
Thursday, Sep 28 2017 � ח“ח' תשרי תשע  

OVERVIEW of the Daf 

סנהדרין ע
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Saving a victim by stopping the attacker with excessive force 
 אביי אמר ביכול להציל באחד מאבריו

A baye cites the opinion of R’ Yonasan who says that if some-

one is pursuing someone else to kill him, an observer may inter-

vene to stop the pursuer.  However, if the attacker can be stopped 

by simply immobilizing the attacker, Rambam writes (Hilchos 

Rotzei’ach 1:13) that if the one who intervened used excessive, 

deadly force instead, he is held responsible for murder.  Neverthe-

less, Rambam rules that a beis din would not kill him. Tur (C.M. 

425) wonders why Rambam stops short of saying that this person 

could be executed by the court. If he is guilty of murder, why 

should the court not be able to exact punishment from him for 

his crime?  Several answers have been offered to explain the ruling 

of Rambam. 

Beis Yosef explains that Rambam holds that the one who 

advanced to save his fellow man initially acted lawfully in his at-

tempt to stop the attacker. It is not fitting therefore that the Jew-

ish court should put him to death, although his actual response 

went beyond that which was justified. 

Beis Yosef adds that no warning could be given to this man as 

he intervened to physically stop the attacker.  Anyone observing 

this intervention would not be able to warn him not to stop the 

attacker, because his intent was to save the victim, and not to kill 

the criminal.  Kesef Mishnah says that Rambam understood that 

in the Beraisa, the intent of R’ Yonasan ben Shaul when he says 

that the one who stopped the attacker with excessive force was 

only that he is liable for death from heaven, but not that the 

court would put him to death. 

ז“רדב  (to Hilchos Melachim 9:4) notes that as soon as 

someone chases after someone else to kill him, this pursuer has 

forfeited his life.  He knows that not only will the person being 

chased try to defend himself, but others may also step forward to 

save the intended victim.  Therefore, even if someone kills this 

pursuer, albeit with excessive force, the court cannot implement 

capital punishment as a response to the killing of someone whose 

life was already surrendered. 

 answers that even if the one who intervened used חוות יאיר

excessive force in stopping the pursuer, he can always argue in 

court in his own defense that it was not possible to use less force 

(Continued on page 2) 
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1)  Killing one who pursues relations punishable with כרת 

(cont.) 

Two additional resolutions to the contradiction between our 

Mishnah and the Mishnah in Kesubos whether one who pursues 

relations punishable with כרת are recorded. 

The source for R’ Yonason ben Shaul’s ruling about one who 

kills a pursuer when he could have disabled him is presented. 

This source is unsuccessfully challenged. 

2)  Financial liability 

Rava presents the halachos of whether the pursuer, the pur-

sued or a rescuer are liable for property that he damages. 

3)  Killing one who pursues a sin 

A Beraisa presents R’ Shimon ben Yochai’s position that one 

may kill someone about to engage in idolatry which is at odds 

with the position of our Mishnah. 

Another Beraisa presents the position of R’ Elazar the son of 

R’ Shimon that one could kill someone about to desecrate Shab-

bos which is at odds with our Mishnah’s ruling about this point. 

4)  Sacrificing one’s life 

R’ Yochanan in the name of R’ Shimon ben Yehotzadak 

rules that one should transgress the Torah rather than be killed 

except for idolatry, illicit relations and murder. 

The ruling that one must allow himself to be killed rather 

than worship idolatry is unsuccessfully challenged and the source 

that one must sacrifice his life rather than worship idolatry is pre-

sented. 

The sources that one must sacrifice his life rather than have 

illicit relations or commit murder are presented. 

R’ Dimi and Ravin in the name of R’ Yochanan qualify R’ 

Yochanan’s ruling that one should sin rather than be killed. 

An example of an easy mitzvah is presented. 

R’ Yochanan is cited as defining “public” as in the presence 

of ten people. 

R’ Yirmiyah asks whether nine Jews and a gentile make some-

thing “public.” 

It is demonstrated that ten Jews are necessary for something 

to be considered “public.” 

The premise that one must give up his life rather than sin in 

public is challenged from the Esther story. 

Abaye and Rava offer different resolutions to this challenge. 

Rava cites support for the principle behind his explanation. 

5)  A gentile sanctifying Hashem’s name 

R’ Ami was asked whether gentiles are commanded to sancti-

fy Hashem’s name. 

Abaye asserted that they are not obligated but this assertion 

was rejected by Rava. 

Another unsuccessful attempt to resolve this inquiry is pre-

sented and the matter is left unresolved.   � 
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Are Shabbos desecrators included in a minyan? 
 מה להלן עשרה וכולהו ישראל אף כאן עשרה וכולהו ישראל

Just like there, there were ten and they were all Jewish so too here there 

must be ten and they must be Jewish 

R av Moshe Feinstein1 was asked whether people who do not 

observe Shabbos could be included in a minyan if one cannot find 

a minyan of Shabbos observers.  Initially he suggests that the mat-

ter may be subject to a dispute but by the end of his response he 

writes that one may include people who do not observe Shabbos 

in a minyan.  He cites our Gemara as proof to this conclusion.  

The Gemara discusses what qualifies as “public” for matters of 

sanctification of Hashem’s name.  R’ Yaakov in the name of R’ 

Yochanan states that there must be at least ten people present for 

something to be considered public and they must all be Jewish.  

The requirement that all ten people must be Jewish is derived 

from the verse ונקדשתי בתוך בני ישראל – And I will be sanctified 

in the midst of the Bnai Yisroel.  The Gemara then makes a geza-

irah shava using the word תוך to connect this verse with a verse 

discussing the spies.  The gezairah shava teaches that just as the 

spies numbered ten and were Jewish, so too, in order to sanctify 

Hashem’s name we require ten people who are Jewish.  The fact 

that we derive the requirement for a minyan from the spies is sig-

nificant for another reason.  The spies were considered apostates 

 who are worse than Shabbos desecrators and – כופרים –

nevertheless we use them as the model that teaches that the sancti-

fication of Hashem’s name requires the presence of ten Jews. 

Teshuvas Or L’tzion2 adopts a more stringent position on this 

matter.  He writes that people who intentionally and knowingly 

desecrate Shabbos are categorized as gentiles and cannot be count-

ed towards any matter of sanctity.  This is also the position cited 

by Mishnah Berurah3.  The reason why the spies do not serve as 

an example that any Jew could be included in a minyan is that the 

Gemara never states explicitly that they were apostates and thus 

for the purpose of this teaching we do not consider them to be 

wicked and thus the precedent to which Rav Feinstein refers is 

invalid.   �  
 שו"ת אג"מ או"ח ח"א סי' כ"ג וח"ב סי' י"ט. .1
 שו"ת אור לציון ח"ב פ"כ סי' ה' בהע'. .2
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“And you shall live by them”  
   "יעבור ואל יהרג..."

R av Shach, zt”l, would explain how one 

can fulfill the mitzvah of Kiddush Hashem 

his entire life. “People mistakenly believe 

that sacrificing oneself to sanctify Hashem’s 

Name only applies to actual martyrdom. 

This is based on the well known Gemara in 

Sanhedrin 74: If one must either transgress 

the mitzvos of the Torah or die, he should 

transgress except for the three cardinal sins 

for which one must give up his life. Rav 

Yochanan adds that during a time of reli-

gious persecution, even if they demand one 

to violate a minor mitzvah he must die.  

“Yet one who delves a bit deeper will 

realize that self-sacrifice has a much more 

common application: to live a life through 

which one sanctifies Hashem’s Name. Alt-

hough dying to sanctify the Name is a very 

great merit, we are also required to sanctify 

His name every instant of our life by living 

with self-sacrifice. The proof to this is from 

the verse, ‘וחי בהם —And you shall live by 

them.’ Our sages learn from this that one 

should live through the mitzvos, not die on 

account of them. We see from here that 

Hashem wants one to live fulfilling the 

mitzvos, not die in their fulfillment. The 

Torah values life to such a great extent that 

our sages tell us that one who commits sui-

cide forfeits his portion in the next world.  

“But how can one live a life of self sac-

rifice? Life is filled with tests, especially for 

those who keep Torah and mitzvos. We 

have a clear precedent for virtually every 

step of life. What we can and cannot do, 

and how to do that which we must. Those 

who withstand the many trials of life and 

fulfill Torah as it should be kept live with 

self-sacrifice. We have six hundred and thir-

teen mitzvos which teach us how to live our 

lives. How to eat and how to sleep; every 

detail is explained. Non-Jews are free to do 

as they please. Nevertheless, a Jew who 

overcomes his base urges feels filled with 

joy. Like a general returning from a victori-

ous battle, he sees the positive and rejoices 

in his success. Most importantly, he rejoices 

in his portion as one of the chosen of Ha-

shem, a son of the King.”1   � 

   �    ל"ד, ול"ז-אורחות חיים, ע' ל"ג .1

STORIES Off the Daf  

than was actually applied.  In other words, even if the pursuer 

could have been stopped by his being injured, this is something 

which is practically impossible to prove in court. It may very well 

be that in heaven it is known that he acted far beyond what was 

necessary, and he might be liable for death from heaven, but 

Rambam rules that a court here on earth will not be able to put 

him to death. � 

 (Insight...continued from page 1) 

 

1. Explain R’ Yonasan ben Shaul’s qualification to the rul-

ing that one may kill a pursuer. 

 _________________________________________ 

2. When is one obligated to sacrifice his life rather than 

commit a sin? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. Why didn’t Esther give up her life rather than sin pub-

licly? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. How does a gentile sanctify Hashem’s name? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Areas associated with the three cardinal sins—אביזרייהו 
ימות ואל תספר ‘ ימות ואל יבעל לו, ימות ואל תעמוד לפניו וכו

 ‘וכו

T he Gemara brings a statement of Rav Yehuda in the 

name of Rav regarding the extent to which the sages insti-

tuted precautions and established limitations in the area of 

prohibited relationships. There was a man who became 

deathly ill due to his lustful desire for a certain woman. 

The doctors even declared that the man would die if his 

desires were not satisfied. The rabbis were asked whether 

this man could sin with this woman in order to save his 

life. The rabbis responded that it was prohibited for him 

to engage in any form of prohibited activity in this area. 

Not only are forbidden relationships prohibited even at 

the expense of one’s life (יהרג ואל יעבור), but even actions 

associated with these prohibited relationships are also pro-

hibited, even at the expense of one’s life. 

Based upon this incident, many Rishonim note that 

the law that one must offer his life before violating any of 

the cardinal sins of idolatry, prohibited relationships and 

murder applies not only to the sins themselves, but it also 

applies to acts directly associated (אביזרייהו) with these 

sins. Examples of this would be touching or staring at 

women who are prohibited (as in our Gemara, where doc-

tors determined that it was medically necessary), or using 

branches from idolatrous trees for medicinal purposes. In 

these cases, a person would have to resist partaking of 

these healing effects because they are associated with the 

sin itself. 

Based upon a comment in the Yerushalmi (Shabbos 

14:4), Tosafos (Pesachim 25a) and Rosh (Avoda Zara 2:9) 

explain that the only time it would be prohibited to use 

idolatrous branches for healing purposes is where the of-

ficer of the idol says that only these special branches will 

have the desired medicinal effect, due to the demons they 

control, but that any other branches will not suffice. If, 

however, a doctor says that the patient needs the heat of a 

fire, and someone happens to bring branches to burn from 

an idolatrous tree, it would be permitted to use them. In 

this case, no special powers have been attributed to the 

(Continued on page 2) 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1) Illicit relations 

An incident is presented in which Chazal ruled it was 

better for a man to die than for someone to engage in illic-

it relations. 

A dispute is recorded regarding the marital status of 

the woman in this incident. 
 

 הדרן עלך בן סורר ומורה
 

2) MISHNAH: The Mishnah enumerates the transgres-

sions punished with burning. 
 

3) Analyzing the Mishnah 

The Gemara infers that the Mishnah refers to one who 

cohabits with his mother-in-law and her mother and that 

these prohibitions are written explicitly and the others 

enumerated in the Mishnah are derived through exposi-

tion. 

It is explained how Abaye and Rava who have a related 

dispute would explain the Mishnah in accordance with 

their respective positions. 
 

4) Mother-daughter arayos 

A Baraisa presents the source for the different mother-

daughter arayos. 

The Gemara cites and elaborates on different parts of 

the Baraisa. 

Abaye and Rava offer different resolutions to a chal-

lenge to a gezairah shava in the Baraisa. 

While elaborating on Rava’s position the Gemara dis-

cusses how a gezairah shava works. � 

 

1. Why didn’t Chazal allow the man to marry the woman 

with whom he was obsessed. 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What are the sources for the mother-daughter prohibi-

tions? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. What halacha is derived from the double gezeirah 

Sshavah הנה הנה זימה זימה? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. Explain דון מינה ואוקי באתרה. 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Are women and children counted as one of the ten for 

purposes of kiddush Hashem? 
 הא בצנעה הא בפרהסיא

The act of Naaman was private and our question discusses that 

which took place in public 

R av Ovadia Yosef1 cites Sefer Lev Shalem who wonders 

whether a minor is counted as one of the ten people needed 

for an event to be considered “public” for the obligation to 

sanctify Hashem’s name. He wrote that the issue would 

seem to parallel the dispute of whether a minor is counted 

as one of the ten males needed for a minyan. The reason to 

connect the two issues is that both halachos are derived 

from the word ונקדשתי –and I will be sanctified. Rav 

Ovadia Yosef asserts that the two cases are not necessarily 

parallel. When it comes to constituting people for a minyan 

it is necessary for all ten people to be present at one time. 

Concerning matters of sanctifying Hashem’s name it is not 

necessary for all the people to be in the same place at the 

same time. This is evident from the Gemara’s question 

(74b) that Esther’s marriage to Achashverosh was “public” 

and she should have sacrificed her life rather than had rela-

tions with Achashverosh. According to this analysis one 

could argue that a child could be counted as one of the ten 

people needed to consider an event “public” for purposes of 

sanctifying Hashem’s name since the qualification for sanc-

tifying Hashem’s name is more lenient than the qualifica-

tion for a minyan. 

Rav Ovadia Yosef mentions Teshuvas Dvar Shmuel who 

questions whether women are counted as one of the ten 

people needed for an event to be considered “public.” Alt-

hough there is a dispute amongst the Poskim whether wom-

en are counted towards the ten people necessary for an 

event to be considered “public,” one could point to our Ge-

mara as evidence that they are counted. Ran2 comments 

that if gentiles are obligated to sanctify Hashem’s name, an 

event is considered “public” if there are ten gentiles present 

who reject idolatry. Accordingly, since women are obligated 

in the mitzvah to sanctify Hashem’s name they should also 

be counted amongst the ten needed for an event to be con-

sidered public. This analysis clearly indicates that the quali-

fications to be counted in a minyan and the qualifications 

to be one of the ten for an event to be considered “public” 

are not the same. Women are not included in a minyan and 

yet they are counted as one of the ten for a “public” event. 

So too it is possible that children are not counted for a min-

yan but are still counted for an event to be considered pub-

lic. �  
 שו"ת יביע אומר ח"ד או"ח סי' ט' אות א' ד"ה ובהיותי. .1

 �חידושי הר"ן לסוגייתינו.  .2
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The price of a gift  
   "ואם איתא..."

T he Tchebiner Rav, zt”l, was fa-

mous as a towering scholar who often 

could reply to seemingly unanswerable 

questions with ironclad proofs of origi-

nal devise.  

One time, Rav Yechezkel Sarna, 

zt”l, the Rosh Yeshiva of Chevron, had 

a question for which he could find no 

clear answer. Naturally, when he met 

the Tchebiner Rav, he immediately 

asked him. “The verse states that one 

who hates gifts will live. I am unsure 

whether this applies only to gifts from 

a Jew, or even a gift from a non-Jew.” 

The Tchebiner Rav immediately 

replied that this is only relevant to a 

Jew’s gift. “The Sm”a, zt”l, wonders 

why refraining from taking gifts should 

lengthen one’s life. He explains that 

one who accepts a gift will be unable to 

give rebuke to the one who gave him 

the gift. If there will be a need for re-

buke and he otherwise would have 

been able to help this person return to 

Hashem, this is a serious dereliction of 

his obligation as a Jew.  

“Since Rashi in Sanhedrin 75 

writes clearly that there is no mitzvah 

to rebuke a non-Jew, one does not vio-

late ‘שונא מתנות יחיה’ when one takes 

gifts from a non-Jew.”1 � 

  � לך, תשס"ה, ע' א-כוכבי אור, לך .1

STORIES Off the Daf  

fact that the tree was from idolatry. ן“ר , however, cites this 

opinion of Tosafos, and he rejects it. He contends that 

this opinion is not the concluding halacha in the 

Yerushalmi. 

Minchas Chinuch (Mitzvah 296:15,25) concludes that 

according to Tosafos, the law of יהרג ואל יעבור to 

 of idolatry applies only in a case where with the אביזרייהו

usage of the associated materials there is an attempt to 

prove or demonstrate the powers of the idolatry. He also 

explains the opinion of Rambam using this approach, as 

Rambam omits the prohibition of using branches of idola-

try for medicinal purposes. 

Minchas Chinuch also demonstrates that אביזרייהו of 

murder is prohibited and is in the category of  יהרג ואל

 � .יעבור

 (Insight...continued from page 1) 
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סנהדרין ע
 ו“

Holding someone down into water until he dies 
 וכבש עליו לתוך המים או לתוך האור ואינו יכול לעלות משם ומת חייב

O ur Mishnah gives several examples of murder.  Among 

them is a case of holding someone under water so that he cannot 

surface, until the person dies.   The Mishnah rules that this is a 

direct contributing act of murder, and not just a passive act of 

preventing the person from exiting the water.  סנהדרי קטנה notes 

that we must contrast this with the Gemara in Shabbos (120a) 

which discusses a person who had the name of God written on 

his skin. The halacha is that in this case, a person is not allowed 

to erase the name of God off his skin.  Nevertheless, he may enter 

water and submerge himself in it, although this would inevitably 

cause  the name of God to be dissolved and be erased.  The rea-

son this is permitted is that the entry into the water is not synony-

mous with erasing the name.  The later outcome of the erasure 

happens on its own once the person is already in the water.  This 

seems inconsistent with our Gemara where putting a person into 

water is in and of itself an act of murder, even though the death is 

only an outcome which occurs at a later moment. 

 explains the guidelines to understand this סנהדרי קטנה

halacha.  The Mishnah notes that if someone pushes someone 

else into water whereby the victim can easily escape death, even if 

the victim fails to surface, this is not murder.  Similarly, if some-

one has the name of God written on his hand, and someone 

pushes him into the water from where he can easily depart, the 

one who pushed him will not be held responsible for erasing the 

name of God even if the person remains in the water until the 

name dissolves.  In both of these cases, the initial push into the 

water did not necessitate the person’s remaining in the water, and 

the extended outcome of remaining in the water was only inci-

dental (גרמא).  In fact, even if someone is pushed into a pit which 

has a ladder which can be used to escape, and that same one who 

pushed the victim then removed the ladder, there would be no 

grounds for murder.  The initial push was not deadly, as the per-

son could have climbed out at that moment, and the subsequent 

removal of the ladder is only incidental to the victim’s death. 

Therefore, in the case where a person himself enters water 

which eventually erases the name of God on his arm, the person 

is exempt from the crime of erasing.  His initial entry into the 

water was not in and of itself a direct act of erasure, and his stay-

ing in the water causes the erasure incidentally.  On the other 

hand, holding someone down in the water to drown is a direct act 

of murder, as he does not allow the victim to rise.   � 

Distinctive INSIGHT 

Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated  

By the Meer, Rosen and Storz families 

In memory of their father and grandfather 
 ר' ברוך בן ר' אברהם, ע"ה

1)  Mother-daughter arayos (cont.) 

The Gemara concludes its discussion of how the gezairah 

shava will work according to Rava. 

It is suggested that the gezairah shava should be able to teach 

additional halachos. 

Abaye and Rava suggest alternative responses to this sugges-

tion. 

2)  A man’s daughter from a woman to whom one was not mar-

ried 

Three different sources are presented that cohabiting with a 

daughter from a woman to whom one was not married is punish-

able by stoning. 

The third source is unsuccessfully challenged. 

The Gemara asks for the source of the prohibition against 

cohabiting with a daughter from a woman to whom one was not 

married and explains that the question only applies to the author 

of the third source cited above. 

R’ Ila’a suggests a source for this prohibition. 

This source is unsuccessfully challenged. 

3)  Cunning evildoer 

R’ Kahana in the name of R’ Akiva makes a statement regard-

ing a cunning evildoer that the Gemara clarifies. 

R’ Kahana in the name of R’ Akiva cautions against people 

who give advice that suits their own interest. 

R’ Yehudah in the name of Rav enumerates improper behav-

iors. 

Whether it is appropriate to marry off one’s son while yet a 

minor is explored. 

A Beraisa enumerates positive behaviors. 

4)  Mother-in-law 

(Continued on page 2) 

 

1. What is the source that one may not marry a daughter 

from a woman to whom he was not married? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What is derived from the phrase  אל תחלל את בתך

 ?להזנותה

 _________________________________________ 

3. What steps can a person take so that Hashem will an-

swer his call? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. When is one liable for killing someone by pushing him 

into water or fire? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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Coloring one’s hair to appear younger 
 זה המשיא את בתו לזקן

That refers to one who marries his young daughter to an old man 

S efer Chassidim1 writes that although our Gemara strongly 

criticizes a circumstance in which an older man marries a younger 

woman, that criticism is reserved for a case where the young wom-

an is not interested in marrying the older man.  In a circumstance 

where the young woman has an interest in marrying the older 

man, e.g. he is a good and upright Jew, it is a mitzvah to help the 

couple marry.  Nevertheless, he warns the older man against tak-

ing steps to fool the younger woman into thinking that he is 

younger than he actually is.  He is obligated to tell her his age and 

if she desires to marry him, it is permitted. 

Teshuvas Mishnah Halachos2 was asked whether a man is 

permitted to color his hair so that he would be able to marry a 

woman who is still capable of having children.  He cited this pas-

sage from Sefer Chassidim that a man may not fool a woman into 

thinking that he is younger than he actually is. One reason is that 

it violates the prohibition against exploiting another (אונאה) and 

the second reason is the one mentioned in our Gemara, namely, 

the concern that the younger woman will be led to have an adul-

terous affair. Mekor Chessed3 wrote that a man who colors his 

beard also violates the prohibition against adorning himself like a 

woman (לא ילבש גבר). Mishnah Halachos rejects this since Beis 

Yosef4 cites authorities who maintain that a man who grooms 

himself like a woman but does not intend to beautify himself 

does not violate the prohibition. Accordingly, one could argue 

that the man who colors his beard so that he should be able to 

marry a younger woman does not violate the prohibition of 

grooming himself like a woman since his intention is not to beau-

tify himself.  It would seem that Teshuvos V’hanhagos5 disagrees.  

He writes, concerning a man who wants to color his hair so that 

he could get a job that he does violate the prohibition against 

grooming himself like a woman.  The very fact that he wants to 

appear younger is a method of beautifying one’s self and thus 

prohibited.   �  
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The basis of Shalom Bayis 
 האוהב את אשתו כגופו והמכבדה יותר מגופו

R av Michel Yehudah Lefkowitz, zt”l, 

once explained how a ben Torah should 

treat his wife. “I heard that whenever there 

was thunder and lightning, my rebbe, Rav 

Shlomo Heiman, zt”l would stop the shiur 

and rush home. What was behind this 

strange custom? Very simple. His wife was 

afraid of lightning and thunder so he felt 

responsible to run home to calm her.” 

When asked how to build a good rela-

tionship with one’s wife, he replied, 

“Shalom bayis all depends on how the hus-

band relates to his wife. If he treats her 

right and honors her, she will see that he 

recognizes everything she does and appreci-

ates her efforts in the home. Naturally she 

will also relate to him in kind.  

“But the way to win the respect of one’s 

wife is to be careful not to waste time. If she 

sees that her husband uses every spare mo-

ment to learn, she will think the world of 

him. Sometimes we find a relationship 

where the wife is reluctant to allow the hus-

band to spend much time learning. Most 

often this is because he does not help her 

around the house. A husband should real-

ize that time spent helping around the 

house is not wasted, since if one helps he 

will usually find that his wife will allow him 

to learn more. 

“It is our sacred duty to love our wives 

as ourselves and to honor them even more 

than ourselves, as we find in Sanhedrin 76 

and the Rambam. Practically this means 

that one should compliment his wife as 

much as possible both for whatever she 

does as a partner, for building a family to-

gether, and for every second she allows him 

to learn Torah. Even when the husband 

doesn’t really feel like it he should still com-

pliment her, since this encourages her and 

builds their relationship. When an avrech 

reaches a certain milestone in his learning, 

he must inform his wife to allow her to 

share in his simchah. She is a partner in 

every iota of his learning and has every right 

to know!”1   � 
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STORIES Off the Daf  

A Beraisa presents a dispute between R’ Akiva and R’ Yish-

mael about the scope of the prohibition against marrying one’s 

mother-in-law. 

Abaye asserts that there is no practical difference between 

these positions and the difference is exegetical whereas Rava 

maintains that there is a practical difference between them. 

5)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah lists the transgressors who are 

beheaded and then discusses when a murderer is executed and 

when he is not. 

6)  Iron weapons 

Shmuel explains why the Torah doesn’t mention iron in its 

list of weapons. 

A Beraisa echoes this same idea and the Gemara adds a clari-

fication of this concept. 

7)  Holding someone down 

The Gemara clarifies the meaning of the Mishnah’s cases 

related to holding someone down when he could and when he 

could not escape. 

The source that one is liable for holding someone down is 

cited. 

A related incident is recounted.   � 
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