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OVERVIEW of the Daf 
A warning for a stricter penalty can be used for a lesser 

penalty 
ר ירמיה “שמע מינה מותרה לדבר חמור הוי מותרה לדבר קל, א

 ‘הכא במאי עסקינן כגון שהתרו בו סתם, והאי תנא הוא וכו

T he Mishnah (79b) discusses the case of groups of con-

demned people become mixed among each other.  If we now 

have some people who deserve a more severe penalty stand-

ing among others who deserve a less severe penalty, we can 

only execute all of them using the less severe death sentence.  

Even though, for example, among these people are those 

who violated the Shabbos, and therefore deserve stoning, 

there are also some who are only murderers, and they only 

deserve death by the sword (76b).  We would therefore exe-

cute this group by the sword, thus not subjecting anyone to a 

punishment which is more harsh than he deserves. 

This ruling results, however, in our executing some of 

these condemned individuals with a punishment which is 

lighter than they deserve, and thus a punishment which they 

were not warned about.  The Gemara concludes from this 

that a warning for a more stringent penalty is automatically 

valid as a warning for a lesser penalty.  In other words, when 

the Shabbos violator was warned that his misdeed would 

result in his receiving stoning, which is a harsh penalty, this 

same warning can be effective if we need to execute him by 

the sword instead, which is a lesser penalty. 

Tosafos (here, ה הוי“ד ; 45b, ה משום“ד ) notes that we 

learned earlier (45b) that if, for any reason, we cannot imple-

ment the particular death penalty which was judged appro-

priate for a particular crime, we are allowed to execute the 

criminal with any form of death available.  Using that rule, 

the comment we find in our Gemara is no longer conclusive.  

It might be that the warning for a more stringent penalty is 

not valid for a lesser penalty, but the reason the condemned 

people who are mixed together are killed with  the lesser of 

the penalties is that we use the rule to execute a person in 

any manner available when we cannot use the prescribed 

manner. 

Tosafos answers that the halacha that we can kill a per-

son with a method other than the one prescribed is only said 

in reference to a murderer, and it is based upon a verse in 

that context. In fact, ן“ר  points out that we can kill a 

murderer even with a more severe form of death if necessary. 

(Continued on page 2) 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Clarifying the Mishnah (cont.) 

Rava challenges the first two explanations of the 

reference to “others” in the Mishnah and offers his 

own interpretation of whom that reference refers. 

A Beraisa is cited that is consistent with Rava’s in-

terpretation of the Mishnah. 

The first ruling of this Beraisa is challenged. 

One possible resolution is suggested but rejected. 

A final explanation is presented. 

 

2)  Warned for a severe punishment 

The Gemara infers from the Mishnah that one 

who is warned for a severe punishment is considered 

warned for a less severe punishment as well. 

R’ Yirmiyah rejects this inference and offers an al-

ternative explanation to the Mishnah. 

 

3)  Those sentenced to stoning who become inter-

mingled with those sentenced to burning 

R’ Yechezkel taught the Mishnah to his son and R’ 

Yehudah, R’ Yechezkel’s other son, suggested a change 

to the explanation of R’ Shimon’s position. 

The Gemara records the entire conversation be-

tween R’ Yechezkel and R’ Yehudah regarding the cor-

rect wording of the Mishnah.    � 

 

1. How does Rava explain the Mishnah? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. Explain זה וזה גורם. 

 _________________________________________ 

3. Why does R’ Yirmiyah reject the inference from the 

Mishnah that one who is warned for something severe is 

considered warned for something less severe? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. Why did R’ Yehudah oppose his father’s reading of the 

Mishnah? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Number 1890— ‘ סנהדרין פ  

Making a מי שברך for a fetus 
 עובר ירך אמו הוא

A fetus is like the thigh of its mother 

R ema1 writes concerning the custom of “shlugging kapa-

ros” on Erev Yom Kippur that the custom is to take a rooster 

for males and a hen for females.  If a woman is pregnant, one 

custom is that her husband takes two roosters, since she may 

have a son.  Vilna Gaon2 explains that the reason only two 

roosters are taken rather than two roosters and a hen, one 

rooster for the father and a rooster and a hen because the 

fetus may be male or female, is that we follow the opinion of 

Tosafos3 that a fetus is considered a limb of his mother and if 

the fetus is female the hen taken for the mother already cov-

ered the fetus.  Magen Avrohom4 wrote that two hens are not 

taken, one for the mother and a second for the fetus, because 

two people can receive atonement from a single animal.  Vil-

na Gaon takes issue with this assertion.  Two people can ful-

fill their commitment to bring a voluntary offering with a sin-

gle animal but when a korban is brought for atonement it is 

necessary for each person to offer his own animal.  Since 

kaparos follows the mechanism of a korban brought for 

atonement it is necessary for each person to use a separate 

animal. 

Sefer Toras Hayoledes5 wonders about the correct way to 

make a מי שברך for a fetus that is ר"ל ill.  He writes that 

according to Vilna Gaon it would seem that it is unnecessary 

to mention the fetus in the מי שברך.  Since Vilna Gaon does 

not require a separate hen for the fetus given that the fetus is 

a limb of the mother, so too, it is unnecessary to mention the 

fetus separately from the mother.  The requirement of the 

father to bring a rooster for the fetus even though the fetus is 

a limb of the mother is because it is considered to be a male 

limb and as such the chicken hen for the mother does not 

cover her “male” limb.  As far as the מי שברך is concerned it 

does not matter whether the fetus is male or female since ei-

ther way the fetus is a limb of the mother, thus a מי שברך that 

mentions the mother is sufficient.  He adds, however, that 

Rav Chaim Pinchas Sheinberg is of the opinion that a  מי

 should be made for the fetus since the beracha שברך

addresses the future as well and in the future the fetus will be 

independent from its mother.    �  
 רמ"א או"ח סי' תר"ה סע' א'. .1
 ביאור הגר"א שם סק"ה. .2
 תוס' ד"ה עובר ירך אמו. .3
 מג"א שם סק"ב. .4
 �ספר תורת היולדת פ"י סע' י'.     .5
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Picking and choosing  
   "מקושש..."

T oday’s daf discusses the  מקושש

 .עצים

Once, when Rav Yochanan of Rach-

mastrivka, zt”l, visited a certain city, a 

huge throng came out to greet him. 

Among the crowd were all the Jewish 

notables and virtually every Jewish man, 

woman, and child in town. A certain 

opponent of the rebbe was also present 

and was very distressed to see such an 

impressive welcome. This man was so 

furious that he actually approached the 

rebbe and brazenly said, “You are sup-

posed to be modest and hold yourself to 

be of no consequence. If this is so, why 

has everyone come out to greet you? 

What have you done to deserve such 

honor?” 

“I also have no idea why they are 

giving me such distinction,” the rebbe 

shrugged. He immediately added, “Yet 

if this is how they are treating me, it is 

clear that this is heaven’s will and if that 

is the case, you should be as afraid to 

provoke me as you would a raging 

flame!”1 

A similar thing happened to Rav 

Meir of Premishlan, zt”l, when a chassid 

of Rav Yisrael of Ruzhin, zt”l, spent 

time with him. When it was clear that 

the chassid was judging Rav Meir and 

found him wanting compared to other 

tzaddikim, Rav Meir said, “Do you 

know why the מקושש עצים  deserved to 

die? The word for wood, עצים, can also 

refer to tzaddikim. As our sages explain 

on the verse, —’ היש בה עץ   is there any 

tree there?’ — the spies wanted to know 

if there is a tzaddik in Canaan whose 

merit will protect them. It is possible to 

explain that a מקושש עצים is one who 

picks and chooses between tzaddikim 

and arbitrarily decides that one tzaddik 

is worthy and deserving while another is 

not. The punishment of such a person 

is very severe...”2     
� 

 
 מעיין הברכה, מנחם אב, תש"ס, ע' כ"ז .1
 �סיפורי חסידים עה"ת, פרשת שלח     .2

STORIES Off the Daf  

Similarly, we find this halacha in reference to the members 

of an עיר הנדחת and for those deserving of stoning, but not 

in regard to any other cases.  Therefore, our Mishnah can be 

explained in reference to those who are deserving of other 

forms of the death penalty for whom we could not apply a 

different death penalty, unless we say that the warning for 

the more serious penalty is adequate for the lesser penalty.   
� 

 (Insight...continued from page 1) 
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OVERVIEW of the Daf 
Sentencing a person to a second death penalty 

 ל“סלקא דעתך אמינא כיון דנגמר דינו לעבירה קלה האי גברא קטילא הוא קמ

T he Mishnah taught that if a person is deserving of two death penal-

ties, he is given the more stringent of the two.  The Gemara finds this 

to be obvious, as there is no reason to think that his being liable for a 

lesser penalty as well as a more stringent one means that he would bene-

fit and not be given the stricter punishment.  Rava answers that the 

novelty of the Mishnah would be in reference to a case where the per-

son was first tried and convicted of a lesser death penalty.  He was later 

tried and convicted of a harsher death penalty.  Here, we might have 

thought that the first, lesser penalty is binding, and the subsequent 

judgment which resulted in a conviction for a harsher penalty was actu-

ally rendered upon a “dead man” and therefore has no validity.  The 

ruling of the Mishnah is that even in this case, we penalize this person 

with the harsher of the two penalties. 

Aruch LaNer cites the Gemara in Arachin (6b) which teaches that 

even as someone is being led to his own execution, any oath or financial 

promise to the kodesh (תרומה) which he makes is valid, and if he causes 

damage he must pay for it.  We see clearly that even after being con-

demned to death, a person still has a status of being a live person.  

Why, then, should there be any reason to think that once a person is 

judged to be deserving of a particular death sentence that is relatively 

lenient that he should not be able to be tried and judged to be deserv-

ing of another sentence, even if it be more severe? 

We can explain this halacha based upon a comment of Tosafos  (

ה ונגמר“ד ).  The Gemara in Makos says that if one set of witnesses 

comes on Monday and testifies that Reuven was judged for a death sen-

tence on Friday, while a second set comes and testifies on Tuesday that 

Reuven was sentenced to death by a different court on Sunday, the sec-

ond set cannot become עדים זוממין, because we now see that they were 

testifying about a condemned man.  We now see that their testimony 

about Reuven on Sunday was dealing with someone who was already a 

“dead man” as of Friday.  Accordingly, Tosafos asks that in our Gemara, 

it is difficult to understand how this man can be sentenced to a more 

severe death once he was already convicted of a death penalty, albeit 

one which was less severe?  Tosafos answers (second answer) that if the 

first set of witnesses ever become disqualified, the second set (the one 

which spoke about the conviction on Sunday) would be valid.  This, 

then, could be true in our case, as well.  The point of the Mishnah may 

be that it is specifically due to the possibility that the first set which 

convicted the person of a lesser death penalty may lose their validity 

that we consider the testimony and conviction of the second set.� 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Those sentenced to stoning who become intermingled with 

those sentenced to burning (cont.) 

Shmuel criticized the way R’ Yehudah corrected his father based 

on the guidelines set forth by a Beraisa for correcting a parent. 

The wording of the Beraisa is revised. 

2)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah discusses what should be done with 

someone who is subject to two types of execution. 

3)  Administering the more severe manner of execution 

Rava explains the novelty of the Mishnah’s ruling that a person 

who is liable to two different forms of execution is given the more 

severe execution. 

Rabbah bar Nosson identifies the source for this ruling. 

This exposition is unsuccessfully challenged. 

R’ Acha the son of R’ Chanina elaborates on other pesukim in 

the same perek of Sefer Yechezkel. 

A related incident is recorded. 

4)  R’ Yosi’s position 

A Beraisa elaborates on R’ Yosi’s position in the Mishnah that 

one is executed with the first form of execution that he was liable to 

rather than the one that is more severe. 

R’ Ada bar Ahava unsuccessfully challenges R’ Yosi’s ruling. 

5)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah describes the procedure for someone 

who is a repeat offender. 

6)  Punishing the repeat offender 

R’ Yirmiyah in the name of Reish Lakish explains which type of 

repeat offender is killed. 

R’ Yaakov further elaborates on the circumstances of the Mish-

nah’s ruling. 

7)  Establishing a presumption of wickedness 

The fact that the offender is incarcerated after receiving lashes 

twice indicates that a presumption of wickedness is established after 

two times.  This understanding is inconsistent with R’ Shimon ben 

Gamliel who requires three incidents to establish a presumption. 

Ravina explains how the Mishnah could be consistent with R’ 

Shimon ben Gamliel. 

The assertion that the Mishnah could be consistent with R’ 

Shimon ben Gamliel is unsuccessfully challenged. 

8)  Incarceration 

R’ Yehudah gives a description of the cell used to hold the of-

fender. 

Reish Lakish cites a source for the concept of incarceration. 

Another exposition of Reish Lakish is cited. 

(Continued on page 2) 
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Number 1891— א “סנהדרין פ  

Loaning tzedaka money 
 "ואל אשה נדה לא יקרב" שלא נהנה מקופה של צדקה

“And to a woman who was a niddah he did not approach” – [this refers] to 

one who does not benefit from the tzedaka fund 

R egarding the Gemara’s admonition against benefitting from tzed-

aka funds, Meiri1 cites commentators who explain that the Gemara is 

warning tzedaka collectors against benefitting from the tzedaka funds 

by taking loans.  A similar ruling is found in Shulchan Aruch2 where 

he rules that once funds are collected it is prohibited to loan the col-

lected monies to himself or to others.  Kesav Sofer3 relates that his son-

in-law expressed surprise at the common practice of tzedaka collectors 

to give loans from the collected funds and no one ever raises the con-

cern that the practice seems to violate Shulchan Aruch’s ruling.  Fur-

thermore, he knows of a Torah scholar who collects funds to send to 

Eretz Yisroel who regularly loans out the money he collects and sets 

the due date for the loan a few days before he intends to send the 

money to Eretz Yisroel.  This is a person who is knowledgeable in hala-

cha and yet seems to be conducting himself in a way that is against 

halacha. 

Kesav Sofer responded that he could justify the practice of the 

Torah scholar who lends the money he intends to send to Eretz Yis-

roel.  The reason it is prohibited to loan money collected for tzedaka is 

that the money must be available for those who are in need of the 

money.  If the money is tied up in loans it cannot be used by the poor 

when they expect it to be available.  The Torah scholar who collects 

funds for Eretz Yisroel decides arbitrarily when he wants to send the 

money to Eretz Yisroel and the people there are not expecting the 

money to come by a certain date.  As such, he has the flexibility to 

loan the money to others before he is ready to send it to Eretz Yisroel.  

Those collectors who send the collected funds to someone else who 

ships the money to Eretz Yisroel are not permitted to loan out the 

funds that they collected.  Since those collectors are not in control of 

when the funds will be sent to Eretz Yisroel they must send it to the 

shipper immediately since he may be prepared to send that money to 

Eretz Yisroel and it is not for them to take steps to tie up those funds.

�  
 מאירי לסוגיין. .1
 שו"ע יו"ד סי' רנ"ט סע' א'. .2
 �שו"ת כתב סופר יו"ד סי' ק"י.    .3
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Two interpretations 
  "קנאים פוגעין בו..."

A  shochet holds a position of responsibil-

ity and can be removed at any time if he is 

deemed unfit. There is much discussion in the 

poskim regarding exactly what blemish disqual-

ifies a shochet and in what circumstances his 

contrite repentance will allow him to retain his 

job. 

One time, a certain shochet was caught 

doing the sin for which Pinchas held Zimri to 

account. Although this man had a large family 

of dependents, many people wished to remove 

him from his post. Rav Meir of Premishlan, 

zt”l, strongly agreed. However, the Ohev Yisra-

el of Apt, zt”l, insisted that they give the re-

pentant shochet another chance, especially 

since he did his job carefully and had no other 

way to support his family.  

When the Apter Rav told Rav Meir his 

opinion, the latter asked him how he could 

possibly justify such a position. “Our sages tell 

us in Sanhedrin 81 that this sin is so severe 

that 'קנאים פוגעין בו —zealots may dispense 

justice,’ just as Pinchas did with Zimri. What 

relevance does his livelihood have in our situa-

tion where he violated such a serious transgres-

sion?” 

“That is not how I learn that Gemara at 

all,” the Ohev Yisrael replied. “The word פוגעין 

also means to pray. I understand the state-

ment, 'קנאים פוגעין בו’  — those who are 

zealous must pray for the unfortunate sinner 

and induce him to repent sincerely. We can 

learn this from Moshe Rabbeinu’s response to 

Pinchas as well. He told Pinchas, ' קריינא

 ’?is this how you read this letter — דאיגרתא

Moshe meant to explain that he did not act as 

Pinchas because he understood that his job 

was to tearfully pray for the wretched sinners. 

“Even so, Moshe did not stop Pinchas 

from acting on his pshat. He said to him: ‘ לכן

—  ’היה אתה השליח בה since you understand 

this halachah differently than I do, you are 

certainly within your rights to carry out your 

understanding of the law.” 

The Ohev Yisrael concluded, “You are 

certainly within your rights to have this man 

deposed since, according to your understand-

ing, he may not be retained as a shochet. How-

ever I will take no part in this since I do not 

understand that way at all!”1     
� 

   �   סיפורי חסידים החדשים, ע' קס"ב .1

STORIES Off the Daf  

9)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah describes how one who kills not in 

the presence of witnesses is killed. 

10)  Clarifying the Mishnah 

Different explanations are given for how we know that someone 

murdered if there are no witnesses. 

R’ Sheishes explains that the description in our Mishnah and 

the previous Mishnah combined give a full picture of how incarcer-

ated people are put to death. 

11)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah presents additional cases in which 

extra-judicial action may be taken. 

12)  Clarifying the Mishnah 

The term קסוה is explained. 

The source that zealots may kill someone who stole a Temple 

vessel is cited.    

Two interpretations for the Mishnah’s case of one who blas-

phemes with supernatural force are recorded.   � 

 (Overview...continued from page 1) 

 

1. What is the proper manner to correct a parent’s mistake? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What verse would make R’ Gamliel cry and why 

 _________________________________________ 

3. When was a person incarcerated and fed barley until his 

stomach bursts? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What is a קסוה? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 



Friday, Oct 6 2017 � ח“ט"ז תשרי תשע  

OVERVIEW of the Daf 
Can the רודף defend himself and stop the one who tries to 

stop him? 
 נהרג זמרי והרגו לפנחס אין נהרג עליו שהרי רודף הוא

I n its discussion regarding the halacha of קנאים פוגעין בו, the 

Gemara mentions that if a person comes to Beis Din to ask for 

advice regarding what to do, we do not rule that he should kill 

the offender.  Anyone who observes this person may only act 

out of pure zealousness for the honor of God, and if the person 

asks for an authoritative ruling what to do, he is lacking in this 

unadulterated zeal to stop this sin.  We then find another stipu-

lation to this law. Zimri was guilty of this heinous act and  

Pinchas was pursuing him to kill him, which he did. If Zimri 

would have turned against Pinchas and defended himself, and 

he would have killed Pinchas in order to stop him from his zeal-

ous act against him, Zimri would have been “justified”.  Pinchas 

was legitimately considered to be a pursuer (רודף), because 

although he was legally permitted to kill Zimri, he was not re-

quired to do so. 

קנאים  explains that it is only in this context of יד רמה

 that one who is being pursued may stop the zealot who פוגעים בו

is chasing him.  ן“ר  explains that although a zealot is permitted 

to intervene, we do not advocate this halacha (אין מורין כן).  He 

can proceed, but he assumes some of the risk.  However, if Reu-

ven is trying to kill someone, and Shimon intervenes to stop 

Reuven from murder, Reuven may not stop Shimon by killing 

him.  Reuven’s duty is to cease his attempted murder, not to 

stop the one who is trying to prevent him from committing 

murder. 

According to ן“ר  notes that in a case of a דברי יחזקאל ,

tunneling intruder, the  homeowner may kill him, but he is not 

required to do so.  This leads us to say that if the intruder kills 

(Continued on page 2) 

Distinctive INSIGHT 

Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated  

By Benji Cohen in memory of  
ל“מ. יוזנט זצ‘ ר  

Rabbi M. Juzint zt”l 

1)  Cohabiting with an Aramean woman 

R’ Kahana asked about the punishment for one who co-

habits with an Aramean woman who was not killed by a zeal-

ot. 

Rav initially forgot the answer but was subsequently re-

minded of the relevant exposition. 

R’ Chiya bar Avuya presents a different exposition of 

that pasuk. 

Another teaching of R’ Chiya bar Avuya is recorded. 

R’ Dimi and Ravin disagree about which prohibitions 

are violated when one cohabits with a gentile woman. 

R’ Chisda teaches that if one asks whether he may kill 

someone who cohabits with a gentile woman the answer is 

no. 

The same teaching is presented by Rabbah bar bar 

Chana in the name of R’ Yochanan. 

 

2)  Zimri and Kozbi 

The Gemara recounts the incident of Zimri and Kozbi. 

Rav and Shmuel disagree about what Pinchas saw that 

drove him to act zealously and kill Zimri and Kozbi. 

R’ Yitzchok in the name of R’ Elazar offers a third expla-

nation of what Pinchas saw. 

The Gemara continues to describe the incident of 

Pinchas killing Zimri and Kozbi. 

The reaction of the angels and the nation is described. 

R’ Nachman in the name of Rav expounds a pasuk in 

Mishlei that relates to Zimri. 

R’ Sheishes explains the significance of Kozbi’s name. 

R’ Yochanan discusses the different names of Zimri. 

 

3)  A kohen who serves while tamei 

R’ Acha bar Huna asked whether a kohen who serves 

while tamei is liable to death by the hands of Heaven. 

R’ Sheishes answered that he is not liable to death by the 

hands of Heaven. 

R’ Acha challenges this ruling. 

The premise of R’ Acha’s challenge is itself unsuccessful-

ly challenged. 

The Gemara challenges R’ Sheishes’s ruling.   � 

 

1. What is the punishment for one who cohabits with a 

gentile woman? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What did Pinchas see that drove him to behave zealous-

ly? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. What miracles occurred for Pinchas? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What is the significance of Zimri’s different names? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Number 1892— ב “סנהדרין פ  

Entering a shul with a knife 
 מיכן שאין נכנסין בכלי זיין לבית המדרש

From here we see that it is prohibited to enter a Beis Hamidrash with 

weapons 

T he Gemara cites a pasuk to teach that it is prohibited to en-

ter into a Beis Hamidrash with a weapon.  Shulchan Aruch1 

writes that there are authorities that prohibit entering into a Beis 

Haknesses with a long knife.  The source for this ruling is Orchos 

Chaim2 who explains that a Beis Haknesses is a place for prayer 

which is designed to extend life and a knife is incongruent with 

this since it is used to shorten life.  This rationale, however, is 

limited to a Beis Haknesses where people gather to pray but does 

not apply to a Beis Hamidrash that is used for Torah study.  Ma-

haratz Chiyus3 wonders why Poskim only mention this restriction 

in the context of a Beis Haknesses when our Gemara explicitly 

teaches that such restrictions apply to a Beis Hamidrash as well. 

Teshuvas Yeshuas Moshe4 asserts that the restriction against 

bringing a knife into a Beis Haknesses is applicable during times 

of peace.  During times of war or when there is a concern for ter-

rorists and it is necessary to have guards walking around as a de-

terrent against terrorism, it is not only permitted for people to 

walk into a Beis Haknesses or a Beis Hamidrash with a knife or 

other type of weapon but it is also obligatory since one cannot 

rely upon a miracle. 

Teshuvas Torah Lishma5 rules that it is permitted in a Beis 

Haknesses or Beis Hamidrash to sharpen slaughtering knives that 

become blemished.  The reason is that the process of repairing 

the blemish and checking the knife involves deep kabbalistic 

thoughts and thus does not constitute a degradation of the Beis 

Haknesses or Beis Hamidrash.  Teshuvas Shevet Hekehasi6 wrote 

that although it is not degrading to the Beis Haknesses or Beis 

Hamidrash it is nevertheless prohibited based on our Gemara 

and the ruling of Shulchan Aruch prohibiting a weapon or knife 

in a Beis Hamidrash or a Beis Haknesses.   �  
 שו"ע או"ח סי' קנ"א סע' ו'. .1
 אורחות חיים הל' בית הכנסת אות ז'. .2
 מהר"ץ חיות לסוגייתינו. .3
 שו"ת ישועת משה ח"ג סי' ל"א. .4
 שו"ת תורה לשמה סי' ל"ו. .5
 �שו"ת שבט הקהתי ח"ב או"ח סי' ע"ג.     .6
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“Where there is desecration of Hashem’s 

Name...” 
  "במקום חילול ה' אין חולקין כבוד לרב..."

M any final wills leave much to be 

desired in terms of their clarity. Under-

standably, if one heir feels that he deserves 

more than the others are willing to give 

him he will do anything in his power to 

receive what he considers his full inher-

itance.  

After a very wealthy man passed away 

who was survived by a large family and a 

huge estate, his heirs began to argue about 

how to allocate their inheritance. They 

decided to go to the secular courts but, to 

their dismay, the lawyers’ fees cost a for-

tune and even after many trials, they were 

no closer to an agreement than when they 

had started. On the other hand, the estate 

was very much diminished and this pained 

them no end.  

After some deliberation, they decided 

to go to the beis din of Rav Menachem 

Mendel of Vishaver, zt”l, for adjudication. 

After all, what could they lose?  

Their case was very public, so when 

they walked into the beis din, the Rav im-

mediately understood why they had come. 

Straight away, he fired off a scathing re-

mark based on today’s daf. “In Sanhedrin 

82, we find:  ' במקום שיש חילול ה' אין

‘  חולקין כבוד לרב In a place where there is 

desecration of Hashem’s Name, one does 

not give honor to the Rav.’ But perhaps 

this can be read a bit differently to apply 

to the present case. 'במקום שיש —in a case 

where there is a fortune of money involved 

—  חילול ה'' — and the parties involved do 

not overcome their inclination to take 

their case to the gentile courts and make a 

chilul Hashem; 'אין  — if the money 

diminishes until hardly any remains; 

—  חולקין כבוד לרב then they have no 

choice but to come for adjudication in 

beis din!’ ” 

He then turned to the litigants in an 

impassioned voice, “But the question is, 

why did you wait until this point? Why did 

you waste such a fortune of money and 

time while at the same time causing a terri-

ble chilul Hashem?”1    � 

  �הגאון הקדוש מווישאווא, ח"א, ע' קל"ה .1

STORIES Off the Daf  

the homeowner in self-defense, he would be justified.  Yet, we 

do not find this halacha mentioned anywhere, and it seems that 

the intruder should not be allowed to do this. 

 answers that there is a basic difference in these דברי יחזקאל

cases.  In the case of קנאים פוגעין בן, the life of the sinner is still 

precious, although the Torah gives special permission to kill 

him if the circumstances are as set in the halacha.  The intrud-

er, however, has forfeited his life, and this is why the homeown-

er may kill him.  Thus, he is not a רודף at that moment. 

 notes that it was only Zimri that had permission to יד רמה

rise up and defend himself against Pinchas.  No one else who 

would have been watching would have been allowed to save 

Zimri by killing Pinchas who was running after him to kill him.  

The reason is that everyone else also had permission to kill Zim-

ri, and even if they were not filled with a spirit of zealousness, 

they certainly had no permission to save him, either.  In all oth-

er cases where Reuven is chasing after someone to kill him, eve-

ryone may stop Reuven who is a רודף by killing him, and not 

only the one who is being pursued.   � 

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

סנהדרין פ
 ג“

Wearing all of the garments for the kohen 
וחגרת אותם אבנט, בזמן שבגדיהם עליהם ‘  ומחוסר בגדים מנלן וכו

 כהונתם עליהם, אין בגדיהם עליהם אין כהונתם עליהם, והוו להו זרים.

A  Baraisa was cited on 83a, and it listed eleven cases of 
infractions which are deserving of death from heaven.  Among 

the cases is where a kohen officiates in the Beis HaMikdash 

without a full complement of the priestly garments ( מחוסר

 When the Gemara inquires regarding the source for  .(בגדים

this halacha, the Gemara cites the verse from Shemos 29:9, 

which states, “And you  shall wrap belts around them, Aharon 

and his sons, and you should place hats upon them...and the 

priesthood shall be for them an everlasting statute.”  This im-

plies that as long as the garments are upon them, the kohanim 

may officiate.  However, if the garments are not upon them, 

they are just like non-kohanim  (זרים). 

Tosafos ( ה אין“ד ) asks why the Gemara did not cite what 

seems to be a more explicit verse as the source for this hala-

cha.  The verse in Shemos 28:43 clearly states, “They shall be 

on Aharon and his sons when they enter the Ohel Moed, or 

when they approach the altar to serve in holiness, and they 

shall not bear a sin and die.”  We see that a kohen is liable for 

death from heaven if he enters the Mishkan without a full 

complement of the kohen garments.  Why, then, does the Ge-

mara identify a different verse as the source for this halacha? 

Tosafos answers that the verse from 28:43 is preceded by a 

verse which discusses only the מכנסים, the kohen’s pants.  The 

earlier verse (28:42) speaks about fashioning the other gar-

ments, but it is only wearing of the pants that is mentioned in 

28:43.  Therefore, Tosafos explains, that we might have 

thought that the lack of the kohen’s wearing the מכנסים 

would warrant death, but his lacking any other garment would 

(Continued on page 2) 

Distinctive INSIGHT 

Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated  

In appreciation to our Rosh Kollel Rabbi Wurzburger shlita  

for all you do from the Kollel Beth Hatalmud." 

Dr Lanzer -Melbourne Australia 

1)  A kohen who serves while tamei (cont.) 

The Gemara completes its unsuccessful challenge to R’ 

Sheishes’s position that a kohen who serves while tamei is not 

liable to death by the hands of Heaven. 

The Gemara successfully refutes R’ Sheishes. 
 

2)  Death by the hands of Heaven 

The full text of the Baraisa that enumerates those who are 

liable to death by the hands of Heaven is cited. 

The source that one who eats tevel is liable to death by the 

hands of Heaven is presented. 

An alternative gezairah shavah is suggested but the Gema-

ra rejects the use of that gezairah shavah. 

The source that a tamei kohen who eats terumah that is 

tahor is liable to death by the hands of Heaven is presented. 

Rav disagrees with the Baraisa and rules that a non-kohen 

who eats terumah receives lashes. 

Rav’s assertion is unsuccessfully challenged. 

The sources that the non-kohen who serves in the Beis 

Hamikdash and a tamei kohen who serves in the Beis Hamik-

dash are subject to death by the hands of Heaven are presented. 

The gezairah shavah for the case of the tamei kohen who 

serves in the Beis Hamikdash is unsuccessfully challenged. 

The sources that a tevul yom who serves in the Beis 

Hamikdash, the kohen who is missing one of the requisite 

garments, one who serves while lacking atonement, one who 

served without washing his hands and feet, one who serves 

after drinking wine and one who serves with long hair are pre-

sented. 

The Gemara presents the source regarding someone uncir-

cumcised who serves in the Beis Hamikdash is not subject to 

death by the hands of Heaven.   � 

 

1. Is there a Biblical prohibition against a tamei kohen 

pouring the oil or mixing a Korban Mincha? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What is the source that a tamei kohen who eats terumah 

tehorah is liable to death by the hands of Heaven? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. What is the significance that Rav is considered a Tanna? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What is the source that a kohen who served after drink-

ing wine is subject to death by the hands of Heaven? 

 ________________________________________ 
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Honoring Kohanim in our times 
 ואלו שבמיתה ... ומחוסר בגדים

And the following receive death [in the hands of Heaven]… a kohen 

missing garments 

T he Gemara teaches that a kohen who performs service in 

the Beis Hamikdash without wearing the priestly garments is 

liable to death by the hands of Heaven.  The reason is that 

while wearing the priestly garments, the kehuna is upon them 

but when they do not wear their garments the kehuna is not 

upon them1.  As such, it is as if a non-kohen served in the Beis 

Hamikdash who is punished with death by the hands of Heav-

en for this transgression. 

Mordechai2 recounts an incident in which Rabbeinu Tam 

allowed a kohen to pour water on his hands.  One of his stu-

dents questioned Rabbeinu Tam’s behavior from the 

Yerushalmi (Berachos 8:5) that states that one who uses a ko-

hen for personal benefit has violated the prohibition of 

me’ilah.  Rabbeinu Tam responded that kohanim in our times 

do not possess the sanctity of kohanim since their sanctity is a 

derivative of their wearing the priestly garments and since we 

do not have priestly garments kohanim are not considered 

sanctified.  If so, asked the student, then none of the halachos 

that relate to the sanctity of kohanim should apply and 

Rabbeinu Tam was silent.  Rabbeinu Patar answered that alt-

hough kohanim possess sanctity they also have the right to for-

go that honor. 

Teshuvas Maharam Shik3 in the name of Chasam Sofer 

explained that during the time of the Beis Hamikdash a kohen 

could not forgo the honor that was due to him.  That honor 

belonged to Hashem and it is not in the domain of the kohen 

to forgo that honor.  In our times since the kohanim do not 

serve in the Beis Hamikdash, their honor is no longer the re-

sult of the fact that they are the ones privileged to serve in the 

Beis Hamikdash.  Since the honor due to them is not 

Hashem’s but their own, they have the right to forgo that hon-

or if they choose.  �  
 ע' רש"י ד"ה ולא משום מחוסק בגדים. .1
 מרדכי גיטין פ"ה רמז תס"א. .2
 �שו"ת מהר"ם שיק או"ח סי' ס'.     .3
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The dangers of drink 
  "יין ושכר אל תשת..."

O n today’s daf we find the serious 
consequences of doing avodah in the Beis 

Hamikdash while intoxicated.  

Rebbe Nachman of Breslov, zt”l, 

warned against falling prey to the mistaken 

notion that drinking copiously could possi-

bly aid one in serving Hashem. With the 

exception of Purim and the four cups on 

Pesach, he held that drinking more than 

an occasional small amount is very spiritu-

ally detrimental.  

In the words of the Kochavei Ohr: 

“One must guard vigilantly against his evil 

inclination’s tendency to ‘don a tallis of 

righteousness’ and push him to sin by 

skewing his common sense and convincing 

him that the sin is actually a mitzvah. One 

of the most prevalent examples of this is 

the tendency of the evil inclination to 

push one into drinking. Drink is like a 

powerful magnet drawing him to indulge 

even though in his heart he knows that 

drinking will not enhance his avodah, 

quite the contrary. Even on Shabbos and 

Yom Tov, with the exception of Kiddush, 

there is no reason to drink much at all. 

Some people believe that on Simchas To-

rah abundant drinking is worthwhile but 

this too is a fallacy.  

“One Simchas Torah, Rebbe 

Nachman gave his two students, Rav Nos-

son, zt”l, and Rav Naftali, zt”l,  a very 

small amount of whiskey to drink. When 

Rav Nosson remarked, ‘A little is also 

good,’ Rebbe Nachman corrected him: 

‘When it comes to hard liquor, only a little 

is good!’ ” 

The Kochavei Ohr concludes, “Since 

this is the proper attitude for Shabbos and 

Yom Tov it is obvious that during the days 

of the week drinking is even more detri-

mental. Although being joyous is very im-

portant, regarding joy induced by alcohol 

the verse states, ‘ולשמחה מה זה עושה  —

‘‘What does such joy accomplish?’ Such 

happiness is not true simchah shel mitz-

vah. On the contrary, this is nothing more 

than light-headedness and foolishness!”1    

� 

ן  .1 , סוף חלק ששו (ברסלב) כוכבי אור 
     �     ר"ח-ושמחה, ע' ר"ז

STORIES Off the Daf  

not deserve this severe penalty.  However, the verse which the 

Gemara does bring mentions the other garments as well, in 

addition to the pants which were in the earlier verse.  Accord-

ing to Tosafos, it is really a combination of both verses which 

teaches us the full halacha.  In fact, Aruch LaNer points out 

that according to Tosafos, the Baraisa should have cited both 

verses, and not just the later one. 

) comments that the robe (Shemos 28:40) משך חכמה 

 are presented as being for (מגבעת) and hat (אבנט) belt ,(כתונת

the glory and splendor of the kohen.  The function of the 

pants, however, is described as being “to cover the flesh of 

nakedness.”  Pants are needed in order that the kohen not be 

undressed, so their existence does not enhance his glory.  The 

other garments serve to embellish his appearance.  The verses 

therefore teach that the kohen is liable for death if he is miss-

ing either the pants, which are essential so that he not be un-

dressed, or if he is missing the special clothes which are for 

his glory and splendor.    � 

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

סנהדרין פ
 ד“

Can a son treat his father medically?  
 בן מהו שיקיז דם לאביו

A nyone who injures a fellow Jew is in violation of the Torah’s 
prohibition (Devarim 25:3) of “לא תוסיף.”  There is also a 

special prohibition for a son (or daughter) to injure his father.  

Our Gemara only inquires whether it is permitted for a son to 

perform a medical procedure for his father, and the Gemara con-

cludes that causing an injury to one’s father for medical purposes 

is permitted.  It is noteworthy that the Gemara does not address 

its question in regard to causing injuries in the context of medical 

treatments for a fellow Jew.  This leads HaRav Moshe Feinstein in 

his Igros Moshe (C.M.2, #66) to identify this as a source for Ram-

bam (Chovel u’Mazik 5:1) who says that the essence of the prohi-

bition of injuring one’s fellow Jew is only in the context of con-

frontation (דרך ניציון), but where it is done for the benefit of 

one’s fellow man, it is not prohibited. 

In its proof to show that a son may perform medical proce-

dures for a father, the Gemara brings two distinct statements.  

Rav Masna says, “ואהבת לרעך כמוך—You should love your fellow 

as yourself.”  Rav Dimi b. Chinina brings an association (Vayikra 

24:21) between striking an animal and striking a person.  Rav 

Yochanan explains that this association teaches us that just as 

injuring an animal is permitted in order to heal the animal, strik-

ing a parent for medical purposes is permitted. 

Minchas Yitzchok (1, #27) explains that there is a practical 

difference between the two proofs which the Gemara brings.  Ac-

cording to Rav Masna, treating a father is not merely allowed, but 

it is the fulfillment of the mitzvah of “loving one’s fellow Jew.”  

According to Rav Dimi, however, a son treating his father is per-

mitted, and perhaps an elective action on his part, but it is not a 

special mitzvah. 

Igros Moshe (ibid.) explains a novel approach to understand 

the difference between the two answers in the Gemara.  Can a 

child treat a father medically where the father does not want the 

treatment to be performed, although it would be in the best inter-

ests of the father?  According to Rav Masna, it is only permitted 

when it is done in the context of ואהבת לרעך כמוך.  Therefore, if 

the father is opposed to the treatment, it would not be a fulfill-

ment of this mitzvah, and it would not be allowed.  According to 

Rav Dimi, any medical procedure is excluded from this prohibi-

tion, whether the father agrees or not. 

On the other hand, Rav Moshe notes, it may be permitted 

for a son to treat a father even if the father does not agree, even 

according to Rav Masna.  Perhaps we evaluate a medical proce-

dure according to objective standards, and if most people recog-

nize that this procedure is beneficial, it would be permitted.  Per-

haps we do not rely upon the father himself as to whether this is a 

healthy decision.  � 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Death by the hands of Heaven (cont.) 

The source that an onein who serves in the Beis Hamikdash 

is not subject to death by the hands of Heaven is presented. 

This exposition is unsuccessfully challenged. 

The source that a kohen who served while sitting is not sub-

ject to death by the hands of Heaven is presented. 

2)  A blemished kohen 

The source behind Rebbi’s position that a blemished kohen 

is not liable to death by the hands of Heaven is presented. 

This exposition is successfully challenged and an alternative 

source for Rebbi’s position offered. 

The reason Rabanan disagree is explained. 

3)  Me’ilah 

The source behind Rebbi’s position that one who commits 

me’ilah is liable to death by the hands of Heaven is presented. 

The response of Rabanan to this is recorded. 

4)  A non-kohen who serves 

A Baraisa presents a dispute among R’ Yishmael, R’ Akiva 

and R’ Yochanan ben Berokah whether a non-kohen who 

serves in the Beis Hamikdash receives death by the hands of 

Heaven, stoning or strangulation. 

The point of dispute between R’ Akiva and R’ Yishmael is 

explained. 

The point of dispute between R’ Akiva and R’ Yochanan 

ben Berokah is explained. 
 

 הדרן עלך אלו הן הנשרפין
 

5)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah enumerates the transgressions 

that incur the punishment of strangulation. 

6)  Striking a parent 

The source that one who strikes a parent is punished with 

(Continued on page 2) 

 

1. What is the source that prohibits a kohen from serving 

while sitting? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What is the point of dispute among R’ Yishmael, R’ 

Akiva and R’ Yochanan ben Berokah? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. To which method of execution does the Torah refer 

when it uses the term מיתה? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. Is it permitted for a child to let his parent’s blood? 

 ________________________________________ 
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Administering medical treatment to a parent 
 בן מהו שיקיז דם לאביו

May a child let the blood of his father? 

R ema1 rules that a child may not administer medical treatment 

to a parent if another medical professional is available.  When an-

other medical professional is not available a child may treat his 

parent.  The critical question is what is considered available.  For 

example, if a parent is in need of an injection and his child is with 

him, do we say that since at that moment no one else is available 

the child may administer that injection or since one could call a 

friend who is a medical professional to come it is considered as 

though the someone else is available and the injection should not 

be administered by the child? 

Minchas Yitzchok2 suggested that our Gemara is instructive in 

answering this question.  The Gemara relates that many Amoraim 

did not allow their children to administer medical treatment to 

them.  The cases discussed, however, involved simple medical treat-

ments like pulling out a splinter or puncturing a blister.  Since 

these treatments do not require any expertise, the Amoraim pre-

ferred to find someone other than their children to administer 

these treatments.  If the procedure is more involved and requires 

training and expertise and no one other than the child is immedi-

ately available it is considered as if no one else is available and the 

child may administer the treatment to his parent.  Furthermore, if 

a parent is weak and the only alternative to the child’s administer-

ing medical treatment is to admit the parent into a hospital it is 

permitted for the child to administer the treatment since it is con-

sidered as though no one else is available. 

Another issue is what to do when the medical professional 

charges money to administer treatment but the child does not.  

Gesher Hachaim3 writes that this is considered as though no one 

else is available since the child will do it for free and he is not obli-

gated to spend money to honor his parents.  Teshuvas Shevet Hale-

vi4 questions the application of the halacha that a child is not obli-

gated to spend money to honor his parent.  Administering medical 

treatment is not a matter of honor; it is an issue of the possible 

transgression of the prohibition against striking a parent.  As such, 

one must spend all the money he has to avoid violating a prohibi-

tion.    �  
 רמ"א יו"ד סי' רמ"א סע' ג'. .1
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A difficult Psak  
  "המכה אביו ואמו..."

O n today’s daf we see the importance of 

revering parents. 

Around the time of the establishment of 

the State of Israel, a boy of about fourteen 

lived on a moshav. When he realized that 

the kashrus and Shabbos observance were 

very weak, the boy decided to leave home. 

He ultimately made his way to Yeshivas 

Chevron in Jerusalem. 

One day, he received a letter from 

home. While plowing, his father had broken 

his back and was bedridden, and he wanted 

him to return home to care for him. The 

young men who had been involved with this 

boy wondered what was to be done. When 

Rav Yechezkel Levenstein, zt”l, heard their 

question, he said, “Ask the Chazon Ish!” 

Rav Moshe Shtigal recalled, “I took the 

young boy with me and we traveled to Bnei 

Brak. I left the boy learning in the beis 

medrash in the home of the Chazon Ish, 

and I went alone into the room to speak to 

the gaon. I explained the whole story, and he 

said, ‘You didn’t have anyone in Jerusalem 

to ask—you had to come to me?’ I answered 

that I had already been to Rav Chatzkel, zt”l, 

and he sent me here. And then I could see 

the gravity of his expression. 

“The Chazon Ish said: ‘This means that 

the son should abandon his sick father and 

not go, and that I should be the one to tell 

him so! How can I say such a thing?’ And his 

psak was that the boy should go home in-

stead to care for his ailing father. I had the 

nerve to ask, ‘But they don’t eat kosher food 

there, and the Shabbos observance is not the 

best…?’ And he answered, ‘He should try his 

best to eat kosher.’ Then he asked, ‘Is the 

boy here?’ I answered that he was. The boy 

was brought in, and the Chazon Ish said to 

him in Hebrew: ‘Go home, and try to live a 

city life there, not the life of the moshav 

which is called death!’ 

“He couldn’t tell the boy not to go 

home, but he told the boy to do his utmost 

to solve the halachic problems he would face 

there.”1    � 

   �     אנא עבדא .1

STORIES Off the Daf  

strangulation is presented. 

This source is successfully challenged and an alternative 

source for this principle is cited. 

The necessity for two pesukim that teach that one who 

murders is executed is explained. 

The source that one is liable only when inflicting a wound 

on the parent is presented. 

This source is successfully challenged and an alternative 

source is cited. 

The purpose of the now extra hekesh is explained. 

7)  Letting a parent’s blood 

The previous discussion raises the question of whether it is 

permissible for a child to let his parent’s blood. 

Rav and R’ Dimi bar Chinana suggest different reasons it is 

permitted. 

The practice of some Amoraim who refused to allow their 

sons to treat them is presented and explained. 

The Gemara unsuccessfully challenges the premise that one 

should not perform an act if there is a risk of inadvertently 

transgressing a capital sin.    � 

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

סנהדרין פ
 ה“

Can a son serve as a court-appointed messenger to strike his 

father? 
 אי הכי בנו נמי

W e learn from the discussion in this Gemara that if a fa-

ther is a sinner, and he does not conduct himself according to 

the guidelines of our people (אינו עושה מעשה עמך), the 

prohibitions regarding striking him and cursing him do not ap-

ply.  The Rishonim discuss whether one’s son could serve as the 

court-appointed messenger to implement מלקות against his 

father, in a case where the father did not repent from his evil 

ways. 

ף“רי  (to Yevamos 22b) and Rambam (Hilchos Mamrim 5:12-

13) rule that it is prohibited for a son to strike his father, even if 

he has not done teshuva, even if the son is only doing so as a 

messenger of the court.  Although our Gemara rules that this 

prohibition is only in effect when the father conducts himself in 

accordance with halacha, this limitation is only true in regard to 

exempting the son from the death penalty if the father has not 

done teshuva.  However, the prohibition against a son’s striking 

his father is still in effect. 

 explains the view of Rambam.  Our Gemara לחם משנה

knows that if a father who had sinned has now repented, the 

son may certainly not serve as the court’s messenger to strike the 

father for his past sins.  The question of the Gemara is whether 

a son may strike his father who is still unrepentant.  When the 

Gemara concludes that this is prohibited, we see that a son is 

still warned not to strike his father who has chosen to remain 

evil.  The rule which excludes a father who is not  עושה מעשה

 .is therefore only said in reference to the death penalty עמך

Tosafos in Yevamos (22b) comments in reference to the ha-

lacha that a mamzer is only liable for striking his father if the 

father has done teshuva for the sinful union which brought the 

mamzer into the world.  If the father has not done teshuva, the 

mamzer is exempt if he strikes his father.  Accordingly, Tosafos 

understands that the doubt in our Gemara regarding the son 

serving as a messenger of the court is dealing with a case where 

the father did teshuva.  If he did not do teshuva, Tosafos under-

stands that the son is not only exempt if he does so, but a son 

would also be permitted to strike him on behalf of the court. 

The (#59) יראים writes that a son may not strike his father, 

even if the father is evil.  This is determined from our Gemara 

which concludes that a son may not be a messenger of the court 

even to strike his father who is a sinner.  Birkei Yosef (Y.D. 

241:#5) points out that the view of the יראים is difficult, based 

upon the Gemara in Yevamos which concludes that a mamzer 

may strike his father who has not done teshuva, and that he is 

only liable for striking his father if he has done teshuva.  � 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Striking a parent 

R’ Sheishes was asked whether a child may serve as an 

agent of Beis Din to strike or curse a parent. 

R’ Sheishes demonstrates that it should be permitted. 

Two unsuccessful attempts to challenge R’ Sheishes’s posi-

tion are presented. 

The Gemara’s final decision is that a son should not be 

an agent of Beis Din to strike or curse his father except for 

one who instigates others to worship idolatry. 

 

2)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah teaches that one is not liable 

for striking a parent unless he wounds the parent.  A differ-

ence between striking and cursing a parent is noted. 

 

3)  Cursing a parent that died 

A Baraisa presents the source for the prohibition against 

cursing a parent that died. 

It is noted that this exposition is consistent with R’ Yo-

nason but not with R’ Yoshiyah. 

The Baraisa that records the dispute between R’ Yonason 

and R’ Yoshiah is presented. 

The related exchange between R’ Yonason and R’ Yoshi-

yah is recorded. 

 

4)  Cursing and striking 

The Gemara wonders why the Mishnah did not mention 

that striking a parent is more severe than cursing a parent 

since one is liable for striking even a parent that is wicked. 

The Gemara answers that our Tanna maintains that one 

is not liable for striking a wicked parent. 

(Continued on page 2) 

 

1. Is the son permitted to strike his father in the capacity 

of an agent of Beis Din? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What is derived from the word בעמך? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. In what way is the prohibition against cursing a parent 

more severe than striking a parent? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What are the components of kidnapping that make a 

person liable to the death penalty? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Number 1895— ה “סנהדרין פ  

Caring for a parent who is insane 
 בן מהו שיעשה שליח לאביו להכותו

Is a son permitted to be an agent to strike his father? 

R ambam1 writes that a child must continue to treat with 

honor and respect a parent who has gone insane.  In the event 

that it is impossible for the child to continue to treat the parent 

with respect due to the extreme mental condition that disables 

the parent the child should move away and leave someone else 

to treat the ailing parent.  Ra’avad2 challenges this ruling out of 

the practical consideration, if a child does not treat his parent, 

who will take on that responsibility?  Kesef Mishnah3 asserts 

that the source for Rmabam’s ruling is the Gemara Kiddushin 

(31b) that relates that R’ Assi picked up and moved to Eretz 

Yisroel when his mother become too difficult to handle. 

Shulchan Aruch4 ruled leniently in accordance with Ram-

bam’s position whereas Bach5 ruled in accordance with the 

strict position of Ra’avad.  He explains that R’ Assi moved to 

Eretz Yisroel because his mother continued to make unreasona-

ble demands and he was concerned that he would violate her 

wishes, which is prohibited.  To avoid that prospect he moved 

to Eretz Yisroel.  However, if a child only faces the challenge of 

protecting the parent due to his or her condition there is no 

reason the child should abandon his parent’s care in the hands 

of others. 

Aruch Hashulchan6 writes that all the Poskim who disagree 

with Rambam understood that he was stating that the child has 

the option to abandon the parent.  Based on this understand-

ing they question Rambam’s ruling why it should be permitted 

for a child to abandon his parent in need.  A more reasonable 

explanation of Rambam is that he is addressing a circumstance 

in which the care of the parent requires the use of force.  As 

taught in our Gemara, a child should not administer treatment 

to a parent that could possibly wound the parent if someone 

else is available.  So, too, a child should not use force to care for 

a parent if someone else is available.   �  
 רמב"ם פ"ו מהל' ממרים ה"י. .1
 ראב"ד שם. .2
 כסף משנה שם. .3
 שו"ע יו"ד סי' ר"מ סע' י'. .4
 ב"ח יו"ד שם אות י"ב. .5
 �ערוה"ש שם סע' ל"ב.     .6
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Sincere repentance  
  "בשעשה תשובה..."

A  certain man who lived in a small 

town near a large city was known to be a 

G-dfearing, if average Jew. He was cer-

tainly no ben Torah. The man worked as 

a purveyor of meats for the non-Jewish 

residents of the nearby city. After many 

years of behaving as a Jew should, he sud-

denly went off the derech, spending 

much time with the non-Jews and a 

priest and claiming to believe in their 

religion. But this stage lasted only a few 

days until the man reverted back to his 

old dependable self. After ten years, this 

man was hired to work in a butcher 

shop, and one of his jobs was to remove 

the forbidden fats from the animals.  

Although at first everyone had for-

gotten his failing of years before, eventu-

ally this was recalled and people won-

dered if they were permitted to rely on 

him to remove the prohibited fats (חלב) 

from the animals. After all, this requires 

yiras shamayim and what evidence do we 

really have that he truly fears heaven? 

When this question was put before 

the Chasam Sofer, zt”l, he replied that 

this person was permitted to remove the 

forbidden fats. “The moment he cast 

aside his sins and repented, he became 

like any Jew who is believed even regard-

ing the very sin he fell into. We can 

bring a proof to this from Sanhedrin 85. 

There we find that a son may not serve as 

the messenger of beis din to strike his 

father, even if the father is chayav misah 

and refuses to leave his cell. The gemara 

asks why the son may not strike him 

since he is a very wicked person who has 

done a sin which deserves capital punish-

ment? The answer given is that the father 

did teshuvah. It seems clear that if his 

father removed himself from the sin and 

did teshuvah, he is restored to his former 

status and the son must honor him. The 

same is true in our case.”1   � 

  �    שו"ת חת"ס, קובץ תשובות, ס' כ"א .1

STORIES Off the Daf  

It is suggested that the dispute between the Mishnah and 

earlier-cited Baraisa whether we equate cursing and striking a 

parent parallels a dispute recorded in a Baraisa. 

This suggestion is rejected. 

The rejection is refuted and thus it is assumed that the 

disputes are parallel. 

 

5)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah discusses halachos related to 

kidnapping. 

 

6)  Making use of the one who was kidnapped 

R’ Acha the son of Rava explains the point of dispute in 

the Mishnah whether the kidnapper must make use of his 

victim to be liable. 

R’ Yirmiyah asks two related questions. 

After clarifying the questions the Gemara leaves them 

unresolved. 

Two related Beraisos are cited.   � 

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

סנהדרין פ
 ו“

Testimony about the kidnapping and about the subsequent 

sale 
איתמר עידי גניבה ועידי מכירה בנפש שהוזמו חזקיה אמר אין נהרגין 

 רבי יוחנן אמר נהרגין

W hen witnesses testify that someone  committed an of-
fense, and a second set of witnesses comes and testifies that the 

first set was lying, if the second set claims that the first set was 

with them in a different location and could not have possibly 

witnessed the event, the first set are called עדים זוממין—

conspiring witnesses.  The punishment for the first set is that 

they receive the penalty they attempted to apply to the defend-

ant. 

Our Gemara presents a discussion regarding witnesses who 

testify in court about a kidnapping.  One set of witnesses testifies 

that the person was kidnapped, while a second set testifies that 

the kidnapper sold the victim.  It is only with a combination of 

these two testimonies that the perpetrator is liable for death.  In 

a case where these two sets are found to be זוממין, Chizkiya rules 

that neither set receives a death penalty, while R’ Yochanan 

holds that the death penalty is applied to these witnesses. ן“ר  

explains that according to R’ Yochanan, if the witnesses who 

testified about the selling of the person came first, followed by 

the witnesses who testified about the kidnapping, then both sets 

are to be killed. If the ones who testified about the kidnapping 

came first, then it is only the ones who testified about the sale of 

the victim who will be put to death as זוממין. 

The reason Chizkiya holds that the witnesses cannot be pun-

ished as זוממין is that he holds that each set is only testifying 

about information which is only contributing to the total pic-

ture.  This is a classic case of חצי דבר, as neither set is providing 

(Continued on page 2) 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Making use of the one who was kidnapped (cont.) 

One of the earlier-cited Beraisos was cited before R’ 

Sheishes who emended the Baraisa. 

The Gemara explains what about the Baraisa troubled R’ 

Sheishes. 
 

2)  Kidnapping a son 

Abaye explains the rationale behind Rabanan’s position that 

one is not liable for kidnapping a son. 

R’ Pappa unsuccessfully challenges Abaye’s explanation. 

Rava notes an application of Abaye’s explanation. 
 

3)  Disgrace to a slave 

R’ Yehudah is cited in a Mishnah that slaves do not collect 

payment for disgrace (בושת). 

The disagreement between R’ Yehudah and Rabanan on 

this point is explained. 

The Gemara then explains the point of dispute between R’ 

Yehudah and Rabanan in our Mishnah whether there is liability 

for kidnapping someone who is half slave and half freeman. 
 

4)  Kidnapping 

R’ Yoshiyah and R’ Yochanan offer different sources for the 

warning against kidnapping and the Gemara explains that they 

do not disagree. 

A Baraisa explains how we know that the verse לא תגנוב 

refers to kidnapping. 

Another Baraisa demonstrates how we know that the verse 

 .refers to stealing money לא תגנובו
 

5)  Witnesses to a kidnapping who are zomemim 

Chizkiyah and R’ Yochanan disagree whether witnesses to 

the kidnapping and witnesses to the sale of the victim into slav-

ery who are zomemim are killed. 

The Gemara explains their respective positions. 

R’ Pappa challenges Chizkiyah’s position that was based on 

the previous explanation and offers a different explanation of 

the dispute. 

Abaye presents three different rulings of whether zomem 

witnesses in a ben sorer umoreh case are executed. 

R’ Assi rules that witnesses to the sale of a kidnapped victim 

are not executed even if they are zomemim. 

R’ Yosef offers a different rationale for this ruling. 

Abaye’s rejects R’ Yosef’s explanation and offers his own 

explanation. 

This explanation is unsuccessfully challenged. 
 

6)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah elaborates on the procedure in-

volved in convicting one as a zaken mamre.    � 

 

1. What is the rationale to exempt someone who kidnaps 

his own child? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. How do we know that the prohibition לא תגנוב refers to 

kidnapping? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. According to R’ Pappa, what is the point of dispute be-

tween Chizkiyah and R’ Yochanan? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. At what age is one fit to issue halachic rulings? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Number 1896— ו “סנהדרין פ  

Issuing halachic ruling before reaching the age of forty 
 תלמיד שהורה לעשות פטור נמצא חומרו קולו

A student who issues a ruling is exempt and it emerges that his stringency 

is his leniency 

R ashi1 in his commentary to the Mishnah writes that since 
someone less than forty years old may not issue halachic rulings it 

is not possible for him to become a zaken mamre.  The source of 

this comment is the Gemara Sotah (22b) that states that a student 

should not issue halachic rulings before he reaches the age of for-

ty.  Rashi2 explains that this restriction is in force only when there 

are others who are qualified to issue halachic rulings, but if the 

other scholars are not greater scholars than he, he may issue ha-

lachic rulings even though he is younger than forty years old.  To-

safos3 cites an opinion that maintains that even if the other rabbis 

are equal to him he should not issue halachic rulings; it is only 

when he is the greatest scholar in town that he would be permit-

ted to issue halachic rulings before he is forty years old. 

In the event that someone younger than forty issued a ha-

lachic ruling, Rashi4 writes that one should not follow that ruling.  

Radvaz5 disagrees and notes that although the Gemara declares 

that he is unfit to issue halachic rulings the Gemara does not say 

that his rulings have no force as the Gemara states (Bechoros 24b) 

when it disqualifies a judge who takes money to adjudicate. 

The restriction against issuing halachic rulings before reach-

ing the age of forty is not mentioned by Rambam or Tur.  Beis 

Yosef6 explains that according to Rambam and Tur that it is not 

prohibited to issue halachic rulings before the age of forty; rather, 

until the age of forty one has the right to adopt a pious approach 

and refrain from issuing halachic rulings.  Upon reaching the age 

of forty it is obligatory for a person who is qualified to issue ha-

lachic rulings and he may not avoid that responsibility.  Other 

authorities7 explain that the restriction against issuing halachic 

ruling before reaching the age of forty applied in the time of 

Chazal before written works on halacha were available.  In our 

times when there are many halachic works available if someone 

has studied and mastered the relevant material he may issue ha-

lachic rulings.   �  
 רש"י ד"ה נמצא. .1
 רש"י לגמ' סוטה כ"ב: ד"ה בשוין. .2
 תוס' שם בשוין. .3
 רש"י לסוגיין ד"ה תלמיד. .4
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The improbable thief  
  "לא תגנובו..."

O n today’s daf we find the prohibition 
of stealing money.  

Towards the end of his life, Rav Yisrael 

Salanter, zt”l, stayed at the home of one of 

his supporters. To the shock of his host, 

Rav Yisrael ordered that if he was taken ill 

on Shabbos he was not to do any prohibit-

ed labor to save his life. When his host 

asked what possible rationale he had for 

this, Rav Yisrael explained, “Our sages tell 

us that a professional thief is not saved 

with prohibited labor on Shabbos. Since I 

am afraid that I may be in this category, I 

beseech you not to violate this halachah 

and save me.” 

“But why do you say that you suspect 

you might be a professional thief?” the 

man stuttered.  

Rav Yisrael’s reply was astounding. “I 

am supported by people because they think 

I am a holy tzaddik. But the sad truth is 

that I am not at all. This means that the 

money given is theft and you may not vio-

late Shabbos even if my life is in danger...” 

The host was very reluctant to follow 

Rav Yisrael’s instructions but was equally 

hesitant about disregarding his psak with-

out consulting a renowned posek. He 

chose Rav Yitzchak Elchonon Spector, zt”l, 

who disagreed with Rav Yisrael. “Despite 

what he told you, you are obligated to vio-

late Shabbos to save Rav Yisrael’s life.” 

When Rav Yaakov Kaminetsky, zt”l, 

would recount this story he would com-

ment, “Interestingly, Rav Yisrael was never 

in such a situation on Shabbos. His condi-

tion worsened on motzei Shabbos and he 

died on erev Shabbos. This is a prime ex-

ample of a fulfillment of the verse, ‘ רצון

 Hashem does the will of those ’יראיו יעשה

who fear Him.’”1    � 

    �     257רבי יעקב, ע'  .1

STORIES Off the Daf  

us with information which in and of itself would result in the 

defendant’s being liable for death.  The Rishonim point out, 

however, that if this is indeed considered as a case of two bits of 

half information, how could these sets combine to convict the 

defendant to death even if they were not challenged as זוממין by 

a second set?  And if  Chizkiya actually holds that the original 

testimony cannot be used against the defendant himself, then 

the disagreement between him and R’ Yochanan is not only 

regarding whether the first set will be put to death as זוממין, but 

also whether or not the original testimony can be used at all.  

Accordingly, the disagreement between Chizkiya and R’ Yochan-

an should have been presented more drastically, in regard to the 

defendant, as well as in reference to the subsequent זוממין 

implications. 

Ba’al HaMaor explains that this question is indeed present, 

but only according to the current assumed understanding of the 

Gemara.  In fact, the Gemara could have questioned this inter-

pretation as we noted.  However, R’ Pappa corrects our under-

standing and explains that Chizkiya and R’ Yochanan agree that 

the testimonies of these sets combines, and they disagree only 

whether the witnesses who claimed to see the original kidnap-

ping are liable.   � 

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

סנהדרין פ
 ז“

The case of the Zaken Mamre 
תנו רבנן זקן ממרא אינו חייב אלא על דבר שזדונו כרת ושגגתו 
חטאת דברי רבי מאיר, רבי יהודה אומר על דבר שעיקרו מדברי 

 תורה ופירושו מדברי סופרים

T he Torah (Devarim 17:8-13) teaches that a scholar 
who rebels by ruling against the verdict of Sanhedrin is 

liable for death.  Our Gemara provides the details of this 

halacha.  The Beriasa cites two opinions regarding the pre-

cise nature of the law which this scholar challenges.  Reb-

be Meir holds that this chapter only applies if the scholar 

challenges a law which is deserving of כרת if done 

intentionally, and a chattas offering if done unintentional-

ly.  Rebbe Yehuda contends that the law must be one 

whose roots are in the Torah, and its explanation is pro-

vided by the sages (מדברי סופרים). In the Gemara (later, 

88b), R’ Oshaya explains that the view of R’ Yehuda also 

requires that the halacha which the scholar challenges 

have two more factors.  That is that the halacha discussed 

be susceptible to being added to, and that if anything is 

added, the halacha is ruined.  The Gemara analyzes these 

criteria, and it determines that the only case which is eligi-

ble for this chapter is the mitzvah of tefillin.  The mitzvah 

of tefillin is commanded in the Torah, but the details re-

garding how to fulfill this precept have been transmitted 

to us by our sages.  It is our oral tradition which teaches 

that the repeat of the plural word “טוטפת” represents the 

number four, thus indicating that there must be four com-

partments in the tefillin.  If the elder who challenges the 

Sanhedrin rules that the tefillin must have five compart-

ments, his attempt to add to the mitzvah has ruined it. 

The Rishonim discuss whether the view of R’ Yehuda 

is meant to add upon the cases of R’ Meir, or whether his 

view of this halacha is exclusive of the cases which R’ Meir 

holds.  Here, there are three approaches among the 

Rishonim.  Tosafos holds that R’ Yehuda limits the view 

of R’ Meir, and he holds that the only case of a זקן ממרא 

is in a case of tefillin.  Several Achronim understand that 

the view of Rambam (Hilchos Mamrim 3:5) is that R’ Ye-

huda is adding to R’ Meir.  In addition to the cases includ-

ed by R’ Meir, R’ Yehuda adds that this halacha can apply 

regarding tefillin as well.  ר"ן explains that R’ Yehuda 

(Continued on page 2) 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Zaken mamre 

A Beraisa expounds on a verse in the parsha of 

zaken mamre. 

The Gemara proves that Eretz Yisroel is higher than 

all other lands. 

A Beraisa presents a dispute regarding what issue 

can make someone into a zaken mamre. 

The Gemara explains the rationale of each position. 

Upon the request of R’ Huna bar Chinana R’ Pappa 

explains an earlier Beraisa in accordance with the posi-

tion of R’ Meir. 

Each case of the Beraisa is explained in greater detail 

by R’ Pappa and along the way many disputes are cited.

� 

 

1. How do we know that Eretz Yisroel is the highest of 

all lands? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What is the point of dispute among R’ Meir, R’ 

Yehudah, and R’ Shimon? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. What is the point of dispute between Rav and Levi? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. Why does the Torah use the term קיר as well as 

 ?קירות

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Is Eretz Yisroel the highest land? 
 מלמד שבית המקדש גבוה מארץ ישראל וכו'

It teaches that the Bais Hamikdash is higher than the rest of the 

land of Israel etc. 

T he Gemara demonstrates that Eretz Yisroel is higher 
than all other lands and the Beis Hamikdash is the highest 

place in Eretz Yisroel.  Later authorities note that a glance at 

the world does not seem to support this contention.  Fur-

thermore, since the world is a sphere, the horizon will al-

ways appear lower and a person who approaches from the 

horizon gives the appearance as though he is ascending indi-

cating that higher and lower is just a matter of perspective.  

Maharsha1 and Chasam Sofer2 explain that the intent of the 

Gemara is not to identify the highest place in terms of alti-

tude; rather the intent is to convey the fact that Eretz Yis-

roel is the central land of all other lands and the Beis 

Hamikdash is the central place within that land.  These 

places are seen as though they were the starting point from 

which the rest of the world emerged.  As such, they are con-

sidered the top of the world, meaning it is the location from 

which all other lands and cities spread. 

Teshuvas Haradvaz3 writes that during the time the Beis 

Hamikdash was standing it was higher than any other loca-

tion in Yerushalayim.  The reason we do not see this in our 

times is that when our enemies came and conquered 

Yerushalayim they dug all the way down to the foundation 

so that their temples would stand at the highest place in 

Yerushalayim.  This leaves the place where the Beis Hamik-

dash once stood lower than it once was.  Additionally, every 

time Yerushalayim was conquered the conquering nation 

would destroy the existing structures and the new construc-

tion was built on the ruins.  This has caused the rest of the 

city of Yerushalayim to be taller than it was during the time 

of the Beis Hamikdash which also accounts for why the lo-

cation of the Beis Hamikdash does not appear to be the 

highest place in Yerushalayim. 

Yam Shel Shlomo4 points out that there is halachic sig-

nificance to the fact that Eretz Yisroel is the highest place 

on earth.  If, for example, someone were to make a vow that 

they will ascend from Eretz Yisroel to another location the 

vow is void and he receives lashes for having taken a false 

vow.  Since Eretz Yisroel is the highest land it is patently 

impossible to ascend from Eretz Yisroel to another place. �  
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The lofty level of Eretz Yisrael  
   "ארץ ישראל גבוה מכל הארצות..."

O n today’s daf we find that Eretz 
Yisrael is the highest of all lands.  

When Rav Aharon Menachem 

Mendel of Radzimin, zt”l, returned 

from his final visit to Eretz Yisrael, he 

could not stop enthusiastically praising 

the land. “The new Torah thoughts 

that I developed in the holy land were 

much deeper and I gained great insight 

that I never had before. Even the air 

and the earth and the sun shining in 

Eretz Yisrael are completely different 

than outside the land.” 

When his student Rav Yisrael 

Weinstock, zt”l, asked him what he 

meant by this statement, the Rebbe 

responded unequivocally. “This can be 

compared to Shabbos kodesh. Even 

the simplest Jew experiences a differ-

ence even in the physical world on 

Shabbos. Even the wall of a person’s 

home is completely different during 

Shabbos, and the same is true of the 

physical matter of Eretz Yisrael.” 

But Rav Weinstock was unsure 

what he meant by this explanation and 

continued to question. “But what does 

the Rebbe really mean?” 

“I do not mean deep spiritual con-

cepts that are abstract and mystical. I 

simply mean every person’s perception 

of the physical. Even the simplest Jew 

sees that everything is different on 

Shabbos, since everyone becomes very 

different then. The same is true regard-

ing Eretz Yisrael.”1 

These sentiments were shared by 

Rav Chaim Brim, zt”l. His love for Er-

etz Yisrael was so intense that whenev-

er he had to leave Israel he observed 

the same custom. Before boarding the 

plane—or immediately after disembark-

ing on his return trips—he would 

spread out something on the ground, 

prostrate himself and kiss the holy 

earth of Eretz Yisrael.2 � 

מרביצי תורה מעולם החסידות, ח"ד, ע'  .1
 נ"ט

 �מרבה חיים, ע' קכ"א     .2

STORIES Off the Daf  

holds that regarding negative commandments, it must be 

one which is commanded in the Torah and explained by 

the sages.  And in regard to positive commandments, the 

halacha of a rebellious sage applies only in a case of tefil-

lin.    � 

 (Insight...continued from page 1) 
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OVERVIEW of the Daf 
The parents have the option of dropping charges 

 בן סורר ומורה שרצו אביו ואמו למחול לו מוחלין לו

R av Kahana and R’ Elazar disagree regarding the de-

tails of the halacha of the case of Sanhedrin and the rebel-

lious sage (זקן ממרא). A Beraisa is cited in which a proof 

is brought to support the view of R’ Elazar and to refute 

that of Rav Kahana.  Among the halachos mentioned in 

the Beraisa is that of a recalcitrant son, a בן סורר ומורה, 

and that his parents may decide not to bring him to court 

to have him killed.  Even after he has acted with treachery 

and has been given lashes, if he continues to sin he is 

brought to the beis din to be killed.  Yet, the parents may 

dismiss their charges and let their son escape retribution. 

Rashi explains that the reason the parents have the 

choice to deny pursuing their son’s death sentence is that 

the Torah describes the parents as the ones who have con-

trol of this episode.  The verse states (Devarim 21:19): 

“And his parents must grasp him, and they will take him 

to the elders of the city and the gates of the city.”  Mishne 

L’Melech (to Rambam, Hilchos Mamrim 7:8) infers from 

this comment of Rashi that the parents can exercise this 

decision only before they bring their son to the beis din in 

the first place, as indicated in the verse where the parents’ 

role is in bringing their son to the beis din.  Once the son 

is brought there, the parents must follow through and 

complete the process.  Mishne L’Melech notes that Ram-

bam, however, writes that the parents can interrupt the 

process at any time, even after they bring their son, until 

the verdict is rendered. 

Finally, Mishne L’Melech adds that the Yerushalmi 

(8:6) explains the halacha of the בן סורר ומורה according 

to Rambam’s understanding.  The Gemara there notes 

that the Mishnah taught that the son will not be brought 

to court as a בן סורר ומורה unless the parents agree to it.  

Yet, R’ Yoshia apparently repeats this ruling.  It must be 

that he allows parents to pull out not only before he is 

brought to court, but also even later, before the verdict.  

� 

Distinctive INSIGHT 

Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated  

By Adam Sheps for a Refuah Shelaima for 
 דניאל יצחק בן שרה

1)  Zaken mamre (cont.) 

R’ Pappa continues to explain in detail the earlier-cited 

Beraisa according to the position of R’ Meir that one quali-

fies as a zaken mamre only if the dispute was related to a case 

involving kares. 

 

2)  Becoming a zaken mamre 

R’ Kahana elaborates on the precise nature of the disa-

greement between the elder and Sanhedrin to make one lia-

ble as a zaken mamre. 

R’ Elazar disagrees and maintains that if the elder claims 

to have a tradition and Sanhedrin rules based upon what 

“appears correct in their eyes” he is killed in order to keep 

disputes at a minimum. 

On the second attempt the Gemara cites definitive proof 

to R’ Elazar’s position. 

 

3)  The method of keeping disputes at a minimum 

A Beraisa describes how disputes used to be resolved and 

what happened that caused disputes to proliferate. 

Tangentially, the Gemara mentions traits that earn a per-

son a spot in the World-to-Come. 

 

4)  Becoming a zaken mamre 

A Beraisa teaches that one does not become a zaken 

mamre unless he follows his ruling or instructs others to fol-

low his erroneous ruling. 

The Gemara elaborates on the meaning of these two rul-

ings. 

(Continued on page 2) 

 

1. What is the point of dispute between R’ Yehudah ben 

Besairah and Chachamim regarding חרמים? 

 _________________________________________ 

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

Elazar regarding the zaken mamre? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. What caused the number of disputes to increase? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What type of disagreement makes one liable to becom-

ing a zaken mamre? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Adding additional strings to one’s tzitzis 
 והאיכא ציצית וכו'

But what about the commandment of tzitzis etc. 

T he Gemara Menachos (41b) records two opinions con-

cerning the correct number of strings that are required for 

tzitzis.  One opinion maintains that one takes four strings that 

are folded in half to make eight strings and the second opinion 

holds that one takes eight strings that are folded in half to 

make sixteen strings.  Tosafos1 in the name of Rashi writes that 

one who uses eight strings does not violate the prohibition 

against adding to the Torah even though he is adding more 

strings than the Torah mandates.  The reason, explains Ritva2, 

is that the exposition that indicates one should take four stings 

is intended to express the minimum number of strings that are 

required but if one wants to add additional strings it is allowed.  

Rishonim note that this explanation is difficult in light of our 

Gemara that indicates that one who adds additional strings to 

his tzitzis disqualifies the tzitzis. 

Ran3 suggests that Rashi maintains that tzitzis strings must 

be made of wool or linen.  When one makes valid tzitzis, made 

from four strings of wool or linen, and then adds a string made 

from another material he violates the prohibition against add-

ing to the Torah.  This is what our Gemara was referring to 

when it asserted that one could become a zaken mamre for 

adding to the tzitzis strings, namely, that one added a string 

made of a different material  but adding additional strings of 

wool or linen does not violate the prohibition. 

Rabbeinu Dovid4 adopts a different approach.  All opin-

ions agree that one may not add more strings than mandated 

by the Torah.  The Gemara in Menachos teaches that there are 

conflicting opinions whether the correct number of strings is 

four or eight but all opinions agree that the number is specific 

and Rashi was merely following the opinion that maintains 

that the mitzvah is fulfilled with four strings. 

Tosafos Harosh5 asserts that the Torah merely mandates 

that there should be four strings of white and techeles.  This 

could be done by using four techeles strings and four white 

strings or two strings of techeles and two white strings.  Both 

methods are acceptable but if one were to add an additional 

string beyond these guidelines he would be in violation of add-

ing to the mitzvah and it was to this that Rashi referred.   �  
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True greatness 
  "איזהו בן עולם הבא..."

O n today’s daf we find that a person 

who is humble and always learns Torah 

is a “ben olam haba”—destined for the 

future world.  

 Rav Aharon Yosef Luria, zt”l, au-

thored “Avodas HaPanim,” a very deep 

work filled with chassidus and concepts 

in avodas Hashem. It is not surprising 

that the Beis Avraham of Slonim, zt”l, 

praised him highly. “Rav Aharon Yosef 

was of the rare few who toiled to an unu-

sual degree in their Divine service.” 

Despite his great accomplishments, 

Rav Aharon Yosef was also filled with 

humility. When a certain young man 

addressed him in Yiddish using the third 

person as a sign of respect, he demanded 

to know why he addressed him so. The 

young man replied, “It is a sign of my 

esteem of an older Jew who is always 

learning Torah.” 

The rav immediately demanded that 

the young man cease speaking to him in 

this manner. When the young man 

asked why, Rav Aharon Yosef replied, 

“Speaking to me in the third person cre-

ates distance between us and could dam-

age our friendship.” 

When people would come to him to 

learn chassidus, he would groan out of 

his innate recoil from receiving honor. 

On more than one occasion he said, “I 

feel like a person who has the reputation 

of being a very wealthy entrepreneur and 

is always being solicited for donations. In 

truth, he can not afford to give a penny 

since his entire wealth is nothing more 

than a front and he himself must collect 

in secret to maintain his own household. 

“The same is true about people who 

come to me to learn chassidus. They fig-

ure that I am a respected elder who is 

filled with chassidus. Although they 

think I am very wealthy, I am actually 

quite poor and am nothing more than a 

beggar myself!”1    � 

    �      מזקנים אתבונן, ח"ב, ע' תי"ג .1

STORIES Off the Daf  

 

5)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah teaches that one is not liable 

as a zaken mamre unless he issues a ruling that disagrees 

with the Sofrim. 

 

6)  Liability as a zaken mamre 

R’ Elazar in the name of R’ Oshaya teaches that one is 

not liable unless he contradicts a ruling that is traced to the 

Torah and whose interpretation is presented by the Sofrim 

to which something could be added or subtracted and the 

example of this is Tefillin according to R’ Yehudah. 

Other possible cases are suggested but rejected.   � 

 (Overview...continued from page 1) 



Friday, Oct 13 2017 � ח“כ"ג תשרי תשע  

OVERVIEW of the Daf 
The events leading up to the Akeida 

 ויהי אחר הדברים האלה והאלקים נסה את אברהם

T he Torah (Bereshis 22:1) juxtaposes the Akeida with an 

event which preceded it. “And it was after these things that 

God tested Avraham, and He said to him, ‘Avraham’; and he 

said, ‘Here I am.’ ”  Our Gemara (Sanhedrin 89b) is puzzled by 

what things preceded and led up to the test of the Akeida.  Rav 

Levi explains that there was a discussion between Yitzchak and 

Yishmael.  Yishmael claimed that he was truly greater than 

Yitzchak as he had undergone his bris at 13, while Yitzchak was 

only eight days old when he entered the covenant of the bris.  

Yitzchak responded that Yishmael's claim had no basis as Yish-

mael had entered into his covenanat with God using only one 

part of his body, whereas Yitzchok declared that he would be 

willing to offer his entire being for Hashem.  As a result of this 

statement, Yitzchok was indeed challenged to offer his life on 

the akeida. 

This Gemara is very puzzling.  First, why is it so important 

for us to know the detailed discussion between Yitzchak and 

Yishmael, as seemingly it has no impact upon us.  Secondly, 

both of these men were already in or approaching middle age 

and their behavior patterns were clearly established. Therefore, 

how could Yishmael have had the audacity to claim that he was 

greater, and why did Yitzchak not simply respond by pointing 

out the difference in their personal behavior?  

Rabbi Tzvi Haskell notes that much has recently been writ-

ten about how, at the very end of Galus Edom, Yishmael will 

once again become a major player for at least a short time.  

With this in mind we understand that Yitzchak's struggle with 

Yishmael is our struggle.  We also understand that Yishmael 

does not measure his religiosity or value by his behavior, but 

only by his willingness to suffer for his cause.  It was in this re-

gard that he claimed that he was greater than Yitzchak.  To this, 

Yitzchak must respond on Yishmael's terms – that the descend-

ants of Yitzchak tower over Yishmael not only is terms of being 

greater in their personal behavior, but also even using the crite-

ria established by Yishmael and according to his priorities, the 

Jews are more worthy. 

The demand upon us is clear.  Let us all pray that all the 

enhanced self-sacrifices that we all do throughout the year serve 

as a merit so that there no longer be any need for Yiddishe 

korbanos of flesh and blood.    � 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Liability as a zaken mamre (cont.) 

The Gemara concludes its discussion of the criteria men-

tioned by R’ Elazar in the name of R’ Oshaya regarding the na-

ture of the ruling that could make one liable as a zaken mamre. 

 

2)  MISHNAH:  Details related to the execution of the zaken 

mamre are presented as well as a dispute whether he is executed 

immediately or they would wait until Yom Tov. 

 

3)  When to execute the zaken mamre 

A Beraisa elaborates on the dispute between R’ Akiva and 

R’ Yehudah when to execute the zaken mamre. 

Another Beraisa enumerates other people whose executions 

would be publicly announced. 

 

4)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah enumerates and explains trans-

gressions punished with strangulation. 

 

5)  Death penalty associated with prophecy 

A Beraisa notes that there are three cases in which a proph-

et is killed by Beis Din and three cases where he is killed by the 

hands of Heaven. 

R’ Yehudah in the name of Rav cites the source for these 

rulings. 

A Scriptural example of one who prophesies that which he 

did not hear, is cited and analyzed. 

Tangentially, the Gemara mentions the principle that two 

prophets do not use the exact same words. 

An example of one who prophesies what was not said to 

him is presented and analyzed. 

(Continued on page 2) 

 

1. When was the zaken mamre executed? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. Which categories of false prophets are executed by Beis 

Din? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. Why did Hashem use the word נא when instructing 

Avrohom to sacrifice Yitzchok? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What are the two issues related to subverters disputed by 

Rabanan and R’ SHimon? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Adding to the mitzvah of tefillin 
 ואי עביד חמשה בתי גרוע ועומד הוא

And if he makes five compartments the tefillin lack validity from the out-

set 

R osh1 writes that one who is G-d fearing will wear Rashi and 

Rabbeinu Tam tefillin simultaneously.  The act of wearing two 

pairs of tefillin does not violate the prohibition against adding to 

the Torah since that prohibition is violated when one adds a fifth 

compartment to his tefillin and not when he wears a second pair 

of tefillin.  Ma’adnei Yom Tov2 explains that wearing a second 

pair of tefillin does not violate the prohibition against adding to 

the Torah since the two pairs of tefillin stand independent of one 

another as opposed to a fifth compartment that is an addition to 

the tefillin itself. 

Taz3 challenges this ruling from the Gemara in Eruvin (96a).  

The Gemara there rules that one may not go outside wearing two 

pairs of tefillin on Shabbos since it violates the prohibition against 

adding to a mitzvah.  He answers that Biblically one does not vio-

late the prohibition against adding to the Torah since each tefillin 

stands by itself but there is a Rabbinic injunction and that is the 

reason one may not wear two pairs of tefillin outside on Shabbos.  

When one wears Rashi and Rabbeinu Tam tefillin one does not 

even violate the Rabbinic injunction since one has in mind not to 

fulfill the mitzvah with the tefillin that is not correct according to 

halacha. 

Magen Avrohom4 writes that the reason it is permitted to 

wear Rashi and Rabbeinu Tam tefillin is that inevitably one of 

them is invalid which by definition precludes one from violating 

the prohibition against adding to the Torah.  It is only if one were 

to wear two pairs of valid tefillin that the prohibition against add-

ing to the Torah would be violated.  This principle that the prohi-

bition against adding to the Torah is only violated when using a 

valid mitzvah object seems to refute Rosh’s comment that one 

who adds a fifth compartment violates the prohibition against 

adding to the Torah.  Magen Avrohom answers that there are two 

categories of the prohibition of adding to the Torah.  One catego-

ry is when one does the mitzvah in a greater quantity than man-

dated and the second is when one attaches something invalid to a 

mitzvah item.  A fifth compartment to tefillin is an example of the 

second category. �  
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At whose hands?  
  "מיתתו בידי שמים..."

W hen the chassidim of Petrashen 

asked the Imrei Chaim of Vizhnitz, zt”l, to 

come for a visit to their town, the rebbe 

agreed to do so. This visit afforded such 

honor to the city that dozens of people 

rode the trains to Klausenberg to join the 

rebbe’s entourage for the final leg of the 

journey. Hundreds of men, women, and 

children came out to greet the rebbe’s 

train when he finally arrived in the town.  

The Vizhnitzer Rebbe’s first move was 

to visit the rav of the town. Only when he 

finished this visit did he consent to go to 

his host. The rav commented about the 

visit, “From the rebbe’s conversation I 

found that he is not only an important 

rebbe but also a gadol baTorah.” 

The next day was erev Shabbos and 

the rebbe—a renowned darshan—was asked 

to speak in the main shul of the town. His 

remark when asked to speak was very tell-

ing. “You know when Rav Yechezkel of 

Shinovah, zt”l, was asked to speak in pub-

lic he would always refuse. When asked to 

explain why, he would say, ‘In Sanhedrin 

89 we find that one who says a false proph-

ecy is killed in earthly courts. But one who 

received a bona fide prophecy that should 

be told to others and withholds the proph-

ecy is punished by death from heaven.  

“‘In light of this Gemara I am in trou-

ble whatever I do. If I merit true Torah 

from heaven and do not tell this over, 

there are very heavy consequences. But 

what if what I wish to say is not Toras 

emes? In that case, I will be in the category 

of those who deserve capital punishment 

from human hands. Since I cannot be sure 

which type of Torah I will give over, I must 

chose between these two options. I prefer 

to refrain from saying over even at the risk 

of withholding genuine Torah. Like Dovid 

Hamelech famously said in the verse, 

 ,I , too ,”נפלה נא ביד ה' וביד אדם אל אפולה“

prefer to fall into the hands of Hashem, 

not man.’ ”1
� 

   �       עולמו של אבא, ע' תכ"א .1
 

STORIES Off the Daf  

Examples are given of one who prophesies in the name of 

an idol, one who suppresses his prophecy, one who disregards 

the words of a prophet, one who transgresses his own words 

and one who disregards the words of a prophet. 

 

6)  Akeidas Yitzchok 

The Gemara expounds some of the verses related to Akei-

das Yitzchok. 

R’ Levi offers a different interpretation of the word אחר. 
 

7)  False prophets and subverters of a city 

A Beraisa presents two disputes, one regarding the method 

of execution of a prophet who subverts a city and the second 

related to the method of execution of someone else who sub-

verts a city. 

The basis of the dispute regarding the execution for a 

prophet who subverts a city is presented. 

The basis of the dispute regarding the execution for someone 

else who subverts a city is presented.  � 

 (Overview...continued from page 1) 



Shabbos, Oct 14 2017 � ח“כ"ד תשרי תשע  

OVERVIEW of the Daf 
Obeying a prophet in a הוראת שעה 

ר יוחנן בכל אם יאמר לך נביא עבור כל דברי תורה ”אמר רבי אבהו א
 ‘שמע לו וכו

R’  Abahu in the name of R’ Yochanan teaches that if a 

person who has an established reputation as a true prophet 

comes and tells us that we must now violate any command-

ment in the Torah, we must listen to him.  Earlier (89b), Rashi 

extends this to a situation of someone who has no status as a 

prophet, but he comes now and presents a credible sign or 

wonder to prove his veracity.  This is true in regard to violating 

any mitzvah in the Torah, provided that he says that this ruling 

is only temporary, as an emergency measure (הוראת שעה). This 

halacha also does not apply if the prophet instructs us to wor-

ship idolatry, even as an emergency measure, even if the proph-

et performs a fantastic sign such as causing the sun to stand 

still in the middle of the sky.   

In his Responsa (2:#652), ז“רדב  addresses the question of 

whether the message of this Gemara applies in extreme cases.  

Can it be true that if an established prophet would come and 

tell us to kill a particular person, or even an entire city, would 

we listen to him and murder this person or persons, as a tem-

porary measure? 

ז“רדב  responds by saying that originally, he also felt that 

the law of listening to a prophet might not apply in regard to 

harming other people.  Perhaps, he says, the halacha of listen-

ing to a prophet to violate a law of the Torah only applies to 

mitzvos between man and God.  For example, we would listen 

to the prophet to eat non-kosher, or to violate the Shabbos. 

Nevertheless, ז“רדב  concludes that this halacha, indeed, 

applies even where a prophet instructs us to act against a To-

rah law such as murder.  The Gemara clearly states that the 

only exception to this rule is where the prophet instructs us to 

worship idolatry, and the reason is that the wonders the proph-

et performs to convince us of his authenticity might be used in 

the case of idolatry to sway us to permanently follow the idola-

try.  In other areas of halacha, where this reason does not ap-

ply, we would obey the prophet as a temporary measure to do 

anything he tells us. 

The rationale for this extreme measure is that it is Hashem 

who gave us the Torah and Who commanded us not to mur-

der.  He is also the one who gave us the mitzvah of obeying a 

prophet who guides us in times of need.  Therefore, if the 

need arises, and Hashem sends us a prophet with a timely mes-

sage, we would be required to follow his instructions, even if 

he would tell us to destroy an entire city and its inhabitants.  � 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Subversive prophet 

R’ Chisda defines the dispute regarding the subversive 

prophet. 

R’ Hamnuna challenges this definition. 

Although the challenge could be resolved R’ Hamnuna 

nevertheless offers his own understanding of the point of dis-

pute regarding the subversive prophet. 

A Beraisa is cited that seems to contradict both explana-

tions. 

Abaye follows R’ Chisda’s position and explains the Be-

raisa in accordance with his position. 

Rava follows R’ Hamnuna’s position and explains the Be-

raisa in accordance with his position. 

R’ Avahu in the name of R’ Yochanan teaches that a 

prophet may instruct a temporary transgression of the Torah 

with the exception of idolatry. 

A Beraisa is cited that supports this ruling. 

Another Beraisa cites R’ Akiva who disagrees whether a 

false prophet could make the sun stand still. 

 

2)  Zomemim of the daughter of a kohen 

The source of the Mishnah’s ruling that zomemim of the 

daughter of a kohen falsely accused of an adulterous affair are 

executed with strangulation is presented. 

 
 הדרן עלך אלו הן הנחנקין

 

3)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah teaches that all Jews have a 

share in the World-to-Come and then lists categories of people 

and certain individuals who do not have a share in the World-

(Continued on page 2) 

 

1. How does the Baraisa seem to refute both R’ Chisda 

and R’ Hamnuna? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What people do not have a share in the World-to-Come? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. Which type of kohen should not be given terumah? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. How do we know that the dead will be resurrected in 

their clothes? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Number 1900— ‘ סנהדרין צ  

Mitzvos following resurrection 
 אלא מלמד שעתיד לחיות וישראל נותנין לו תרומה

Rather it teaches that he will be resurrected in the future and the people 

of Yisroel will give him terumah 

T he Gemara Niddah (61b) writes that it is acceptable to make 

burial shrouds (תכריכין) out of sha’atnez since in the future 

mitzvos will no longer be applicable.  Tosafos1 proves from this 

that even after a person is resurrected he is not obligated to per-

form mitzvos.  This is evident from the fact that R’ Meir proves 

that the dead will be resurrected wearing clothing.  How could 

we bury the dead wearing sha’atnez if they will rise wearing those 

same garments?  It must be that even after their resurrection they 

will not be bound by mitzvos.  Ritva2 challenges this assertion 

from the Gemara below (92a).  The Gemara there relates that 

Yechezkel resurrected people and that they wore tefillin.  Accord-

ing to Tosafos they should not have been wearing tefillin since 

they had died and people who are resurrected are not obligated 

to observe mitzvos. 

Ritva suggests two answers to this challenge.  The first 

answer is that the principle that people who are resurrected are 

exempt from mitzvos is limited to those people who will be resur-

rected in the end of days. The men who were resurrected by 

Yechezkel did not experience a full resurrection since they died 

after having children.  In his second answer he suggests that the 

men resurrected by Yechezkel were indeed exempt from tefillin 

but they donned tefillin voluntarily.  This is similar to the fact 

that our forefathers fulfilled the mitzvos of the Torah even be-

fore the Torah was given. 

Rashba3 has a different understanding of the Gemara 

Niddah’s statement that “in the future – לעתיד לבא” mitzvos will 

not be observed.  He asserts that the intent is that while a person 

is dead he is not obligated to observe mitzvos.  For that reason it 

is acceptable to bury someone in shrouds made of sha’atnez.  

When that person is resurrected and his obligation to observe 

the mitzvos is restored he will have to remove the sha’atnez gar-

ment.  Aruch Laner4 cites authorities who cite our Gemara as 

proof to Rashba’s contention.  The Gemara relates that in the 

future Aharon will be given terumah.  The fact that he will be 

given terumah is a clear indication that mitzvos will be observed 

in the future.    � 

  
 תוס' נדה ס"א: ד"ה אמר ר' יוסף. 1
 ריטב"א שם. 2
 רשב"א שם. 3
   �ערוך לנר לקמן צ"ב.    4
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A portion in the World to Come 
   "כל ישראל יש להם חלק לעולם הבא..."

R av Elchonon Wasserman, zt”l, 

would recount a compelling teaching 

from the Chofetz Chaim, zt”l regarding a 

seeming contradiction on today’s daf: 

“The mishnah assures us that every Jew 

has a portion to the world to come. Yet 

immediately after this it lists exceptions. If 

there are exceptions, why does the mish-

nah make a blanket statement that im-

plies that everyone has a portion uncondi-

tionally? 

“The answer can be understood by 

way of a parable. Once there was a poor 

man who went from door to door collect-

ing food and soliciting donations from 

kindly donors. A certain wealthy man had 

pity on him. He gave him a generous do-

nation and a good meal. After this he 

brought the poor man into his pantry and 

filled the poor man’s sack with the best 

food that could be had. The poor man 

blessed his benefactor and left his home 

filled with joy especially since his sack was 

filled with food and his pockets were 

filled with coins.  

“Unfortunately, the sack was old and 

had many small tears and there were 

holes in his pockets. Although these were 

not readily noticeable, they quickly ex-

panded enough for the bountiful gifts to 

fall out of the sack one by one and his 

entire journey was littered with coins and 

valuable foodstuff which he needed, but 

had no way to contain. 

“The same is true regarding one’s por-

tion in the world to come. Every 

neshama’s spiritual pockets and pouches 

will be filled with spiritual illumination. 

But one who reads works of heresy makes 

one kind of rip while epikursus cause a 

different type of tear. Lending money to a 

fellow Jew for forbidden interest makes 

yet another hole as does embarrassing 

talmedei chachomim... Unless a person 

does a heartfelt teshuvah, he will have no 

way of enjoying his portion in the world 

to come.”1    � 
     �   382מאיר עיני ישראל, ח"ד, ע' 1

STORIES Off the Daf  

to-Come. 

 

4)  Resurrection 

A Beraisa explains why one who denied resurrection for-

feits his share of the World-to-Come. 

A source in the Torah that alludes to the resurrection of 

the dead is presented. 

D’vei R’ Yishmael interprets the cited pasuk differently 

and accordingly it is not a source for resurrection. 

Tangentially, the Gemara discusses the rule that terumah 

may only be given to a kohen who is a chaver. 

A Beraisa cites the exposition of R’ Simai that serves as the 

source for resurrection. 

The Beraisa proceeds to present five discussions, three of 

which are on this daf, about the principle of resurrection. � 

 (Overview...continued from page 1) 



Sunday, Oct 15 2017 � ח“כ"ה תשרי תשע  

OVERVIEW of the Daf 

סנהדרין צ
 א“

Geviha ben Pesisa defends the Jews against Alexander the 

Great 
תנו לנו כסף וזהב שנטלתם...אף אני לא אביא לכם ראיה אלא מן 

 התורה

O ur Gemara (Sanhedrin 91a) relates the following inci-

dent.  The people of Egypt approached Alexander the Great 

and demanded that the Jews make restitution for all the riches 

and goods which they took with them upon their departure 

from slavery.  After all, their own Torah attests to the fact that 

massive wealth was taken by the Jewish slaves as they left, and 

it was never returned.  The demand was being considered 

when a certain wise man named Geviha ben Pesisa spoke up.  

He pointed out that although the Jews are described as 

“borrowing” those items, nevertheless, the truth was that they 

were owed all that money as wages for the almost two hundred 

years of slavery during which they worked without being paid.  

This argument was accepted, and the threat against the Jews 

was removed. 

In Meshech Chochma, R’ Meir Simcha Cohen of Dvinsk 

notes that we might wonder, however, about the validity of 

that argument. 

The explanation of Geviha ben Pesisa seems to be inade-

quate, for the wages due to the Jewish slaves were owed by 

Pharaoh himself, and not by the citizens of the country.  It was 

the king who had commissioned the slave labor, and their 

work was “to build storage cities for Pharaoh - Pisom and 

Raamses” (see Shemos 1:11).  The claim of the Egyptians to 

Alexander the Great was that the escaping slaves borrowed 

from the civilian population, but it was technically not they 

who had enslaved the Jews, but rather Pharaoh himself. Ac-

cordingly, the riches which were taken from the commoners 

could not be considered as wages for the labor of the slaves. 

Yosef was in full control of the food resources of Egypt, 

and he was able to distribute it in any manner he chose.  We 

see, though, that he used a strategy whereby the entire popula-

tion at first became indebted to Pharaoh, and then they be-

came outright slaves to him (see Bereshis 47:23).  Yosef em-

ployed this strategy instead of simply rationing the food in a 

fair manner. 

Yosef had arranged that the people of Egypt were, them-

selves, merely slaves to Pharaoh.  During the years of famine, 

they had sold their property and their very selves to Pharaoh, 

via Yosef, and the rule is that anything owned by a slave is 

technically the property of the slave's master.  Consequently, 

(Continued on page 2) 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Resurrection (cont.) 

The Beraisa presents the last two discussions related 

to the legitimacy of the principle of resurrection. 

Two conversations with Geviha ben Pesisa, one relat-

ed to resurrection and the second related to the Jewish 

People’s claim to Eretz Yisroel, are recorded. 

The Gemara identifies what “gifts” Avrohom gave to 

his other sons. 

Conversations between Rebbi and Antoninus about 

different topics are recounted. 

 

2)  The future world 

Reish Lakish, Ulla, R’ Chisda and Rava describe the 

future world by noting a contradiction between two vers-

es and then resolving the contradiction. 

A Beraisa expounds upon the latter verse. 

 

3)  Scriptural allusions to resurrection 

Three different scriptural allusions to resurrection 

are presented and explained. 

 

4)  Withholding a halacha from a student 

R’ Yehudah in the name of Rav discusses a teacher 

who withholds a halacha from his student. 

The Gemara begins to present a similar teaching 

from R’ Chana b. Bizna in the name of R’ Shimon the 

Pious.    � 

 

1. What made the 24th of Nissan a festive day? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What gifts did Avrohom Avinu give his other sons? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. When does the soul enter a person? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What is the consequence for withholding Torah 

from a student’s mouth? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Number 1901— א “סנהדרין צ  

Withholding Torah from others 
 כאילו גוזלו מנחלת אבותיו

It is as if he is stealing from his ancestral heritage 

A  student of Rav Shmuel Halevi Wosner, author of Teshu-

vas Shevet Halevi, asked for advice regarding the proper ap-

proach to learning since he was frustrated by what he describes 

as being a forgetful person.  Shevet Halevi1 begins by stating 

that the topic is very broad and he cannot do anything more 

than address it in very general terms.  His first point is to em-

phasize that the Torah is the inheritance of the Jewish People 

and one’s relationship with Torah is not at all related to wheth-

er one is highly intelligent or whether he has a good memory.  

This is evident from our Gemara which states that one who 

withholds a halacha from the mouth of a student is considered 

as though he is stealing from him his ancestral heritage.  The 

basis of this thought is the pasuk that teaches that Torah is the 

heritage of the Jewish People and that heritage is traced back to 

the six days of creation.  Maharsha2 explains that the Gemara 

refers to a teacher who withholds Torah from a student with 

the claim that he is not intelligent enough or that he is unfit to 

study Torah.  As a result of this erroneous belief he does not 

put in the effort to assure that his student is fluent in the To-

rah lesson he is teaching as did R’ Preida who taught one of his 

students a lesson four hundred times so that it would be mas-

tered3.  The reason a teacher must invest himself to such a de-

gree is that Torah is our heritage from creation and as such 

every Jew is, by his very nature, fit to study Torah. 

Rav Ovadia Yosef4 wrote a teshuvah wherein he discusses 

whether it is appropriate for scholars younger than the age of 

forty to publish halachic works. After a thorough analysis of 

the different issues and opinions on the matter, he concludes 

that there is sufficient basis to permit scholars to publish ha-

lachic works even though they have not yet reached the age of 

forty.  If the author wants to be extra cautious he should in-

clude a disclaimer that the reader should not rely upon the ha-

lachic conclusions of the author without researching the matter 

himself.  This is preferable than refraining from publishing the 

sefer altogether.  The reason he does not advise against publish-

ing halachic works when the author is younger than forty is 

that it is a stringency that leads to a leniency since Chazal in 

our Gemara use such strong language against those who with-

hold Torah from others.   �  
 שו"ת שבט הלוי ח"ב סי' נ"ז אות ד'. .1
 מהרש"א לסוגייתינו. .2
 גמ' עירובין נ"ד: .3
 �שו"ת יביע אומר ח"ד חו"מ סי' א' אות ד.    .4
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The Power of Song 
  "כל האומר שירה בעולם הזה זוכה..."

O n today’s daf we find that one who 

sings to Hashem in this world will also 

sing to Him in the next. 

When Rav Meir of Kretchnif, zt”l, 

was a young boy, his father, the Rebbe of 

Nadvorna, zt”l, would often travel. Dur-

ing one of his many trips, his young son 

Meir felt a burning desire to learn the 

alef-beis, so he walked into the town’s 

cheder and asked the melamed to teach 

him the letters. The melamed readily 

complied.  

When his father returned the young 

child immediately showed off his 

knowledge by holding an open sefer next 

to his father and naming the letters. 

When the rebbe heard that the town 

melamed had done so, the rebbe com-

plained to him. “He is my son and his 

education is my responsibility. How 

could you teach him without my prior 

consent?” 

The rebbe wished to teach his son 

with the enthusiasm imbued to him by 

his father. In order to do this he ordered 

his son not to open any sefer until he 

forgot what he had been taught. All 

berachos and the like were taught to him 

by heart, but because he had a phenome-

nal memory it took a very long time for 

him to forget. In the meantime he felt 

inferior to his peers who all could read 

but when he complained to someone 

who told his feelings to the rebbe, the 

rebbe explained why he was waiting. 

“With Hashem’s help this will be for the 

best. He is now focusing on tefillah and 

he will learn to daven better than thou-

sands of Jews.” 

The child did indeed pray with great 

fervor. In addition his energies and 

yearning caused him to design a violin 

and play the most beautiful and inspir-

ing songs. His playing was so inspiration-

al that his father would often wake him 

to play a heart-rending melody to arouse 

him in avodas Hashem. 

When he ascended higher and high-

er in avodah, he elevated his music with 

him and he also taught his son to use a 

violin in his avodah. To this day, this 

avodah made an impression in his de-

scendants known for using music to in-

spire themselves and others in avodas 

Hashem.1   � 

אתא, תשל"א,) ע' -שער האותיות (כפר .1
 �   מ"ט 

STORIES Off the Daf  

the items that were confiscated by the newly-freed Jewish slaves 

as wages as they departed Egypt were, in fact, the personal 

property of Pharaoh.  This, then, was the justification which 

Geviha ben Pesisa provided to Alexander the Great for the 

collection of the gold and silver by the Jews, and why there was 

no longer any debt to settle.   � 

 (Insight...continued from page 1) 



Monday, Oct 16 2017 � ח“כ"ו תשרי תשע  

OVERVIEW of the Daf 
The virtue of studying Torah at night 

 ר אלעזר כל בית שאין דברי תורה נשמעין בן בלילה אש אכלתו“וא

T he Gemara cites a number of statements of R’ Elazar.  

One is that any house in which the words of Torah are not 

heard at night is destined to be consumed by fire. 

Maharsha explains that this statement is referring to a 

house owned by a person who spends his days earning a 

living.  It is understandable for this person to be busy dur-

ing the day, as he pursues his livelihood.  Yet, at night, 

when he is no longer overwhelmed with his pursuit of his 

parnossa, he is expected to be involved in Torah.  This is 

why R’ Elazar specifically teaches that if the sound of To-

rah is not heard in his house at night, the house is subject 

to this calamity. 

Alternatively, Maharsha explains that during the day-

time hours there is a lot of noise in the street, and sounds 

from the houses are generally not audible.  However, at 

night there is less background noise, and anyone who 

learns should be able to be heard beyond the walls of his 

own house.  If this is not the case, and the person is not 

learning, his house is susceptible to this vulnerability for 

fire to strike.  The reason fire might occur is that the words 

of Torah are referred to as fire, and as long as the sound of 

Torah is heard in the house, the fire of Torah combats the 

fire of Gehinnom and neutralizes it.  Without the fire of 

Torah, the fire of Gehinnom is free to consume the house. 

Ben Yehoyada notes that the numerical value of “בית—

house” is 412.  Torah is represented by the Hebrew letter 

‘א , which is the first letter of the words “אלופי ומיודעי—my 

teacher and instructor.” (Tehillim 55:14)  Without the To-

rah, the letter א‘  (which is spelled אלף, numerical value 

111) is lacking from the house.  When the house (412) is 

lacking the (111) אלף, it remains with only 301, which is 

the numerical value of אש, fire. 

Sefer מרגליות הים cites several additional comments of 

the Gemara which praise the learning of Torah at night.  

(Continued on page 2) 

Distinctive INSIGHT 

Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated  

By Jack Maghen in memory of  

Davood Sasoon ben Itzchak and  

Rabbi Itzchak Kirzner 

1)  Withholding a halacha from a student (cont.) 

R’ Chana bar Bizna in the name of R’ Shimon the Pi-

ous concludes his teaching related to a teacher who with-

holds a halacha from his student. 

 

2)  Scriptural allusions to resurrection (cont.) 

Three Amoraim suggest different sources for the con-

cept of resurrection. 

 

3)  Teachings of R’ Elazar 

Numerous teachings of R’ Elazar are presented with 

some of them being unsuccessfully challenged. 

 

4)  Scriptural allusions to resurrection (cont.) 

R’ Tavi in the name of R’ Yoshiyah cites another pasuk 

that alludes to the veracity of resurrection. 

D’vei Eliyahu describes what will happen to the right-

eous after resurrection. 

A Beraisa is cited that presents a dispute whether the 

description of resurrection in Sefer Yechezkel is a parable 

or meant literally. 

Five different Amoraim present their opinions regard-

ing the identity of the dead who were resurrected in Sefer 

Yechezkel. 

One Beraisa describes the events that led to Hashem 

instructing Yechezkel to resurrect the dead. 

(Continued on page 2) 

 

1. What is the merit for one who teaches Torah in the 

world? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. Why is it important for words of Torah to be heard in 

one’s house at night? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. What was significant about R’ Yehudah ben Beseirah’s 

ancestors? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. How many miracles occurred for Chananyah, Mishael 

and Azaryah on the day that they were thrown into the 

fiery furnace? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Leaving bread on the table 
 כל שאינו משייר פת על שלחנו אינו רואה סימן ברכה לעולם

Whoever does not leave bread on his table will never see a sign of 

blessing 

S hulchan Aruch1 writes that whoever does not leave 

bread on his table will not see a sign of blessing.  Mishnah 

Berurah2 gives two explanations for this practice.  The first 

explanation is that bread should be left on the table so that 

if a poor person comes looking for food it should be readily 

available.  The second explanation is that by leaving bread 

on the table one has a greater feeling of appreciation for Ha-

shem:  Not only has Hashem bestowed His blessing that I 

am full but I even have food that is leftover.  Sha’ar Hatzion3 

points out that according to the first explanation one should 

make sure not to leave a piece of bread that is too small 

since one should give a poor person a piece of bread that is 

respectable.  Later authorities4 write that since nowadays it is 

unusual to give a poor person leftover bread it is unnecessary 

to leave a piece of bread that is a respectable size and it is 

sufficient to leave a smaller piece.  The only caution is that 

one should not leave just crumbs on the table since crumbs 

are for this purpose no different than dust.  Therefore, the 

piece should at least be the volume of a bite-sized piece. 

Shulchan Aruch5 goes on to warn against bringing a 

whole loaf to the table since this was an idolatrous practice.  

Mishnah Berurah6 explains that this cautionary remark re-

fers to where there are pieces of bread on the table but if 

there are no pieces of bread on the table it is permitted to 

bring a whole loaf.  Taz7 emphasizes that Shulchan Aruch is 

warning against bringing a whole loaf to the table that was 

not already present but if there is a loaf that is leftover from 

the meal it is permitted to allow it to remain on the table.   
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The praises of Nevuchadnezzar 
   "בא מלאך וסטרו על פיו..."

R av Meir of Premishlan, zt”l, an-

swered an obvious difficulty on today’s 

daf through a parable. “On the surface 

the gemara in Sanhedrin 92 is very dif-

ficult to understand. We find there 

that when Nevuchadnezzar said a cou-

ple of words of praise to Hashem an 

angel struck him and had it not done 

so he would have disgraced the entire 

book of Tehillim. What could this pos-

sibly mean? Even the phrases he chose 

are a direct translation into Aramaic of 

two verses from Ashrei which is part of 

Tehillim. First he said, ‘' גדול ה' ומהלל

 :followed by ,’מאד ולגדולתו אין חקר

מלכותך מלכות כל עולמים וממשלתך בכל ‘

 . ’דור ודור
“Most difficult of all: How can this 

rasha who was so steeped in idolatry 

that he even forced others to worship 

idols be compared to Dovid who arose 

at midnight every night to sing 

Hashem’s praises? 

“This can be understood through a 

parable. Even if one cooks the most 

delectable dishes in the best manner, 

he still must be careful where he places 

them. If he uses a very disgusting vessel 

to store them in, the vessel will entirely 

ruin even the best ingredients. The 

same is true here. Even if a person says 

the praises sung by Dovid Hamelech, if 

he is impure—especially one as sullied 

as Nevuchadnezzar—he degrades the 

psalms by saying them.  

“The angel slapped Nevuchadnez-

ter not because he could somehow out-

do Dovid Hamelech. He was slapped 

so as not to continue dirtying Tehillim 

with his disgusting mouth!”1
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STORIES Off the Daf  

 

5)  Chananya, Mishael and Azaryah 

Another Beraisa describes the miracles that occurred 

when Chananyah, Mishael and Azaryah were thrown in 

the fiery furnace. 

D’vei R’ Eliezer ben Yaakov derives a principle concern-

ing correct behavior from Chananyah, Mishael and 

Azaryah.   � 

 (Overview...continued from page 1) 

“A house from which Torah is heard at night will not be 

destroyed” (Eiruvin 18b).  “Anyone who studies Torah at 

night will be accorded an aura of kindness by Hashem 

throughout the day” (Chagiga 12b).  “One who studies 

Torah at night is considered as if he is involved with the 

service in the Beis HaMikdash” (Menachos 110a).  “The 

Shechina accompanies anyone who delves into Torah 

study at night” (Tamid 32b).  “The song of Torah is only 

from the study at night” (Vayikra Rabba 19).  � 

 (Insight...continued from page 1) 


