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137b   This esrog is given to you… If he returned it, he observed the mitzvah.  If he failed to return it, he did not observe the mitzvah.


An esrog returned with the pitum missing…


Our sugya teaches us that a gift bestowed on condition to be returned within a certain time is considered an outright gift for that period.  If, however, the recipient fails to return it according to the stipulated condition, it is evident that he never acquired it.  This type of gift is quite common on the first day of Sukos since a person must then observe the mitzvah of taking up the four species – the esrog, palm branch, myrtle and willow – using only his own, as the Torah says: “And take for yourselves on the first day fruit of a choice tree”, etc. (Vayikra 23:40).  On the first day the four species must belong completely to you while performing the mitzvah and even partnership must be avoided (see Rashbam, s.v. Ve’im lav).  You also cannot observe the mitzvah if someone merely “allows” you to use his esrog, etc., but anyone lacking the four species may acquire them from another as a gift on condition to be returned, observe the mitzvah with them and return them to their original owner who, if he has so far not performed the mitzvah, now does so (Shulchan ‘Aruch, O.C. 658:4; the prohibition on acquiring property on Shabos and holidays was not decreed where acquisition is made for the sake of a mitzvah).  


The common explanation offered by halachic authorities as to the essential nature of this acquisition is that the original owner definitely transfers absolute ownership of the property to the other but stipulates the condition that if the property is not returned, the entire transaction is retroactively void.  According to this opinion, the original owner must repossess the property at its return by some halachically accepted means of acquisition and Shulchan ‘Aruch rules accordingly (see Remo, ibid, 658:5, and Ketzos HaChoshen, 241, S.K. 4, who disagrees and holds that as the original owner transfers ownership for a certain time, the property again becomes his automatically at the end of the period with no need for any physical repossession).


Our people have always endeared mitvos and strived to observe them in the best way.  Sometimes, then, if one of a group would succeed in getting a choice set of the four species for Sukos, he would enable the others to observe the mitzvah by bestowing them the set on condition that it is returned.    Thus, Reuven, for example, receives the set as a gift on condition to be returned, performs the mitzvah with it and passes it on as a conditional gift to Shimon – or Levi – telling him that whoever uses the set last must return it to the original owner.  Reuven, of course, is allowed to give the set to Shimon or Levi without returning it first to the original owner as he is, meanwhile, the absolute owner of the set - as long as the condition of return is specified to the next in line.


Sometimes, however, the esrog might fall and become pasul (disqualified) for its mitzvah as it passed from one friend to another.  The esrog, of course, was bestowed as a gift to be returned in its original kosher condition, fit for its mitzvah, and not as fruit fit to be cooked as preserves!  Now, then, since the condition of return was not fulfilled, does the mitzvah already performed by each one of the group become disqualified retroactively? (See Mishnah Berurah, 658, S.K. 13).


Passing on the esrog is like returning it: Apparently, the whole chain of receipt and transferral of ownership is disqualified as soon as the esrog is damaged.  Such a case, though, was referred to the Chazon Ish and he ruled that, as a precaution, all the friends should perform the mitzvah again with a kosher set (without a blessing).  Strictly speaking, however, those who took up the set before the esrog was damaged are regarded as having observed the mitzvah de facto since, as the Chazon Ish elucidates, we must distinguish between someone who bestows a gift to one person on condition to be returned and someone who grants the same to a group: Let’s say, for instance, that Yehudah gives an esrog to Yisachar on condition to be returned and Yisachar bestows it to Zevulun, as he is permitted to do unless otherwise restricted by Yehudah.  If Zevulun loses it, Yisachar can’t return it to Yehudah and Yisachar’s acquisition of the esrog is retroactively void and, consequently, the esrog was never his and he failed to observe the mitzvah.  Zevulun also certainly neglected to return the esrog to Yisachar so he, too, did not observe the mitzvah.  In contrast, if a group of people are waiting to perform the mitzvah and, as in our example, Reuven transferred ownership of the set to Shimon with the original owner’s consent and encouragement, he is regarded as having returned it to him as he fulfilled the wish of the original owner!  Only the one from whom the esrog fell is unable to fulfil the condition of return and his acquisition of the set is retroactively invalid whereas all the others observed the mitzvah as required (Mo’adim Uzemanim, VI, 44; the same idea appears in Bikurei Ya’akov, 658, S.K. 17).





138a   My son, the firstborn


Does an only son have firstborn rights?


In his Devar Avraham (I,27), the Rabbi of Kovno, Rabbi A.D. Kahana-Shapira zt”l raises the question as to if an only son, without brothers, is regarded as a firstborn.  In other words, when he inherits his father’s estate, does he do so just as an ordinary son or does he inherit half the estate as an ordinary son and the other half as a firstborn?  And if you ask, “What’s the difference?  He gets it all anyway!”, the following case shows that this seemingly theoretic inquiry has practical implications.  


We explained in our previous issue that there used to be a custom to give a daughter a shtar chatzi zachar, a document granting her a portion of her father’s estate equal to half that of a son’s.  If a father had, for instance, three sons and a daughter, all the children together would be considered as 3.5 sons and the daughter would get a seventh of the estate in conformity with her status as a chatzi zachar – “half a male”.  If, though, he had only one son and a daughter, how much should she get?  If the son is not defined as a firstborn, he and his sister are together regarded as 1.5 sons and she receives a third of the estate.  If, however, he is also considered a firstborn, he inherits two portions, one as an ordinary son and one as a firstborn: the father is then regarded as having 2.5 sons and the daughter gets only a fifth of the estate.  The question occupied the attention of many halachic authorities, as attested by HaGaon Rav Y.S. Natanson, author of Shoel Umeshiv (Responsa, 1st edition, 123): “HaGaon Rav D. Oppenheim; HaGaon Rav Yonasan – author of Urim VeTumim and then Darshan (exponent) of Prague; the author of Shav Ya’akov and the inquiring rabbis have all failed to find an answer.”  Later poskim, though, have tried to solve the quandary by logical deduction: The Gemara (Bava Basra 124a), after all, defines a firstborn’s rights as a gift, learning from the verse “to give him twice as much” (Devarim 21:17).  But who bestows the gift?  His father is already deceased so it could be that the gift is bestowed by his brothers and, if he has no brothers, he has no gift and does not inherit a firstborn’s portion (see Responsa ‘Ateres Tzevi, 2).





140b   If my wife bears a son, he should get a maneh (100 zuz).


Unexpected birth of twins


Our mishnah concerns a person who wants to distribute his estate before his demise.  According to Rashbam (s.v. Haomer im), he could be healthy and just want to grant his future child a certain portion through the offices of a third party or he could be moribund (shechiv mera’) and not be expecting to witness his child’s birth, in which case we must obey his wish as it is a mitzvah to execute such a person’s orders.  At any rate, the person in question commanded that if his wife bears a son, he gets a maneh (100 zuz) from the estate and if she bears a daughter, the daughter should receive 200 zuz.  The mishnah then adds that if she bears “a male and a female”, the son gets a maneh and the daughter 200 zuz.  The Rosh assumes that the mishnah means that she bore twins (Responsa of the Rosh, Kelal 81:2).  Rashbam disagrees (s.v. Hachi garsinan im zachar; see Maharsha) and explains that the mishnah merely means that the father expressed both eventualities but does not discuss the birth of twins.  The halachah was ruled according to the Rosh (Shulchan ‘Aruch, C.M. 253:27) and the poskim discuss more questions arising from the unexpected birth of twins.


A question of mathematics: About 700 years ago a person commanded just before his demise that if his wife bore a son, he should get two thirds of his estate while the rest should be given to his brothers – the child’s uncles – whereas if she bore a daughter, the daughter should receive one third with the rest going to his brothers.  The widow bore twins, a son and a daughter, and the question arose as to how to apportion the estate.  If we succeed in understanding the father’s intention, we must divide the estate into sevenths.  The son gets four sevenths, the uncles two sevenths altogether and the daughter one seventh.  The father, after all, apparently wanted to leave his son twice as much as the uncles – originally giving him two thirds as opposed to one third for the uncles – and the uncles twice as much as his daughter, originally giving her one third and the uncles two thirds.  We have no choice, then, but to apportion one seventh to the daughter, two sevenths to the uncles and four sevenths to the son.  This hypothetical solution was suggested to the Rosh (ibid), who ordered the whole estate to be given to the son as the father made no mention of twins!  The Rosh assumes that when the father commanded “if my wife bears a son [or daughter]”, he meant only a son or only a daughter and the birth of twins therefore invalidates the father’s condition.  The son inherits the entire estate as a daughter does not inherit if there is a son and the halachah was ruled accordingly (Shulchan ‘Aruch, ibid, 253:28).


Donating 18 rotel for Lag BaOmer: A certain childless person recently vowed that if his wife would bear a child, he would donate 18 rotel of wine or liquor to be distributed at the tomb of Rabbi Shimon bar Yochai in Meiron on Lag BaOmer.  Such donations have long been customary as a segula to merit Heavenly favor and are meant to provide sustenance and merrymaking for the many thousands visiting the tomb on that day.  A rotel, approximately 3 liters, was a common measure in the Ottoman era and persists among the descendants of families that settled in Eretz Israel centuries ago.  


Within a year the person’s wife bore twins and some insisted that he must donate 36 rotel for the double kindness.  In fact, however, he had only to give 18 as that was how much he vowed.





141a   Anyone who fails to leave a son to inherit him


Those who learnt mishnayos for their own departed souls


Our Gemara highly praises anyone who leaves a son to inherit his estate.  A previous Gemara, on 116a, applies the verse “…cry for the one who goes” (Yirmyahu 22:10) to a person who fails to leave a son after him.  The Gemara in Sanhedrin explains that sons increase their fathers’ merits and the halachah accordingly stresses the importance of a son’s saying kaddish for his father (Remo in Shulchan ‘Aruch, Y.D. 376:4; Responsa Binyamin Ze’ev, 51).


A father who told his son to say kaddish for 12 months: To be careful for his father’s honor, a son stops saying kaddish for him 11 months after his demise: saying kaddish for the full year of mourning would suggest the father was a rasha as only the evil stay in Geihinom for 12 months (Remo, ibid).  Halachic authorities have discussed the question of a son whose father commanded him to say kaddish for a full year.  HaGaon Rav Shlomo Kluger zt”l commanded his son to do so and the latter asked Rabbi Yitzchak Shmelkes of Lvov, author of Beis Yitzchak, as to how to behave, fearing that such an act would disgrace his father.  The Beis Yitzchak (II, 157) ruled that he should say kaddish for a full year to obey his father as that would be the best way of honoring him (see ibid as to the halachah concerning the thirteenth month in a leap year).


Hiring a person to say kaddish: If the deceased had no son, some relative should say the kaddish according to the following order of preference: the deceased’s sons’ sons, his daughters’ sons, his father, his brothers and other relatives.  In the absence of any relative, a person should be hired to say kaddish for the elevation of his soul and according to the Kaf HaChayim (55:30), the person hired should say before any prayer that the kadeishim he is about to say are for the elevation of the soul of so-and-so.


May a daughter say kaddish?  A few halachic authorities ruled that if the deceased had no son, his daughter should say kaddish in a minyan at her home and some even had the custom that if the daughter was very small, she would say kaddish in a synagogue.  Still, almost all the poskim hold that daughters must not say kaddish even at home and if she wants to increase her father’s merits, she should answer amen after the sheliach tzibur (Penei Baruch: Aveilus BaHalachah, 34:20, in the name of Shevus Ya’akov, etc., and see S.K. 36).


Why Rav Auerbach said kaddish for Rabbi Shlomo Kluger’s granddaughter: HaGaon Rav Shlomoh Zalman Auerbach zt”l used to say kaddish for his relatives who had no one else to say it and also for a woman called Shasha Mindel bas Rav Chayim Yehudah on her yahrzeit, 24 Nisan.  Shasha Mindel was not his relative and no one paid him to honor her yahrzeit.  She was the granddaughter of HaGaon Rav Shlomo Kluger, who lost her father as a girl and was brought up by her grandfather; she passed away many years before Rav Auerbach was born.  She suffered much during her short life and had no children.  Rav Kluger dedicated his Nidrei Zeiruzin, on tractate Nedarim, to her memory and in his preface he describes her short life and appeals to any reader to “mention her soul on the anniversary of her demise… He who is not thus dishonored should say kaddish for her… and he who thinks he is thus dishonored should pay a worthy poor person a small amount to say kaddish for her and this will be a true kindness done for the deceased and for me and their reward from Heaven will be double.”  As one who learnt Rav Kluger’s works, Rav Auerbach obeyed his request despite the long time since her demise (Halichos Shlomo, Ch. 18, note 78).


Nine years and one son-in-law: Immigrants from Russia recount that Jews in the communist era used to maintain groups for learning mishnayos in the remaining synagogues.  The special feature of these groups, however, was that the members learnt mishnayos for the merit of their own souls as in the bitter reality of the Soviet regime they could not rely on their sons to remember them in any way.  A member of one group learnt mishnayos for himself for nine years before he passed away.  His daughter eventually emigrated to Eretz Israel and wed a Torah scholar who began to learn mishnayos in his father-in-law’s memory.  When?  Exactly nine years after his father-in-law’s demise!…  





142b   The father shall recognize his firstborn. 


Refuting a denial of paternity


In the previous sugyos (127b) we learnt that a father is believed to declare one of his sons as his firstborn even if another had been assumed as such and that the newly declared firstborn gets a double portion of his father’s estate.  The halachah was ruled according to Rabbi Yehudah, that a father is believed even in opposition to chazakah – the long-assumed status of another son.  Moreover, a father is believed to declare a certain son as his firstborn even if the older brother must perforce be understood to be another’s son born to his married wife, and therefore passul (Tosfos, ibid, s.v. Kach; Tosfos also offer another explanation for a father’s credibility to discredit a son).  The Gemara learns this halachah from the verse “…for the firstborn…he shall recognize” (Devarim 21:17) – i.e., he may recognize him even in the presence of others.  Many Rishonim hold that a person is also believed to recognize someone who was not even known to be his son, as his firstborn, or, in modern terms, declare his first paternity.  The Rishonim explain that the Torah lends a father such credence as no one else can reliably offer such testimony.  Ramban maintains that every Jewish father has a positive mitzvah to let people know that a certain one of his sons is his firstborn who is to inherit a double portion.  If this fact is known already, the father fulfils the mitzvah by remaining silent (Ramban on Sefer HaMitzvos, negative mitzvah 10).


Lack of space prevents us from elaborating the many details, rules and differences of opinion concerning a father’s recognition of his firstborn.  A sad event, though, occurred in Europe about 180 years ago when a person with a pregnant wife claimed that the baby wasn’t his as his having been far from home precluded his paternity.  The couple eventually divorced and 20 years later the son asked the local beis din to examine the circumstances of his birth.  Witnesses then came forward who discredited the husband’s claim that he had been away at the time of the son’s conception and the only remaining support for the father’s claim was if a father has the right to “recognize” who is his son.  The question was referred to HaGaon Rabbi Akiva Eiger zt”l who thoroughly investigated the issue.  He mentions (Responsa Rabbi Akiva Eiger, I, 128) several opinions of Rishonim to support the view that in such a case the father is not believed.  Among others, he cites the Tosfos Rid on Bava Basra 128b, that a father is not believed if the mother contradicts him, and the Ba’al Halachos Gedolos that he is believed to declare a young man his firstborn even if his wife’s older son is perforce understood to be another’s son and pasul, but he is not believed to directly declare that someone is not his son (see ibid another opinion attributed to the Riaz).


The main chiddush of Rabbi Eiger’s long reply stems from our sugya, which explains that a firstborn born after his father’s demise is not entitled to a double portion of the estate as the father could never recognize him.  If so, contends Rabbi Akiva Eiger, a father can’t “recognize” (i.e. declare) his firstborn before his birth either, as then, too, he can’t see him.  In our case the father denied his paternity before the birth but, according to the Gemara, he can’t do so!  The father’s authority to recognize his firstborn is valid only when he sees him (see ibid with proof from the Rosh).


How far is the perception of tzadikim!  Concluding his reply, Rabbi Eiger departed from his usual style and quoted his son-in-law, the Chasam Sofer zt”l, whom he asked for his opinion.  The Chasam Sofer then expanded on the topic and discussed a subject which had not yet been raised: What would the decision be if the witnesses contradicting the husband’s testimony were related to each other and therefore disqualified?  His father-in-law subsequently wrote: “I’ve now seen how far is the perception of tzadikim as he extraordinarily dealt with an issue without being asked.  When Rav Pila (the local Rabbi) investigated the matter, however, he discovered that the witnesses were indeed related and we thus see that Hashem’s spirit spoke through him.”





143a   Someone who uses inferior fruit as terumah for superior fruit


Is a disqualified esrog always inferior?


The owner of an esrog orchard separated the required terumah and tithes, including ma’aser rishon which he gave to a Levite.  The latter was glad to get such a large amount of esrogim and thought he would find at least one of them to be a choice specimen for the mitzvah of arba’ah minim.  After a thorough search, however, he discovered that all the fruit were unfit for the mitzvah and he came to the owner of the orchard in resentment.  “You took great care to separate ma’aser rishon”, he asserted, “but you separated inferior fruit from the superior – esrogim unfit for their mitzvah as ma’aser for those kosher for their mitzvah – and the Gemara says that someone who uses bad fruit to separate the required gifts for good fruit is a sinner.”  The owner of the orchard asked Rav Yitzchak Silberstein to decide the question and the latter referred him to his brother-in-law HaGaon Rav Chayim Kanievski.  Rav Kanievski ruled that the ma’aser had been properly separated as “good” and “bad” refer only to the fruit’s edibility.  In that sense one should prefer using a big, ripe esrog for tithing rather than an esrog considered choice for its mitzvah, even if the former is disqualified for the mitzvah of arba’ah minim.  








From the Editor





Where Did the Horses Go?


The rearing and collection of pedigreed horses has long been a hobby of nobles in every land.  Alongside the crown jewels, for example, visitors to the Tower of London can view depictions of the famous horses that served the kings of Britain.  Indeed, every class of people have their favorite pastime and pride themselves on their prized accomplishments.


An affluent aristocrat stricken by severe feelings of inferiority had long suspected that the reason for his unpopularity was his failure to prove ownership of even one purebred horse.  He decided, then, to sell half his holdings to buy the finest horse in the world, with the very best certified pedigree.  A whole night he tossed and turned, happily anticipating his rising reputation as the envied owner of the noblest horse of the era.


Tense and determined, the lord sold some of his manors and hunting grounds and armed with a huge sum of cash, sat and waited for the best offer.  He had no need to advertise: his wish became well known and within a month he succeeded in hiring ten expert consultants to choose the best of the five horses to pass the final examinations.  During that month he began to enjoy the feeling of success.  Everyone was talking about the aristocrat who had set his goal to acquire the best and most expensive horse in the world.  All day he reveled in his elation, confident he had paved his way to social popularity.


Following a series of bitter altercations that almost broke into fistfights, the group of advisors voted in favor of a certain steed belonging to an Arabian prince as the best horse in the world.  The baronial hall was already reeking of tobacco and alcohol as the nobleman proudly led his new possession by a golden bridle and gave the Arab a chest full of gold coins.  The celebration lasted till the wee hours but as the last guest departed, a pale of worry began to dull the aristocrat’s sated countenance.  “Now that everyone knows about it”, he pondered, “the lowest thieves will covet my finest treasure and, no doubt, will take advantage of the dark to achieve their aim.”  


That evening the lord summoned a hefty villager to the manor and awarded him the unique honor of guarding the prized horse but on their way to the stable he still harped on his concern that, despite all, bandits would somehow sneak in and steal all the horses.  The nobleman’s acquaintances were used to praising his sagacity.  “He’s must be exceedingly clever”, they mused, “if he can get along with so little intelligence”.  And so he advised the watchman to keep from falling asleep by mulling over profound philosophic enigmas.  “Your thoughts will grasp your concentration”, he counseled, “and prevent you from drowsing.”  The guard nodded his ponderous head in agreement but his master observed his bovine eyes with some doubt: “Maybe he doesn’t know how to mull anything”, he thought, “and then what’ll be?”  


Midnight.  The watchman’s eyes were half-closed but his brain was toiling feverishly, still finding naught to think about.  For a few hours now he’d been standing stock-still, knitting his brow like the greatest scholar but no inkling of any theme to investigate occurred to him.  Suddenly, though, his eyes lit up: the full moon gave him inspiration.  His weary stare pondered the moon and his mind filled with thoughts about circles, revolutions and anything round at all and the first question of his research took form.


The nobleman had just woken from a nightmare that wild dogs were devouring his prized horse.  Throwing on his robe, he rushed to the yard but found, to his great relief, that the guard was fully awake and concentrating on some engrossing thought.  Satisfied, he startled the sentry with a friendly clap on the shoulder.  “What are you thinking so hard about?” he asked.  The guard opened his eyes wide, gathered his wits and replied, “I’m pondering a challenging question: If you hammer a nail into a wall, it makes a round hole.  But where does all the mass go?  There’s no bump on the other side of the wall and the stone in the wall doesn’t leak out because the nail goes straight in, blocking in the hole, so where does all the volume go?”  The watchman continued to contemplate the problem while his master encouraged him: “You’re concentrating very well. Just keep at it!”


The sentry’s features reddened from the effort of contemplation.  He had never thought so much, but what don’t we do to earn a living?  Abandoning the problem of the nail, he again faced the moon and sought some new topic.  The nobleman, unable to sleep, rejoined him in the yard and found him with one eye closed and the other peering through a hole he’d made with his fist.  Tapping him on the head, he asked, “And what are you thinking about now?”  


 “I’m just wondering”, answered the guard, “If you just close one eye and with the other look through your fist…”


“Wonderful!” interrupted the lord impatiently, “Just keep at it!”


The nobleman went back to bed but, rising before dawn, quietly made his way to the stables.  The danger of the first night was almost over.  The watchman stayed awake and the lord of the manor congratulated himself for his brilliant idea and for his secondary, but important, success in changing a simple peasant into a curious intellectual in just one night.  “And so, my philosopher”, he proclaimed, “what are you thinking about now?”


“Well”, announced the sentry, “maybe you know… If you eat a bagel, you only eat the dough around the hole but the hole itself – the very definition of a bagel – where does it go to?”  And with that he proudly left the question open, challenging his master for a solution.


Only half an hour elapsed but the nobleman so enjoyed the guard’s astute progress that he returned to gather more pearls of wisdom.  As the sun rose, the watchman asserted that he was involved in a new and even deeper question: “The stables are surrounded by a high wall and all night I’ve been guarding at the gate so where, then, did the horses go?”  


“Where did the horses go?!” screamed the nobleman.  But the guard was already pondering some new conundrum.  


“Indeed, where did the horses go?!” cried Rebbe Bunim of Pshischa, who told this parable to his disciples.  Rebbe Bunim would not recount tales for mere pleasure but intended each word and letter to bear moral instruction.  A person may make an important decision to carry out a good deed – to participate in a shi’ur, to learn Torah twice a day or do some other mitzvah – but too much time could pass between his decision and the actual execution.  People examine the matter carefully and investigate the rate of progress achieved by the lecturer, the level of learning or the duration of the lesson and, still contemplating and seeking the best solution, pondering and discussing, the time goes by, never to return.  One by one, the horses flee the stable.  


Of course, all the above considerations deserve time and effort but a shi’ur must be attended as soon as you make the decision.  Start learning!  All the clarifications and considerations can wait for later.  Elul is drawing near and there can be no finer decision than joining a shi’ur to greet the month of repentance and increase the merits of our people.  





With the blessing 


of the Torah


The Editor
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141a   If a couple have a daughter first, that is a good sign for sons.


A Daughter First Is a Good Sign for Sons


The Maharsha explains that a firstborn daughter prevents any discord that would arise between the sons if one of them were a firstborn as now all of them inherit equal portions.  If, however, a father leaves a firstborn son after him, he gets a double portion and his brothers become jealous.  “A daughter first” is therefore a good sign that peace will reign among her brothers.


Others explain that a big sister will care for her brothers willingly and energetically, as she knows that “most sons are like their mother’s brothers”.  In other words, when she is ready to marry, people will inquire after her brothers and she therefore has a good reason to help them grow up properly (Peninei Kedem).





141a   You have a mitzvah to support your daughters and surely your sons, who engage in the Torah.


Who Supports Whom?


Rabbi Eliezer Gordon eventually became the Rosh Yeshivah at Telz and one of the leading Torah figures of his generation but after his marriage he was supported by his father-in-law, who was a rabbi and a great scholar but exceedingly poor.  Still, despite his indigence, he contributed to his son-in-law’s welfare and, moreover, prevented him from responding to any of the many offers tempting him to serve as rabbi in various communities.  Witnessing their sorry plight, his wife often tried to convince him to allow their renowned son-in-law to become an officiating rabbi, if only to keep him from resorting to their support.  Nonetheless, he refused and once even rebuked her, saying, “Who knows who’s supporting whom?”  Eventually, though, his wife prevailed upon him so unrelentingly that he had to agree that Rabbi Gordon should accept the next offer.  Such an opportunity soon came and Rabbi Eliezer and his family packed their belongings and moved to another town.  The same day the father-in-law suddenly collapsed and passed away.  Those who attended the funeral and knew the family echoed his remark: “Who knows who’s supporting whom?”





143b   And the sons of Dan: Chushim.


Rabbi Meir’s Text


The Torah says that “all the souls of the House of Yaakov coming to Egypt were 70” (Bereishis 46:27) but the Midrash says that if we count them, we find only 69 (Bereishis Rabah, 94:9).  The Torah, though, reckons 70 because Yocheved was born at the gates of Egypt and by the time the Israelites passed through the walls, they numbered 70.  Alternatively, Chushim is counted as two since he would eventually beget many offspring, as the Torah says: “…the sons of Dan: Chushim” (see Tosfos, s.v. Shehayu).  Still, the Midrash adds that Rabbi Meir had a sefer Torah whose text read “the son of Dan: Chushim”; this statement is altogether perplexing.


According to the commentary Avnei Shoham (on Bereishis 46:23), the above two explanations depend on the difference of opinions as to if a fetus is regarded as a limb of its mother, or is the unborn child a separate entity.  If like the latter, we can count Yocheved separately and include her in the total of 70.  If a fetus is a part of its mother’s body, we cannot count Yocheved and must rather count Chushim as two.  Rabbi Meir holds that a fetus is not part of its mother’s body.  He therefore reckoned Yocheved as an individual, though she had not yet been born as they approached Egypt, and his sefer Torah said “the son of Dan…”, counting Chushim as only one.
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