of Avram, even though it only illustrates 

the rule in regard to a single instance of someone having a 

child at age eight. 

 notes that the Gemara said that Avram, Nachor יד רמה

and Haran were born in successive years, and that each one of 

the brothers was one year older than the next.  This is not ex-

actly precise, because after the birth of Avram it was technical-

ly possible for his mother to have two more pregnancies and 

births within fourteen months (seven months is the minimum 

time possible for gestation and birth.)  Why does the Gemara 

assume automatically that each brother was a full year younger 

than his sibling?  He answers that once the Gemara realizes 

that we have entered into a new year, we count that year that 

is in progress as if it is complete.  In other words, counting 

from the birth of Avram, fourteen month later is past one year 

later, and it is into the third year counting.  And in any case, 

Haran had his daughter before he was nine, which is within 

the range about which Beis Hillel and Beis Shamai dispute.  � 

 (Insight...continued from page 1) 
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Making amends 
דתניא...אותו אילן שאכל ממנו אדם הראשון...רבי נחמיה אומר 

 תאנה היתה

O ur Gemara quotes a Baraisa which cites the opinion of 
Rabbi Nechemiah that the Tree of Knowledge from which 

Adam and Chava ate was a fig tree. Rabbi Nechemiah contin-

ues and says, “By means of the thing that corrupted them, 

they fixed themselves.” Tosafos comments that the Torah em-

phasizes that Adam and Chava “sewed fig leaves together and 

made themselves girdles.” (Bereshis 3:7)  All the other trees in 

the Garden refused to supply clothing to those who had re-

belled against Hashem.  Only the fig tree, through which the 

damage took place, felt responsible to offer its assistance.  

At first glance, this Gemara seems difficult to compre-

hend. In reality, the fig tree did not in any way directly con-

tribute to the corruption. Furthermore, Rashi adds that the 

Torah intentionally concealed the identity of the tree to spare 

it the eternal shame, lest people point it out as the one that 

caused suffering to the world. The Torah attempted to dis-

tance the fig tree's involvement in this incident.  

In his Chidushei HaLev, Rabbi Henoch Lebowitz, zt”l, 

suggests that it is natural and, in fact, incumbent upon us to 

feel a special sense of sympathy in such a scenario. Even when 

our involvement in an unfortunate occurrence is only inci-

dental, we must feel responsible even though we did not di-

rectly contribute to the regrettable result. A passive spectator 

should not feel absolved from any type of responsibility be-

cause he was not actively involved in a crime. 

When Adam and Chava suffered a serious downfall, as 

they took from the fig tree, the fig tree had a direct obligation 

to help them reconstruct their lives in a dignified fashion.   � 

Distinctive INSIGHT 

Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated  

  Gitel Roiza bas R’ Avraham Zev HaKohenלע"נ 

1)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah discusses what a child must 

do to be categorized as a בן סורר ומורה. 
 

2)  Eating meat and drinking wine 

R’ Zeira quantifies a תרטימר. 

R’ Chanan bar Moladah in the name of R’ Huna notes 

two prerequisites for being a בן סורר ומורה. 

The second prerequisite is unsuccessfully challenged. 

Rabbah and R’ Yosef note another prerequisite. 

The definitions of salted meat and fresh wine are exam-

ined. 
 

3)  Wine 

R’ Chanan mentions a constructive use of wine. 

R’ Yitzchok and Rava exposit a verse related to red wine. 

R’ Kahana and Rava teach that in moderation wine 

could have positive effects but in excess is damaging. 

Numerous expositions related to the negative conse-

quences of drinking wine are presented. 
 

4)  Cham and Noach 

Rav and Shmuel disagree about what Cham did to 

Noach. 

Another verse related to Noach’s downfall from wine is 

recorded. 
 

5)  Wine 

The Gemara returns to the verses in Mishlei that empha-

sized the evil of wine and elaborates on those verses. 
 

6)  Eating with others 

R’ Avahu rules that a child is not punished as a  בן סורר

 .unless he ate with a group of no-gooders ומורה

This assertion is unsuccessfully challenged. 
 

7)  Intercalation meal 

The emphasis that a child is not punished as a  בן סורר

 if he ate at the meal to publicize the intercalation is ומורה

explained. 

A Baraisa is cited that discusses the intercalation meal. 

The last ruling of the Baraisa is unsuccessfully chal-

lenged. 
 

8)  Clarifying the Mishnah 

The reason a child who consumes meat and wine pur-
(Continued on page 2) 

 

1. How much meat and wine msut a child consume to 

qualify as a בן סורר ומורה? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What did Cham do to his father Noach? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. Why was Shlomo’s mother ready to hit him? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What foods and drinks other than alcohol are intoxicat-

ing? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 

This month’s Daf Digest is dedicated  
 לעילוי נשמת צבי בן יחזקאל יוסף גרין, מחסידי דעעש

From the Grin family, Sao Paulo, Brazil 



Number 1880— ‘ סנהדרין ע  

The joy of meat 
 א"ר חנינא בר כהנא כל זמן שהוא כשלמים

R’ Chanina bar Kahana said: As long as it is like Korban Shelamim 

meat 

R ashi1 writes that meat that has been in salt for two days 
and a night is considered “salted” and may be consumed on 

Erev Tisha B’Av.  If the meat has been in salt for less than this 

period of time it is considered “fresh” and may not be con-

sumed on Erev Tisha b’Av.  The reason the fresh meat may 

not be consumed on Erev Tisha B’Av is that it brings a person 

joy which is incongruous with the mood of Erev Tisha B’Av. 

Rambam2 writes that even nowadays one fulfills the mitz-

vah of simcha on Yom Tov by eating meat and drinking wine. 

Beis Yosef3 notes that this ruling is difficult in light of the Ge-

mara in Pesachim. The Gemara Pesachim (109a) cites R’ Yehu-

dah ben Besaira who states that when the Beis Hamikdash was 

extant the mitzvah of simcha on Yom Tov was fulfilled by eat-

ing meat but now that the Beis Hamikdash is no longer extant 

the mitzvah of simcha  is fulfilled by drinking wine. How then 

could Rambam rule that nowadays the mitzvah of simcha is 

fulfilled by eating meat? 

Yam Shel Shlomo4 answers that R’ Yehudah ben Besaira 

did not mean to indicate that eating meat when the Beis 

Hamikdash is no longer extant does not fulfill the mitzvah.  

His intent was that while the Beis Hamikdash was extant the 

mitzvah of simcha could be fulfilled by eating meat without 

drinking any wine.  Nowadays that we are not eating Korban 

Shelamim meat the way by which we experience simcha is by 

drinking wine in conjunction with eating meat.  The approach 

of Yam Shel Shlomo is not necessarily at odds with Rashi who 

wrote that meat by itself brings a person into a state of joy.  As 

far as Erev Tisha B’Av is concerned even a little joy is incon-

gruent and thus one may not eat “fresh” meat on Erev Tisha 

B’Av.  The simcha expected on Yom Tov is a higher degree of 

simcha and to achieve that level of simcha one must drink 

wine in addition to eating meat.    �  
 רש"י ד"ה כל זמן. .1
 י"ח.-רמב"ם פ"ו מהל' יו"ט הי"ז .2
 בית יוסף או"ח סי' תקכ"ט ד"ה ובמ"ש. .3
 �ים של שלמה ביצה פ"ב סי' ה'.     .4
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A Seudas Mitzvah 
  "זולל וסובא..."

B efore discussing the halachos of 
hand-washing, the Aruch HaShulchan, 

zt”l, introduces an important principle. 

“It is forbidden to eat or drink like a 

glutton, as the verse states, ‘ בננו זה זולל

 This child of ours guzzles and— וסובא

stuffs himself.’ The Rambam rules that 

overeating like a ben sorer u’moreh is a 

Torah prohibition even in our times. 

Instead, one should eat with derech er-

etz, not while standing or even if one sits 

in the market place.”1 

But how should one avoid eating for 

pleasure alone, which is how people fall 

into overeating in the first place? The 

Shelah provides many important insights 

into this question. “Each person must 

sanctify himself when he eats, as the 

verse states, ‘קדושים תהיו –  You shall be 

holy,’ which our sages teach means to 

sanctify ourselves within the bounds of 

that which is permitted. Therefore one 

should not be a glutton or bolt his food. 

Instead, he should eat with proper deco-

rum. We can do this practically by re-

calling that we are before Hashem when 

we eat. Recalling this will surely help a 

person eat properly, since remembering 

that we stand before Hashem at all times 

brings one to humility and fear of Ha-

shem. 

“We must recall that every human 

being consists of two different souls, the 

soul which gives him physical life and 

the soul which is the seat of the intellect. 

Physical food feeds the former but the 

latter is only sustained by deep thoughts 

and intentions. We must feed our higher 

souls no less than our physical selves, 

and we do so by thinking about the spir-

itual content of our meal. If we are eat-

ing a seudas mitzvah we should recall 

this as we eat. Even if not, we should 

contemplate that we eat to have energy 

to serve Hashem or focus on our 

berachos or that the food we eat is ko-

sher since this is Hashem’s will. One 

who focuses on such thoughts eats a 

 every meal, since all of his סעודת מצוה

food is imbued with spirituality!”2    � 
 עו"ה, או"ח, ס' קנ"ז, ס"ק א' .1

 של"ה, שער האותיות, קדושת האכילה   .2
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chased with ma’aser sheni funds is not punished as a  בן סורר

 .is explained ומורה

Rava rules that a child who eats fowl does not become a 

 .בן סורר ומורה

This ruling is unsuccessfully challenged. 

The Mishnah’s cases of eating something that was a mitz-

vah or that involves a transgression are explained. 

The Gemara explains that the language of the Mishnah 

teaches that even a child who consumed other foods that are 

intoxicating does not qualify as a בן סורר ומורה. 

A Baraisa is cited that proves that milk and certain 

pressed figs are intoxicating.    � 

 (Overview...continued from page 1) 


