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דף עה/ב מגעילן ומטבילן והן טהורין


Do Chinese utensils absorb the taste of tcholent?


In our previous issue we addressed the topic of tastes absorbed by utensils.  If food is cooked in a utensil, its taste is absorbed therein and is exuded into any food later cooked therein.  Utensils are made of various materials, which are not identical in their content, density and absorbent nature, if at all.  Indeed, not all utensils absorb the taste of food cooked in them, as we shall explain.  Let’s start with the Torah.  In the Torah we find materials that absorb the taste of food cooked in them, as we are told: “…but the gold and the silver, the copper, the iron, the tin and the lead” (Bemidbar 31:22).  We learnt in the Gemara (above, 34a) that clay utensils also absorb tastes but that we cannot remove their tastes by hag’alah and Rambam adds wooden and stone utensils as also being absorbent (Hilchos Chametz Umatzah, 5:24, based on the Rif).


Glassware: A quite polar difference of opinions exists about glassware.  Some hold that glass absorbs nothing (Tosfos, above, 33b, s.v. Kunya) while others maintain that it absorbs tastes to such a degree that it is compared to clay utensils which cannot be purified by hag’alah, as both are made from sand! (Mordechai, 856, and see further in Hag’alas Keilim, p. 308 and onwards).  As for the halachah, Beis Yosef (Shulchan ‘Aruch, O.C. 451:26 and Y.D. 135:8) and the Remo (O.C., ibid) disagree.  According to Beis Yosef, glass does not absorb tastes.  According to the Remo, it absorbs tastes and cannot be purified by hag’alah.  (According to some halachic authorities, Remo’s comment refers only to Peseach whereas hag’alah may be effected in ordinary instances; see Pri Megadim, ibid; Mishnah Berurah, ibid, S.K. 155; HaKashrus, Ch. 3, 52-53).


The Radbaz’s experiment with “Chinese” utensils: In the Radbaz’s era certain utensils became common, known as “Chinese” because they originated in China.  These were made from thin seashells and some contended that they did not absorb tastes as they were too thin.  The Radbaz recounts (Responsa, III, 401): “…but it seems to me after an experiment that it is absorbent…  I cleaned it well and weighed it exactly and put it in a utensil containing hot food for half an hour.  I then washed and dried it well and weighed it again and it weighed somewhat more.  This surely shows that it is absorbent.”  He adds that even if the utensil did not weigh more, he could not permit it as non-absorbent as it could sometimes contain additional materials that are absorbent.


Examining enamel utensils with butter and kerosene: Enamel utensils came into use about 110 years ago.  A halachic discussion arose as to if they absorb tastes and if they could be purified by hag’alah.  A certain rav conducted an experiment and concluded that they do not absorb tastes.  He spread an enamel utensil with foul-tasting butter, smeared it with kerosene and heated it over a flame.  He subsequently boiled water in the utensil, drank the water, found that it had no foul taste and concluded that enamel does not absorb tastes.


The author of Sdei Chemed (Asifas Dinim, Ma’areches Hei, Dinei Hechsher Keilim, 21) devotes a lengthy discussion to the rav’s statements and remarks that aside from not conducting a proper experiment like the Radbaz’s, the Radbaz himself wrote that we should always suspect that other materials are mixed in the utensils.  If not so, why did the Rishonim disagree about glassware?  After all, the matter can be examined easily.  We must therefore say that they refused to allow the use of utensils that could mislead us and bring about transgressions.  As for the halachah, we are strict only for Pesach but for other prohibitions we are lenient and perform hag’alah on a utensil which is not ben yomo (Mishnah Berurah in Sha’ar HaTziyun, ibid, S.K. 191; and see ‘Aroch HaShulchan, Y.D. 121:27, and HaKashrus, S.K. 138).





דף עה/ב הוסיף לך הכתוב טהרה אחרת


Criteria for the mitzvah of immersing utensils


Our Gemara, which deals with the mitzvah of immersing in a mikveh utensils acquired from a gentile, learns this mitzvah from the verse “Anything used with fire you shall pass it through fire and it shall be pure” (Bemidbar 31:23) – “the verse added another purification”.  In other words, from the word vetaher – “and it shall be pure” – Chazal learn that the utensil must be immersed in a mikveh.  According to most Rishonim (Rashi, 75b, s.v. Zuza; etc.), Chazal thus learnt that the mitzvah of immersing utensils is from the Torah but other Rishonim (Ritva, Ran, Meiri, etc.) hold that immersing utensils is a rabbinical decree while the verse serves only as a homiletic support (asmachta) (see the preface to Tevilas Keilim, os 3).


The utensil leaves the gentile’s impurity and enters the Jew’s holiness: The main point of the mitzvah of immersing utensils is that we must immerse a utensil that has left a gentile’s ownership and entered a Jew’s ownership, as many Rishonim cite the Yerushalmi: “…because they left the gentile’s impurity and entered a Jew’s holiness”.  We can appreciate the significance of immersing utensils by examining the perplexing difference between immersing a Jew’s utensils that became impure (tamei) and immersing utensils acquired from a gentile.  Mid’oraisa (from the Torah), a utensil which has become tamei may be purified in a revi’is of water with no need for a mikveh holding 40 seah.  On the other hand, our Gemara says that utensils acquired from a gentile do need immersion in a mikveh containing 40 seah.  Why?  The Rishonim explain that this halachah is a “king’s decree”: just as a convert must immerse in a mikveh holding 40 seah to become part of the Jewish nation, utensils acquired from a gentile must undergo the same procedure (Ritva in the name of Ramban).  


Two definitions for immersing utensils: The writings of the poskim feature two approaches to the mitzvah of immersing utensils.  Some define it as a decree of the Torah (gezeiras hakasuv), not to use those utensils before their immersion just as one must not eat fruit before the separation of terumah and ma’aseros (Rokeiach, 481; Or Zarua’, Piskei ‘Avodah Zarah, 293; etc.).  On the other hand, according to others it is a mitzvah to immerse the utensil but someone who uses it before immersion does not transgress any prohibition of the Torah (Raaviah, Pesachim, 464, cited in Hagahos Maimoniyos, Hilchos Maachalos Asuros, Ch. 17, S.K. 8).  Chazal, however, forbade us to use them before their immersion (Beiur Halachah, 323:7, s.v. Mutar).


May we use a utensil that cannot be immersed?  The difference between the two definitions brings forth a most meaningful implication, as indicated by the Avnei Nezer zt”l (Responsa, O.C. 418, os 10-11), referring to an instance where one cannot immerse a utensil acquired from a gentile.  If the Torah forbids us to use those utensils before their immersion, it cannot be used.  If the Torah instructs us to immerse the utensil but allows its usage before immersion, the utensil’s owner transgresses no prohibition if he uses it when he cannot perform the mitzvah of immersion.  


We may use a gentile’s utensils: We may use a utensil owned by a gentile without immersion (if it hasn’t been used for treifah).  This halachah is explained in our Gemara, that if we borrow or rent a utensil from a gentile, we don’t have to immerse it.


The cup thrown from a train: The author of Ketzos HaShulchan (VIII, 146) recounts that when the Rebbe Shalom Ber of Lubavitch zt”l was riding in a train, he bought a cup of water from a gentile pedlar at a station.  The train then started to move and the Rebbe drank the water and threw the cup out the window to avoid having to immerse it.  In other words, he demonstrated that he had only bought the water and not the cup.  Thus he had never been obligated to immerse it as it remained the gentile’s.  





דף עה/ב הוסיף לך הכתוב טהרה אחרת


Why don’t we have to immerse cans produced by gentiles?


Have we ever examined the question as to why we don’t immerse cans produced by gentiles?  After all, our current sugyos teach us that a Jew who buys a utensil from a gentile must immerse it.  Indeed, first of all, don’t run to do it.  The author of Sridei Eish (Responsa, II, 29) attests that “in truth, Jews all over have become accustomed to eat from cans and no one protests the matter.”  We shall now clarify the basis for this permission.


First of all, we should make clear that the question does not concern someone who empties a can as soon as it is opened because when should he immerse it?  Before it is emptied, he cannot do so and after it’s emptied, there is no need.  The question is then limited to two possible uses of the can: (1) opening the can without emptying it, leaving the food in until usage and (2) re-use of the can, such as for boiling eggs.  


A can used only once is regarded as the shell of the food: Regarding the one-time use of a can, Maharil Diskin zt”l (Responsa, Kuntres Acharon, os 136) writes that since the usage is passive (shev veal ta’aseh), there is no prohibition.  In other words, the Jew does nothing with the can.  The food was put in the can by the factory’s owner and he merely leaves it there and takes it out later (see Sridei Eish, ibid, os 3).  HaGaon Rav Moshe Feinstein zt”l (Responsa Igros Moshe, Y.D., II, 40) further explains that a utensil intended to be used once is not regarded as a utensil but merely as the shell of the food it contains (see his proof, ibid).


The opener of the can makes it into a utensil: The main question, therefore, regards the repeated use of a can.  The permission commonly mentioned by the poskim stems from the halachah (Shulchan ‘Aruch, Y.D. 120:10) that if a Jew buys raw metal from a gentile and makes utensils therefrom, he does not have to immerse them as they were made in his possession.  A closed can is not considered a utensil as one can do nothing with it so when a Jew opens it, the can becomes a utensil by his action and does not have to be immersed.  As a utensil, it never belonged to a gentile.  And even if it was a utensil in the factory before being closed, it stopped being a utensil before the Jew opened it (see Responsa Tzitz Eli’ezer, VIII, 26).  





דף עה/ב כלי מתכות אמורים בפרשה


Is aluminum a metal?


The Torah commands us to immerse utensils acquired from a gentile in a mikveh.  Which utensils must be immersed?  The verse details six types of metal utensils that must be immersed: “…but the gold and the silver, the copper, the iron, the tin and the lead” (Bemidbar 31:28).  Our sugya explains that clay, wooden and stone utensils do not have to be immersed but glassware does.  According to most halachic authorities, even if the mitzvah of immersing utensils is from the Torah, immersing glassware is miderabanan because of their resemblance to metal: both metal and glass can be smelted and refashioned (see the preface to Tevilas Keilim, os 5).


The author of Tiferes Yisrael (in his preface Yevakesh Da’as to Seder Taharos, os 44) mentions that though the Vilna Gaon zt”l apparently indicates that only the above six types of metal are included in the mitzvah, it appears that he means that any material which can be hammered out is included.


About 150 years ago it was discovered that one can make utensils from a light, soft and malleable metal called aluminum.  At first little attention was paid to the discovery but when the use of aluminum became widespread, many poskim had to decide if such utensils had to be immersed, as this metal is not mentioned in the Torah.  Furthermore, can aluminum become impure (tamei) like other metal and therefore does not stop the spread of tumah (this question is also topical in our era regarding the tumah of kohanim).  


Rav Feinstein (Responsa Igros Moshe, Y.D., II, 164) discusses the question as to if aluminum can become tamei.  He proves that only the six metals mentioned in the Torah are included in the relevant halachos since, as we said, glass resembles metal and nonetheless the Gemara in Shabos 15a rules that midoraysa glass does not become tamei.  


HaGaon Rav Y. Kaminetzki zt”l (in a letter to HaGaon Rav Tsvi Kohen, author of Tevilas Keilim, Ch. 11, os 142) devotes much discussion to the question as to if aluminum utensils must be immersed and mentions that at any rate, according to all opinions, they should be.  After all, since Chazal decreed immersion for glassware because it resembles the metals mentioned in the Torah, we should surely behave similarly with aluminum, which resembles the metals mentioned in the Torah.





דף עד/א ליתני נמי חמץ בפסח


Drinking water containing chametz in it on Pesach


Our sugya mentions the halachos of chametz during Pesach and according to some Rishonim (see Rashi, s.v. Tartei; Rosh, (30; Tosfos, s.v. I nami), our Gemara explains a most basic rule regarding them, as follows.


Any forbidden food becomes insignificant (batel) in a mixture with permitted food, sometimes, if it is simply the smaller part (batel berov) or otherwise, when one part in 60.  Chametz, though, never becomes batel even in the slightest amount (Tur and Shulchan ‘Aruch, O.C. 447:9) but the Rishonim disagreed if one may derive benefit from such a mixture (Ramban and Raavad, cited by the Rosh and Ran, are lenient but the Rif, Rosh and Hagahos Maimoniyos are strict).  


This halachah, that chametz is never batel, is a rabbinical decree.  The Rosh (ibid) explains that since people are accustomed to eat chametz all year round, Chazal decreed this halachah to prevent errors.  (Rambam [Hilchos Maachalos Asuros, 15:9] adds that as chametz may be eaten after Pesach, it is considered “something that has a [later] allowance,” which is never batel).  According to many poskim, this halachah only refers to chametz which becomes mixed with permitted food during Pesach and not before.  The halachah was so ruled regarding a ‘liquids with liquids’ type of mixture (Shulchan ‘Aruch, O.C. 447:4, and in the Remo).


This decree aroused a question that encompassed the whole world: how can we drink from wells or springs during Pesach if people throw chametz therein and the chametz becomes “pickled” in the water and the water becomes forbidden?  Apparently, everyone should prepare an amount of water for use on Pesach, just as some now do.  The leaders of the generations considered this question and arrived at some reasons to permit the practice.  Some asserted that the decree only concerns a Jew’s chametz whereas a gentile’s chametz becomes batel (Sha’ar Efrayim, cited in Sha’arei Teshuvah, 467, S.K. 30) and since it is usually only gentiles who eat chametz during Pesach, we should not suspect that a Jew’s chametz became mixed in the water.  Still, most poskim disagree (Pri Megadim, 448, S.K. 1; etc.; and see Piskei Teshuvos, 447, S.K. 1), and the former opinion also does not satisfy us about areas where, to our regret, Jews eat chametz.  


Other poskim explain that Chazal decreed this halachah for chametz that is liable to pass along taste to the food in which it is mixed.  Chametz that fell into a spring, river, sea or other body of water does not influence its taste and is therefore batel.  Further poskim state that such water is halachically regarded as attached to the ground and that something attached to the ground is not forbidden by a mix-in of chametz.  


Because of these and many other reasons, the poskim allow us to drink water during Pesach from sources accessible to people (see Piskei Teshuvos, 467, S.K. 14).  Still, in the past there was a need to carefully filter water to assure that it contained not the slightest quantity of actual chametz (such as a grain).  In our era the water that arrives in our homes is well filtered.  Nonetheless, some are strict and put filters on the taps.





הוריות דף ב/ב וקא טעי במצוה לשמוע דברי חכמים


The mitzvah to obey the wise


Our sugya explains that if a chacham who can rule halachah hears a decision of the Sanhedrin that contradicts Torah, he mustn’t obey them.  If he would do so, he errs in understanding the Torah’s command to obey the wise as this mitzvah was not given to transgress prohibitions.  In contrast with our Gemara, the commentators present Sifrei’s interpretation of the verse “You shall not swerve from the thing that they tell you, right or left” – “Even if he tells that right is left or left is right.”  It seems that one must obey the Sanhedrin, even if he believes that they completely erred.


The author of Beer Sheva’ (on our sugya) distinguishes between the case treated by our sugya and that addressed by Sifrei.  Our sugya concerns someone who hears a ruling that clearly contradicts an explicit halachah.  Sifrei refers to a talmid chacham who disagrees with the Sanhedrin because their ruling doesn’t appear to him to be logical and in that instance, he must obey them.


Still, according to the Rishonim, there is no disagreement between our sugya and Sifrei.  Ramban (Sefer HaMitzvos, shoresh 1) and the Ran (on Sanhedrin 99a) state that our Gemara concerns a chacham who heard a ruling in the name of the Sanhedrin that appears to be in error.  He should go to Yerushalayim to present his arguments to them and till he does so, he should be stringent and ignore their ruling, lest they erred.  But if he presents his arguments and proofs and his opinion is not accepted, he must obey the Sanhedrin.  This is the instance referred to by Sifrei: “Even if he tells you that right is left or that left is right.”  


Some Acharonim suggested that the obligation to obey the Sanhedrin only forbids being more lenient than their ruling but a person may behave more strictly than their ruling.  Therefore, our sugya rules that a chacham who believes that a lenient ruling of the Sanhedrin is incorrect should be strict with himself.  Sifrei determines that a chacham who believes that a strict ruling of the Sanhedrin is incorrect must obey them.  Nonetheless, this conjecture appears to be rejected by the Rishonim, who comment that one mustn’t rule more strictly than the Sanhedrin and, as Rambam states (Hilchos Maachalos Asuros, 17:22), someone who forbids the oil of gentiles that Chazal permitted sins “because he disobeys the beis din that allowed it” (see Responsa Yabia’ Omer, VI, Y.D. 7).











From the Editor





The Power of One Daf


After Pesach we held the second annual conference of the members of our beis midrash, during which the 75 Daf HaYomi lecturers exchanged experiences.  Rav Lipa Felman inspired the gathering with a simple story: the power of one daf of Gemara.  


Three years ago Rav Felman was delivering a Daf HaYomi shi’ur in Bnei Berak.  One evening Moshe, a regular participant, entered the shul, followed by a mass of curls on the head of a sizable young man.    


 “Rabbi, this young man is my repairman and he wants to know what Gemara is all about.  May he participate in the shi’ur?”


 “Of course.  No question.”


In the time remaining before the lesson Moshe told me quietly that in the last few days he had employed the young man to make some renovations to his home.  “Today, when I asked him to finish the work, he requested another half hour.  ‘Just let me finish putting on the faucets.’  Not wanting to leave him alone, I promised him I would do it for him if he would just let me go.  He became curious and wondered where I was rushing off to.  ‘To a meeting’, I replied.  ‘A meeting?  You’re a manager?’  I had no choice but to explain that I learn Gemara in the Daf HaYomi program.  Then he asked, ‘What’s the Daf HaYomi?  Does Gemara have something to do with Kabbalah?  How much do you have to learn to get a diploma?’ 


 “’You know what?’ I told him.  ‘Instead of asking so many questions, come see what it’s all about.’  He agreed, so he’s here.  


It was 7:00.  The participants sat around the long table and the lesson started.  At the time we were learning the first chapter of tractate Shabos and sugyos about purity (taharah) and impurity (tumah).  The repairman wasn’t bashful.  “Rabbi, what is tumah?”  That was the first of his many questions.  He became interested and involved.  That day we learnt only two lines of Gemara.  Twenty-five minutes of the half-hour lesson were devoted to replies for the repairman.  The participants were understanding.  His enthusiastic interest was overflowing and we felt a responsibility to help a lost brother taking the first spiritual step in his life and to support and guide him patiently.  Slowly but surely, as they say: “Rome was not built in a day.”  I ended the lesson, bid him goodbye and knew intuitively, like the other participants, that we would see him the next day.  For a few weeks he came by foot from his distant home in a miserable corner of Bnei Berak to participate in our shi’ur.  He enjoyed it, joined in, learnt when to be still, worked hard acquiring general concepts and realized that the Daf was generating a revolution in his soul.  


One evening, at the end of a lesson, he turned to me and said, “Rabbi, I’ll be glad to give you a lift in my car.  I have a small question.”  To my dismay he admitted that for some years he had been engaged in selling second-hand radio-tapes for cars, not always with the consent of the original owners...  He wanted to know what he should do with the ones he still had, as he didn’t remember where he got them.  Only a small question.  I carefully climbed out of the car, double-checking my pockets and, at his request, I connected him with Rabanim for guidance.  That was the last time I saw him at the shi’ur.  He registered with a suitable organization running a course for talented people who want to achieve a lot in a short time.  


Half a year ago, at the end of a Daf HaYomi lesson, I noticed an obviously Orthodox young man standing in a corner and beckoning to me.  “Do you recognize me?” he asked.  We embraced.  I was speechless.  “Do you remember that you taught me about tumah and tohorah?” he said excitedly.  “Today I learn those sugyos with the Rishonim and Acharonim!  For 30 years”, he wept, “I never entered a synagogue.  I knew nothing.  But one daf, sweeter than honey and dearer than gold, completely changed me and gave me back my life!”


The power of one daf!
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דף עה/ב רש"י ד"ה "ולא פליגי"… לשון אבא מורי מנוחתו כבוד


Rashi’s Father


Rashi opens his commentary on the Torah with Rabbi Yitzchak’s words: “The Torah should have started with ‘This month is for you’”, etc.  An ancient legend recounts that Rashi’s father was unlearned.  Rashi wanted to honor him with the opening to his commentary and told him, “Father, ask something and I’ll write it in your name.”  His father simply asked, “Why does the Torah start with ‘Bereishis’?”  Rashi replied, “Indeed, that’s an important question.  The Torah should have started with ‘This month is for you…’”


The Taz cites this legend in his Divrei David on Rashi’s commentary on the Torah and completely rejects it, mentioning that in our sugya Rashi quotes a commentary in his father’s name and agrees with it in contrast to his teacher’s explanation!  The Chida also writes in his Nachal Kedumim that the source of Rashi’s commentary appears in Yalkut Shim’oni citing Rabbi Yitzchak and that the legend has no basis.





דף עה/ב להגעיל יגעיל ללבן באור ילבן באור


Atonement and Hag’alah


Maharia HaLevi Itinga offered the following explanation in Lwow in 5649 (Responsa Maharia HaLevi, II): There are four degrees to render utensils kosher: if the utensil was used for cold food, it should be rinsed; if for hot food, it should be boiled; if it was used with fire, such as by roasting, it should be heated till white-hot; and a clay utensil should be broken.  There are four corresponding degrees of atonement (mentioned in Yoma 86a).  For neglecting a positive (‘asei) mitzvah, when a person cooled himself rather than rush to do a mitzvah, rinsing with repentance suffices.  For committing sins, when he heated his body to rush to transgression, there is need for hag’alah, that he should afflict himself with fasting, for only repentance and Yom Kippur atone for transgressing negative mitzvos (lavim).  If he transgressed kerisos and prohibitions punishable by death in a beis din, his only atonement is being heated till white-hot – by afflictions (yisurim) that purify a person’s body.  But the sin of the desecration of Hashem’s name is compared to forbidden food absorbed in a clay utensil: the only way to rectify it is to break it and only death atones (see ibid, that the comparisons have a basis in the Zohar, Beha’alosecha, 153).





דף עה/ב כל דבר אשר יבא באש תעבירו באש


Immersion in Fire


The following appears in the Semak (II, end of mitzvah 156): The Raaviah rules that a meshumad (a Jew who changed his faith) who returns to Judaism must shave his head and immerse in a mikveh like a convert.  Although the immersion doesn’t have to be by day, the person must accept the mitzvos in the presence of three people.  If the meshumad did not have a chance to immerse but was burned to death for sanctifying Hashem’s name, his repentance was effective though he didn’t immerse.  The Gemara in Sanhedrin 39a explains that immersion should primarily be done by fire, as we are told: “Anything used with fire, subject to fire and anything not used with fire, subject to water” (Bemidbar 31:83).  That person, then, immersed in fire.





דף עה/ב מגעילן ומטבילן והן טהורין


Immersing Utensils on the Eve of Pesach


An interesting custom became common in some communities: After rendering utensils kosher for Pesach, people would immerse them in a mikveh! (cited in Or Zarua’, Raaviah, Raavan, etc.).  What is the explanation for this custom?  After all, the utensils had not belonged to gentiles.  


It seems that this immersion serves to remind us of the Temple era, when people would immerse utensils before the holiday for the sacrifices.  As people yearned extremely for the reconstruction of the Temple, they immersed their utensils on the eve of Pesach (Seder Ya’akov).





דף עו/א קא פליט נותר דחטאת


Hag’alah Every Day


The Gaon of Tchebin zt”l asked why the Jews didn’t perform hag’alas keilim after the giving of the Torah, as their utensils had absorbed forbidden foods.  He answered that, at any rate, they had to perform hag’alah every day throughout the 40 years that they stayed in the desert.  After all, they were commanded not to leave the manna that fell each day till the following morning.  The manna was absorbed by their utensils and the latter then needed hag’alah each day (Sefer HaZikaron “Zera’ Beirach”).





הוריות דף ד/ב עד שיהיו כולן ראויין להוראה


A Murderer with a Kamatz and a Murderer with a Patach


Chazal said (Avodah Zarah 19b) that one who is unfit to rule halachah but does so and one who is fit to rule halachah but doesn’t, are both like murderers.  The Vilna Gaon zt”l revealed a hint for this in the verse “You shall not murder” (Lo tirtzach), where the vowel under the tzadi may be either a kamatz or a patach (depending on whether the ta’am ‘elyon is used for the reading of the Torah, or the ta’am tachton).  In other words, there is murder when a person remains quiet (kamatz piv), regarding someone who is fit to rule halachah but does not.  There is murder if a person speaks (patach piv), regarding someone who is unfit to rule halachah but does so (Kol Eliyahu).
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(Those wishing to share an interesting story or anecdote with an instructive lesson may send it to Meoros HaDaf HaYomi, POB 471, Bnei Berak 55102, or by fax 03 5780243.)


With the blessing of the Torah The Editor
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In memory of


R. Gershon z’l, son of  R. Betzalel z’l


And R. Yehuda z’l , son of  R. Eliyahu z’l


dedicated by their Families
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       המשך מעמוד קודם
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       המשך מעמוד קודם




















In memory of


R. Reuven Gombo z”l Son of R. Tzvi z”l (25 Iyar 5755)


dedicated by her son, our friend  R. Shmuel Yitzchak Gombo & Family, USA
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In memory of


R. Yaakov Yehudah Hartman z”l Son of R. Chayim z”l (killed on 29 Iyar 5708)


&Chanah Binah Hartman z”l, killed in the Holocaust (24 Iyar 5705)


dedicated  by our friends R. Yaakov Yehudah Shmuel (Rubi) Hartman & Family, Petach Tikvah
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