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OVERVIEW of the Daf 

סנהדרין מ
 ו“

The Shechina suffers when we suffer 
אמר רבי מאיר בשעה שאדם מצטער שכינה מה לשון אומרת? קלני 

 מראשי קלני מזרועי

I n his Ateres Mordechai on the Torah, Rabbi Mordechai 

Rogow, zt”l, explains that there are varying conditions each of 

which can result in the Jews being forgiven. For example, we 

find (Tanchuma, Acharei Mos 10) that the death of a righteous 

person can result in atonement, due to the ensuing mood of 

repentance which occurs.  Also, enduring suffering and physi-

cal afflictions have the effect of purging one's soul of sin (see 

Yoma 86a).  Yet, these methods, although operative, are nega-

tive in nature.  When they occur, it is as if the Shechina itself 

suffers along with us, as we find in our Mishnah, where we 

find that when a person anguishes, the Shechina bemoans, 

“Woe for My head, woe for My arm.” 

The atonement of Yom Kippur is different.  It is made 

possible due to Hashem's boundless mercy and His gracious 

willingness to forgive. The verse in Vayikra (16:34) states: 

“And this shall be an everlasting statute for you, to make 

atonement for the children of Israel once a year because of all 

their sins.”  This seems to highlight the rituals of the Yom Kip-

pur service as being essential and basic to the atonement, as it 

emphasizes: “This shall be for you as a statute forever, to pro-

cure expiation for Bnei Yisrael.”  How are we to understand 

the role of Yom Kippur in this process? 

The Mishna (Avos 4:2) states: “The reward of a mitzvah is 

a mitzvah, the retribution for a sin is sin.”  This means that 

when a person performs a mitzvah, his reward will actually be 

double.  Besides the direct reward for doing the mitzvah, he is 

granted credit for providing the Shechina with satisfaction in 

that Hashem is now able to reward him.  On the other hand, 

when a person commits a transgression, he is to be punished 

for the sin itself, and also for having caused the Shechina the 

anguish and distress at having to punish him.  The result of a 

sin is itself another sin, that of initiating the cycle of punish-

ment. 

The verse in Vayikra declares that Hashem desires that the 

only process of atonement which we should utilize is that of 

Yom Kippur itself.  Although other methods are definitely 

functional, yet, it is as if Hashem urges us to avoid behavior 

which might necessitate death or suffering as the means for 

forgiveness.  We should thereby merit that the process of Yom 

Kippur be once a year only, and that it not have to recur in 

other manners at other times as well.   � 
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1)  Hanging those who were stoned (cont.) 

The Gemara concludes explaining the point of dispute be-

tween Rabanan and R’ Eliezer whether all those who were 

stoned were hung or only idolaters and blasphemers. 

2)  Hanging women after stoning 

The Gemara records the exchange between Rabanan and R’ 

Eliezer whether a woman is hung after stoning. 

3)  Trying two capital cases on the same day 

R’ Chisda asserts that the restriction against trying two capi-

tal cases on the same day does not include cases involving the 

same method of execution. 

This position is successfully challenged and thus slightly 

modified. 

The assertion that two cases that are exactly the same may be 

adjudicated on the same day is unsuccessfully challenged. 

4)  Extralegal penalties 

A Beraisa elaborates on Bais Din’s right to impose extralegal 

penalties similar to the report of R’ Shimon ben Shetach record-

ed in the Mishnah. 

5)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah describes the procedure for hang-

ing the corpse of one who was stoned.  The prohibition against 

leaving this corpse or any corpse unburied is discussed before the 

Mishnah resumes its discussion for burying the corpse of one 

who was stoned.  The Mishnah concludes by teaching that the 

relatives of the deceased express interest in the welfare of the 

witnesses. 

6)  The hanging procedure 

A Beraisa elaborates on the procedure for hanging the 

corpse of the one who was stoned. 

Another Beraisa elaborates on the dispute between R’ Yosi 

and Rabanan whether the post used for the hanging was sunk 

into the ground. 

7)  Hashem’s disgrace 

R’ Meir explains why hanging a person is a disgrace to Ha-

shem. 

(Continued on page 2) 

 

1. When is a Beis Din allowed to adjudicate two capital 

cases on the same day? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What are the reasons to allow a corpse to remain unbur-

ied overnight? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. Why is a hanging person an insult to Hashem? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What is the practical difference whether a eulogy is to 

honor the living or the deceased? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 



Number 1856— ו “סנהדרין מ  

Extolling the virtues of the deceased 
 הספידא יקרא דחיי הוי או יקרא דשכבי הוי

Is a hesped delivered to give honor to the living or to give honor to the de-

ceased? 

T he Gemara begins a discussion of whether the hesped – eulogy 

– is delivered to give honor to the surviving relatives of the de-

ceased or whether it is to give honor to the deceased himself.  The 

final conclusion of the Gemara is that its purpose is to give honor 

to the deceased.  For this reason Shulchan Aruch1 rules that we 

may forcibly take money from heirs who do not want to pay for the 

eulogy the same as we forcibly take money from heirs who refuse to 

pay for their deceased relative’s burial.  For the same reason, if a 

person instructs his survivors not to deliver a eulogy his request 

should be honored since it is for his benefit and he has the right to 

forgo that benefit2. 

When delivering the eulogy Shulchan Aruch3 writes that one is 

not permitted to overly exaggerate; rather one should highlight the 

positive traits of the deceased and one may add a bit to one’s de-

scription as long as one does not exaggerate. Taz4 questions the 

meaning of this ruling. What difference does it make whether it’s a 

big lie or a small lie? Either way it should be prohibited to say some-

thing about the deceased that it untrue. Bach5 answers that since it 

is prohibited to be too brief in one’s praise of the deceased, Chazal 

allowed a small degree of exaggeration to assure the eulogizer will 

not be too terse.  Their thinking was that if one were not permitted 

to exaggerate at all, many eulogizers would end up being too curt.  

Taz answers that it is safe to assume that a person who does a mitz-

vah to a certain degree would do more had he been blessed with 

more resources.  For example, if a person gave tzedaka in accord-

ance with his means it is safe to assume that he would have given 

larger amounts had Hashem entrusted him with more money.  That 

being so, the eulogizer is allowed to exaggerate slightly the scope of 

the deceased’s traits and such a eulogy is not considered a lie.   � 
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“My head hurts me, my arm hurts me” 
   "קלני מראשי קלני מזרעי..."

R av Levi Yitzchak of Berditchov, zt”l, 
was loved and admired for his advocacy on 

behalf of the Jewish people. One time he 

said, “Master of the universe! If You will 

forgive your children’s sins, well and good. 

But if not, I will be forced to reveal to the 

entire world that Your tefillin are not ko-

sher! For do we not find that Your tefillin 

contain the verse, ‘Who is like Your people 

Yisrael, a unique nation on earth?’ If the 

Jewish people are filled with sin, what distin-

guishes them from other nations?” 

When Rav Yisrael of Ruzhin, zt”l, re-

counted this story he commented, “This 

explains a statement in the Gemara in San-

hedrin 46 that seems hard to understand. 

There we find that when the Jewish people 

are in pain Hashem says, ‘My arm hurts Me, 

My head hurts Me.’ But why are the arm 

and the head specifically used to illustrate 

Hashem’s pain? The answer is that all suffer-

ing is a direct result of sin. Hashem’s ‘arm 

and head’ allude to His tefillin which are 

placed on the arm and the head. These are 

rendered unfit, as it were, as a result of our 

sins which cause our pain in the first 

place...” 

His son, the Rebbe of Sadigura, zt”l, 

expanded on this idea to explain the phrase 

in Selichos, “ ‘Do it for the sake of Your 

pe’er—Your splendor.’ Our sages teach that 

‘splendor’ means the tefillin. We beg Ha-

shem to forgive us so that His tefillin will 

not be pasul.”1 

Each night when Rav Yechezkel of 

Kuzmir, zt”l, left the beis midrash he would 

gaze at the sky and say, “Ribono shel olam! I 

wish You a good night.” 

When asked what this could possibly 

mean, he explained, “In Sanhedrin 46 we 

find that when Jews suffer, Hashem suffers 

too. Now we are in the month of Teves 

when the nights are long and cold. Those 

who have a good livelihood have wood to 

heat their homes and food on the table, and 

those who do not will suffer, chas v’shalom. 

This is my way to petition Hashem to give 

Jews parnasah so we do not suffer—if He has 

a good night, so will the Jewish people!”2    � 
 נר ישראל, ח"ב, ע' ק"י .1

    יד יוסף, ע' ס"ז .2

STORIES Off the Daf  

Abaye explains the term קללת used by R’ Meir. 

Rava challenges this explanation and offers an alternative 

explanation. 

The allowance to make two expositions from this word is 

explained. 

8)  Leaving a corpse unburied 

R’ Yochanan in the name of R’ Shimon ben Yochai cites the 

source for the prohibition against leaving a corpse unburied. 

A second version of this statement is recorded. 

The Gemara records a discussion between King Shavur and 

R’ Chama regarding the Biblical command to bury a corpse. 

Additional sources for the obligation to bury a corpse are 

suggested but rejected. 

The Gemara inquires whether burial is to avoid disgrace or 

to provide atonement. 

The practical difference between these two possibilities is 

explained. 

Numerous unsuccessful attempts to resolve this matter are 

presented and the matter is left unresolved. 

9)  Eulogy 

The Gemara inquires whether the eulogy is to honor the 

living or the deceased and the practical difference between these 

approaches is explained. 

Numerous unsuccessful attempts to resolve this matter are 

presented.    � 

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

סנהדרין מ
 ז“

When do Abaye and Rava disagree regarding הזמנה? 
 איתמר האורג בגד למת אביי אמר אסור, ורבא אמר מותר

A baye and Rava discuss the halacha of הזמנה — where an 

object is designated to be used for a mitzvah, i.e., for the buri-

al of the dead.  The specific example given is where, after 

someone died, a garment was woven to be used for the buri-

al.  According to Abaye the garment is thereby prohibited to 

be used for anything else, while Rava contends that it may be 

used for other purposes.  ן“ר  cites Ramban who holds that 

this dispute refers to mere designating of the object without 

any further action.  Abaye holds that even before the body is 

wrapped in the garment it is already limited and restricted 

from any other use.  ן“ר  himself holds that the case only 

refers to where the designation was made with a formal ac-

tion, such as a purchase, collection of funds from one person 

to another, or placing the object on the body or in the grave.  

If it was only done verbally, even Abaye would say that it is 

not yet binding, and the object may be reassigned for another 

purpose.  Tosafos (48a) presents a middle-ground approach 

to the case, and explains that Abaye and Rava disagree in a 

case where the person made a verbal designation, but rein-

forced his words by holding the object in his hand as he 

made his declaration. 

The בעל המאור holds that even according to Abaye, if the 

designation is in regard to land, for example where someone 

declares that a certain plot will be used for a particular grave, 

the designation is only valid if the verbal statement is accom-

panied by an action.  If the item being referred to is a movea-

ble object, for example, a garment for the dead or a bag used 

(Continued on page 2) 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Eulogy (cont.) 

The Gemara continues to determine whether a eulogy is 

to honor the living or the deceased. 

The final conclusion is that the eulogy is to honor the 

deceased. 
 

2)  Burial of those who were executed 

The reason someone who was executed was not buried in 

his family’s gravesite is based on the principle that we do not 

bury the wicked near the righteous. 

This principle is based on an exposition of R’ Acha bar 

Chanina. 

R’ Acha bar Chanina’s exposition is unsuccessfully chal-

lenged. 

The reason there are two cemeteries for people who were 

executed is explained. 
 

3)  The korban of one who became an apostate 

R’ Yochanan ruled that someone who separated an ani-

mal for a korban, became an apostate and then repented may 

not bring that designated animal as a korban since it was dis-

qualified during the time he was an apostate. 

A similar ruling from R’ Yochanan is cited regarding a 

person who went insane after designating an animal as a 

korban. 

The reason both rulings are necessary is explained. 

R’ Yosef cites a Baraisa as proof to R’ Yochanan’s ruling. 

Abaye rejects the proof from this Baraisa. 

Rava and Abaye debate whether Abaye’s rejection was 

correct. 

R’ Ada bar Ahava successfully challenges the earlier as-

sumption that death and burial provide atonement. 

A Mishnah is cited as proof that a convict achieves atone-

ment when his body decomposes. 

R’ Ashi offers an alternative explanation why relatives do 

not mourn an executed convict. 

This explanation is unsuccessfully challenged. 
 

4)  Using a grave for other purposes 

Shmuel ruled that it is permitted to take dirt from a 

grave to use for other purposes since it is just dirt. 

Three unsuccessful attempts are made to refute Shmuel’s 

ruling. 

A ruling cited in one of the Baraisas is further clarified. 
 

5)  A garment prepared for burial 

Abaye and Rava disagree whether a garment that was 

made for burial is prohibited. 

The rationale and source for each position is presented. 

The Gemara begins to explain why Rava rejects Abaye’s 

gezeirah shavah.   � 

This week’s Daf Digest is dedicated by 
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1. According to the Gemara’s conclusion, what is the pur-

pose of a eulogy? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. Explain הואיל ונדחה ידחה. 

 _________________________________________ 

3. When does an executed person achieve atonement? 

 _________________________________________ 

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

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Using a tefillin bag for other objects 
 רבא אמר מותר הזמנה לאו מילתא היא

Rava rules that designation is not significant 

T he Gemara presents the dispute between Abaye and Rava 

whether designation of an object is significant and makes 

something prohibited even before it was used or not.  The Ge-

mara’s final conclusion is that designation is not significant 

and objects designed for mitzvah use do not become prohibit-

ed until they are used for the mitzvah for which they were des-

ignated.  One of the cases discussed in the course of this de-

bate is the bag made for placing tefillin inside.  According to 

the Gemara’s conclusion a tefillin bag is not prohibited for 

general use until one places his tefillin into the bag but once 

the bag is used to store tefillin the bag is prohibited. 

Mishnah Berurah1 indicates that in our times that we place 

our tefillin into a box in addition to being stored in the bag it 

is the box that is considered the object that serves the tefillin 

תשמיש דקדושה)(  and the bag is something that serves 

something that serves the tefillin (תשמיש דתשמיש דקדושה). As 

such it is not prohibited to place mundane objects in our tefil-

lin bags.  There are, however, opinions2 which maintain that 

since the knots of the tefillin are not covered by the tefillin 

boxes the bag retains its status of something that serves a sa-

cred object and mundane objects should not be placed into 

the tefillin bag.  There are those3 who maintain that according 

to all opinions one could be lenient and place a siddur, 

tehillim or a gartel in his tefillin bag and they base this lenient 

approach on a ruling of Be’er Heitev that the part of the bag 

that extends beyond the tefillin is not considered to be serving 

the tefillin and thus permitted for mundane use.  Since tefillin 

bags in our times are manufactured to be larger than the tefil-

lin it is as if it was stipulated that the part of the bag that ex-

tends beyond the tefillin was never intended to be sanctified.  

Nevertheless, the best approach is to stipulate before using the 

bag the first time that it will be used for these types of objects 

and by doing so one satisfies all opinions.    �  
 ע' ביה"ל סי' ל"ד סע' ד' ד"ה שתי הזוגות ופסקי תשובות דלקמן. .1
 ע' שו"ת מנחת אלעזר ח"א סי' כ"ז. .2
 �ע' פסקי תשובות סי' מ"ב אות ד'      .3
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A good sign  
  "סימן טוב למת שלא נספד כהלכה..."

W hen Rav Meir Hakohein Rap-

paport of Krakow once eulogized an 

askan who helped many people during 

his long life he explained a statement on 

today’s daf in a very novel manner. “In 

Sanhedrin 47 we find that if the de-

ceased is not נספד כהלכה, which literally 

means eulogized properly, this is a good 

sign for him and the reverse is also true. 

Most people who pass away have not 

really fulfilled their potential in life. This 

makes the person who must eulogize 

him feel somewhat at a loss to know 

what to say. The best way around this is 

to begin his eulogy with some halachah 

and refer to the few positive attributes 

the deceased possessed. What else is he 

to do? Should he then spend an inordi-

nate amount of time on the positive at-

tributes of the deceased when there are 

sadly not that many? The main points of 

his derashah are generic which could 

apply to almost anyone, peppered with 

the little that should be said. This is the 

meaning of that which is implied by the 

sages in Sanhedrin 47, that if one is  נספד

 eulogized using a halachah, it is a ,כהלכה

bad sign for him.  

“But if the deceased lived a full life, 

one need not use derashos and pilpulim 

to fill the time for a respectable eulogy. 

We can just focus on his many, many 

good deeds and attributes and we have 

much more than enough material to give 

a very inspiring hesped. The meaning of 

the statement of our sages, ‘ סימן טוב למת

 can be understood in ’שלא נספד כהלכה

this manner.1      � 

    �     אוצר שיחות צדיקים, ע' קצ"ה .1

STORIES Off the Daf  

for tefillin, a verbal declaration is adequate without any ac-

tion. 

This halacha also applies to designating materials to be 

used for tefillin or a sefer Torah.  For example, if someone 

designates a bag to be used to store his tefillin, may he use it 

for other mundane purposes instead?  Another issue which is 

related to this is whether the materials to be used for a sefer 

Torah must be designated for that purpose ahead of time or 

not. 

There are other places in shas where the issue of הזמנה is 

discussed, and the disagreement between Abaye and Rava 

applies in those cases as well.  In Menachos (34b) the case is 

presented where someone declared a new box for tefillin to 

be for the tefillin shel rosh.  At that point, according to 

Abaye, it may no longer be used for tefillin shel yad, which 

has a lower level of kedusha than the shel rosh.  Once the 

designation is valid it is prohibited to lower the kedusha of 

the item. 

Another example where this discussion is relevant is 

found in Berachos (26a).  It is prohibited to daven the ami-

dah in a room which is used as a privy.  The Gemara discuss-

es davening in a room designated as a privy, but never used 

yet as such.  The issue hinges upon the dispute between 

Abaye and Rava.� 

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

סנהדרין מ
 ח“

What to do with extra money that was collected for the dead 
 מותר המתים למתים, מותר המת ליורשיו

T he Gemara brings many proofs to show whether designat-
ing an item for a mitzvah purpose is binding or not.  One of 

the proofs is from a Mishnah in Shekalim (2:5), where we find 

the following halacha: “If funds were collected for burial of the 

dead (for the poor or for the needs of מתי מצוה) and some 

extra money remains, the extra money must be used for other 

burials.  If money was collected for the needs of burying a spe-

cific person who had died, and extra money remains, it may be 

given to his heirs.”  This seems to be a clear proof for Rava, 

who had said that designating an object or money is not bind-

ing.  According to Abaye, who says that הזמנה is binding, we 

would expect that money collected for burial could not be re-

leased to the heirs to be used for other purposes. 

The Gemara answers that Abaye understands that the 

Mishnah is dealing with a case where the money was collected 

for the burial purposes of a person while he was still alive.  

This designation, even according to Abaye, is premature and 

not binding. 

Tosafos analyzes the case presented in the Mishnah in 

Shekalim.  If the collection for the deceased was for money, 

then no one would say that the designation is significant, and 

the extra money should be released for any use even in the first 

case where the money was collected for general needs of all bur-

ials. Collecting money is too far removed from the actual mitz-

vah purpose, and it is similar to the case previously mentioned 

in the Gemara that designation of thread to be used for weav-

ing for the needs of the dead has no meaning even according to 

Abaye.  The case can also not be where actual garments were 

collected for the dead, as the Gemara in Yevamos (66b) states 

that once a garment is used for the dead it cannot be reassigned 

for any other use, and Rava would not argue against this. 

Tosafos provides two approaches to resolve his question.  

We can either say that our case could be, in fact, where gar-

ments were collected, but the Gemara in Yevamos is speaking 

about where the garment was actually placed on the body of 

the deceased, whereas in our case the garments were collected 

but not yet placed on his body.  In our case it is possible that 

Rava would not yet consider the designation as limiting.  Alter-

natively, Tosafos says that although there is no significance 

when designating thread for the dead where the thread will 

later be used to weave a garment, donating money is different.  

The association between thread and the needs of the dead is 

too remote, whereas money can be used immediately to pur-

chase any item needed for the dead.  Therefore, it is possible 

that Abaye would consider the designation of money collected 

for the dead to have significance and to be limited to be used 

for their needs.   �  

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  A garment prepared for burial (cont.) 

Abaye explains why he rejects Rava’s gezairah shavah. 

Three unsuccessful challenges to Rava’s position that 

designation is not significant are presented. 

An unsuccessful attempt to support Rava’s position is 

recorded. 

In the Gemara’s second attempt to support Rava’s posi-

tion it emerges that the Baraisa is not fully consistent with 

either Abaye or Rava. 

Abaye and Rava explain the Baraisa according to their 

respective positions. 

Another unsuccessful attempt to prove that designation 

is not significant is recorded. 

An unsuccessful attempt to support Abaye’s position that 

designation is significant is presented. 

Another attempt to resolve this dispute is recorded and 

the Gemara concedes that there is a dispute amongst Tan-

naim on the matter. 

Meraimar and Rabanan disagree about which opinion to 

follow and the Gemara’s final conclusion is to follow Rava’s 

position that designation is not significant. 
 

2)  The property of the executed convict 

A Baraisa records a dispute between Rabanan and R’ 

Yehudah whether the property of someone executed by the 

king goes to the king or to the deceased’s heirs. 

Two unsuccessful attempts are made to support Ra-

(Continued on page 2) 
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1. When does a tefillin pouch become sanctified? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What is done with leftover funds that were collected for 

a burial? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. According to the Gemara’s conclusion, is designation 

significant? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What is the point of dispute regarding the property of 

one executed by the king? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Is an ohel prohibited from benefit? 
 א"ר שמעון בן גמליאל בד"א שלא נגע במטה אבל נגעו במטה אסורין

R’ Shimon ben Gamliel said: When is this true? If the objects did not 

touch the coffin but if they did they are prohibited 

T he author of the sefer Gesher Hachaim1 was asked wheth-
er the ohel (the structure that surrounds a grave) is prohibited 

from benefit since it surrounds the grave which is itself prohib-

ited from benefit. He responded that it is clear that Biblically 

the ohel is not prohibited from benefit.  Obviously, the ohel is 

not a grave that contains the body of the deceased; it is the 

structure which contains the grave and as such it is not catego-

rized as a grave that is prohibited.  Additionally, the ohel 

should not even be categorized as a monument (מצבה) for the 

deceased which itself is subject to debate whether it is prohibit-

ed. According to Rabbeinu Yishaya a monument is prohibited 

from benefit whereas according to Rosh it is not prohibited 

from benefit.  The reason this dispute has no bearing on an 

ohel is that the monument debated by Rabbeinu Yishaya and 

Rosh refers to a monument that is attached to the grave but an 

ohel rests completely around the grave and thus even accord-

ing to Rabbeinu Yishaya is not prohibited. 

Gesher Hachaim also emphasizes that the walls of the ohel 

will not be sanctified regardless of whether they are within 

four amos of the grave or not.  He raises a challenge to this 

position from the Yerushalmi2 that rules that objects that are 

thrown in front of the casket of the deceased and land within 

four amos are prohibited but if they land outside of four amos 

they are permitted.  Korban Ha’edah3 explains that objects 

that land within four amos are prohibited because a corpse 

occupies four amos and it is as if the objects are on the de-

ceased.  Accordingly, if the wall of the ohel is within four amos 

of a grave it should be prohibited.  Gesher Hachaim offers two 

explanations why this is not so.  Firstly, in our Gemara R’ 

Shimon ben Gamliel says the status of objects thrown in front 

of the casket depends on whether they touched the coffin and 

not whether they landed within four amos of the coffin.  

When a matter is debated by the Bavli and Yerushalmi halacha 

will follow the Bavli.  Secondly, the discussion of the status of 

objects thrown at a casket refers to objects that were thrown at 

the casket before the burial since people, in their distress, in-

tend to prohibit their possessions.  Once the deceased is bur-

ied all opinions would agree that objects in the vicinity of the 

corpse do not become prohibited.    �  
 גשר החיים ח"ב פרק ד' אות ד'. 1
 ירושלמי רפ"ג דמגילה. 2
�קרבן העדה שם.      3
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An undeserved curse 
כל קללות שקילל דוד את יואב נתקיימו 

 בזרעו

T oday’s daf discusses the curses 
Dovid leveled at Yoav.  

One woman got so upset at her 

neighbor that she pronounced some hair

-raising curses. Her neighbor was very 

upset even though she had done nothing 

to deserve such curses. Despite her 

blamelessness, she felt very uncomforta-

ble and wondered if it was merely super-

stition or if there was any basis to being 

afraid of such a curse.  

When Rav Yitzchak Zilberstein, 

shlit”a, was consulted about the matter, 

he explained that an undeserved curse 

was definitely nothing to worry about. 

“This is clear from Rashi in Sanhedrin 

who writes that an undeserved curse be-

comes manifest for the person who 

wrongly did the cursing. Yet this seems 

to contradict the Gemara in Gittin (35a) 

regarding Rabbah bar Rav Huna. There 

we find that a widow asked him to allow 

her to collect her kesubah When he said 

that this was impossible, she asked him 

to fix the amount she was entitled to 

receive to pay for her upkeep from her 

deceased husband’s estate. He said, 

‘Now that you have asked for your 

kesubah, you are no longer eligible to 

receive anything from his estate.’ The 

distressed woman cursed him, and he 

was always weak after that episode. Ac-

cording to Rashi, though, we should ask 

why wasn’t she cursed rather than him, 

since the curse was undeserved?” 

“My brother-in-law, Rav Chaim 

Kanievsky, shlit”a, explained that she 

had a bona fide claim on Rabbah bar 

Rav Huna. Although he was halachically 

correct, he should have realized that he 

was dealing with a broken-hearted widow 

and treated her accordingly. In such cas-

es it is incumbent on a dayan to explain 

the halacha clearly and gently, to ensure 

that she understands it and can accept 

it.”1  � 

1. 
  �     שצ"ב-עלינו לשבח, ח"א, ע' שצ"א1

STORIES Off the Daf  

banan’s position that the property goes to the king. 
 

3)  Yoav’s execution 

The Gemara expounds on verses related to Yoav’s execu-

tion. 

R’ Yehudah in the name of Rav teaches that all the curs-

es that Dovid Hamelech put on Yoav were fulfilled in his 

own descendants. 

R’ Yehudah in the name of Rav notes that this is con-

sistent with the saying that one should rather be cursed ra-

ther than curse others.    � 
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