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דף יז\א   אמר רבי אחא ב"י הכל מודים שאין לוקין על צמרו


The special avnet kept in the Temple


Was a unique avnet kept in the Temple, woven from unique wool for the service of a single sacrifice?  Minchas Chinuch suggests this interesting possibility (mitzvah 508, os 6).


The wool of a sheep born of a goat: Our Gemara discusses the halachah of a goat born of a sheep and a sheep born of a goat concerning the bechorah.  Among other matters, an issue developed as to how we should regard the wool of a sheep born of a goat, which doesn’t resemble its mother (see Minchas Chinuch, mitzvah 508, os 6).  This question concerns sha’atnez – is this wool forbidden to wear in a garment made with linen? – and similarly concerns tzitzis, the impurity of nega’im (tzara’as) and the first shearing (reishis hagez).  As concerning all these, the Torah referred to sheeps’ wool, the question arose as to if this wool is considered sheeps’ wool.  The Gemara answers that there is a special derashah for each of these topics from which we learn that wool which has changed is not included in the wool required by the Torah for each of the aforesaid halachos.


The Torah commanded to weave the avnet – colored sash – which the kohanim wore, from wool and flax (and so the halachah was ruled; see Yoma 12b and Rambam, Hilchos Klei HaMikdash 8:11). Our Gemara does not cite a derashah or any other source that the kohanim’s garments need wool that hasn’t changed, such as from a sheep born of a goat.  Minchas Chinuch thus concluded that kohanim’s garments made from the wool of a sheep born of a goat are kosher for service in the Temple.  He even supports his opinion by the fact that Rambam does not mention in Hilchos Klei HaMikdash that such wool is unfit for weaving the kohanim’s garments.  We thus learn that the wool of a sheep born of a goat is not considered wool regarding sha’atnez but is fit to serve as wool for the kohanim’s garments.


Therefore he tries to solve a tremendous question posed by Shaagas Aryeh (29).  One of the sacrifices offered in the Temple is the chatas from a bird brought if there is a doubt if someone must bring a chatas.  Shaagas Aryeh asks how a kohen may offer it.  After all, it could be that the owner of the sacrifice doesn’t have to bring a chatas and then this bird is no sacrifice.  It turns out that the kohen performs a mundane act while wearing a garment made from wool and flax and according to Rambam (Hilchos Klei HaMikdash 8:12 and see the Raavad, ibid, who disagrees), this sha’atnez was only permitted for service in the Temple and not for mundane acts!


Minchas Chinuch says that we can solve Shaagas Aryeh’s question if there was a special avnet in the Temple, made from the wool of a sheep born from a goat.  This wool is not forbidden because of sha’atnez but is fit for weaving the kohanim’s garments and the kohen who offered a doubtful bird-chatas  wore it.


 (However, Minchas Chinuch questions himself: if the wool of a sheep born of a goat suffices for the kohanim’s garments, how may the kohanim wear garments made from wool forbidden in sha’atnez?  A positive mitzvah pushes aside a negative one only if there is no possibility to observe both of them together whereas in this case he could wear the wool of a sheep born of a goat, not forbidden because of sha’atnez.  Minchas Chinuch replies that there are two solutions.  The second contends that, indeed, if they have the wool of a sheep born of a goat, which is very rare, they must weave the garments only from it but if they have no such wool, they should weave them from ordinary wool.  However, the doubtful bird-chatas may only be offered with such an avnet).


Minchas Chinuch continues to discuss the issue from different aspects whereas the author of Mishnah Berurah zt”l had no doubt and in his opinion it is obvious that wool from a sheep born of a goat is unfit for the kohanim’s garments (Beiur Halachah, 9:1, s.v. Recheilim).


דף יט\ב   פרה וחמור בנות שלש ודאי לכהן


A change in the halachah due to changes in nature


A cow and a donkey do not give birth till they reach the age of three years.  Our Gemara states this fact as a means to determine whether a cow or donkey already gave birth for the first time and their present offspring is exempt from the bechorah, or if they never gave birth and the present offspring is a firstborn.


Cows give birth early: A farmer would surely wonder how to fit this information with their distinct knowledge that cows give birth before the age of three years, a long time before then.  It turns out that not only modern cows give birth early but also did their ancestors, at least those who lived 800 years ago, as Tosfos already had difficulty with this question (‘Avodah Zarah 24b, s.v. Parah): “And one should ponder as it is a daily occurrence that a two-year-old cow gives birth.”  Tosfos reply: “One can say that certainly the age has now changed from how it was in previous generations.”  In other words, nature has changed.


This is not the only change that we witness.  The Gemara determines (Nidah 27a) that birth in the ninth month can only occur at the end of the month but not in the middle of the month.  Tashbetz remarks (Responsa, II, 101): “But I have seen that the matter has changed in our generation”.  He finds support in Tosfos’ aforesaid statement, “that many things have changed their nature with the change of the generations.”  Indeed, the Remo rules (E.H. 156:4) that in our era an infant born in the middle of the last month of pregnancy is considered as though it will live (ben kayama) “because now the matter has changed and so it is in several issues.”


Washing an infant on the third day after birth: Shulchan ‘Aruch (O.C. 331:9) asserts so concerning washing an infant on the third day after birth.  The mishnah rules (Shabbos 134b): “One may wash an infant on the third day which falls on Shabbos”.  That is, one may ignite a fire on Shabbos to heat water to wash an infant on the third day after birth for if not so, it may be in danger.  However, Shulchan ‘Aruch writes: “In the era of the Talmudic sages if they wouldn’t wash the infant before circumcision and after circumcision and on the third day after circumcision with warm water, it would be dangerous…but now people are not wont to do so at all” as “it is known that there is no danger in such” (Beis Yosef, ibid).


Eating salt after a meal: There are many more examples.  The Gemara says (Berachos 40a) “After every time you eat, eat salt” and so the halachah was ruled (Shulchan ‘Aruch, O.C. 179:6): “If he ate any food but didn’t eat salt…he should worry…because of askarah (a life-threatening throat infection).”  But Magen Avraham points out (S.K. 8) that natures have changed in our era and there’s no need to worry (see Responsa Igros Moshe, C.M., II, 73, os 4).


A cow which hasn’t given birth gives no milk: We conclude with an opposite example, where we would assert that nature has certainly changed but the author of Terumas HaDeshen understood, with his Torah wisdom, the opposite.  Our Gemara cites another sign to find out if an animal has given birth for the first time: Most animal don’t give milk before they give birth and there are different opinions in the Gemara as to if we need to consider the minority of animals that give milk before they give birth.  As for the halachah, opinions differ and some Rishonim (see Tosfos, s.v. Chalav; Rosh, Ch. 3, §2) rule according to the strict opinion, that one must consider the minority and therefore, even if the present animal gives plenty of milk, one should not rely on this as proof that it already gave birth for the first time: it could be that it belongs to the minority that gives milk without giving birth (see Shulchan ‘Aruch, Y.D. 316:3 in the Mechaber and the Remo).


The research conducted by the author of Terumas HaDeshen: The author of Terumas HaDeshen addressed this issue and conducted some research (Responsa, I, 271): “I asked many Jews and gentiles, men and women, if they ever saw a cow giving milk that hadn’t given birth and I didn’t hear from any of them that they ever saw such.”  He therefore concludes: “We can say that their animals differed from ours.”  Apparently, he should have concluded his research by determining that since natures have changed in our era, there’s no greater sign than an animal that gives milk, to determine that it surely gave birth.  But he writes: “However, it doesn’t seem (correct) to permit for this reason at all, to rely on our research, which opposes that accepted from the Talmud and to say that it (nature) has changed in our era.”


Not everything which one doesn’t see doesn’t exist: If we try to clarify why the Terumas HaDeshen didn’t see fit to rule a change in the halachah since nature has changed, the reasoning is that a proven change in nature does not resemble an unproven one.  In other words, if we see a two-year-old cow giving birth, it is obvious that nature has changed.  However, if we don’t see cows giving milk before they give birth, there’s still no clear proof that such cows don’t exist.  Maybe such animals, which give milk before they give birth, are hidden from us.  Therefore, as long as the great halachic experts have not agreed upon a clear decision that things have changed, nothing must be changed (see Terumas HaDeshen, ibid, for a further discussion).


It is self-understood that those authorized to determine if nature has changed are only the chachamim, who have been charged with decisions affecting all our lives and behavior (see at length in Minchas Yitzchak, III, 38).





דף כ\ב   תוד"ה חלב פוטר


Chazakah is not an all-inclusive solution for all doubts


A serious question bothered the greatest authorities.  Tosfos on our sugya (s.v. Chalav) and on other sugyos (Yevamos 119, s.v. Machvarta; Chulin 11b, s.v. LeRabbi Meir) discuss the halachah of a doubtful firstborn of a pure animal – i.e., an animal gave birth and we don’t know if this was the first time.  If it were surely known that it was a firstborn, its owner should give it to a kohen as it is sanctified with the sanctity of the firstborn.  Tosfos mention that the matter has two points of view and the aspect to be lenient is based on a few reasons, including that the offspring is assumed to be chulin (mundane): “Set the offspring upon its previous chazakah that it is not a firstborn, as it was chulin in the womb.”  In other words, since we have a doubt, we should determine the status of the doubtful article according to the last time when its status was clear.  A firstborn becomes sanctified only when it is born.  Therefore, we determine that its status is that of a mundane animal without sanctity, like it was while still a fetus (in practice, it is impossible to use this chazakah in our case because the mother has the chazakah that it hasn’t given birth; see ibid).


A doubtful kohen must be strict: An explicit Gemara in Yevamos 100b apparently contradicts this rule.  A person who doesn’t know if his father was a kohen or a Yisrael has a doubtful status.  The Gemara rules that he should behave strictly – for example, concerning terumah, he is not permitted to eat it, but he should be wary of the impurity of the deceased like a kohen.


Apparently, a kohen’s fetus is not sanctified with the sanctity of the kehunah, which only takes effect when he is born.  Hence, its status is identical to that of a calf that is a doubtful firstborn: both are not sanctified as long as they haven’t been born.  Therefore, just as Tosfos rule that a doubtful firstborn is not sanctified because as long as we have a doubt, we don’t change its last known status, as a fetus, we should similarly determine that this doubtful kohen should keep his last known certain status as a fetus, not sanctified with the sanctity of a kohen.  Why, then, does his definition remain in doubt?


The difference between a kohen’s fetus and an animal’s: HaGaon Rabbi Yerachmiel Gershon Edelstein zt”l, the Rabbi of Shumayetz, explains the issue finely (Chidushei Ben Aryeh, II, 21).  There is a prominent difference between the fetuses.  Both are not sanctified till their birth but for utterly different reasons.  An animal’s firstborn becomes sanctified because it is the first to leave the womb.  That is the reason that until it is born, it is not sanctified.  On the other hand, a fetus of a kohen bears all the characteristics required for the sanctity of kehunah and lacks none of them but in his present condition he follows his mother’s halachic status.


Now we shall examine the chazakah by which Tosfos ruled that a doubtful firstborn is surely mundane.  The logic at the basis of this chazakah is that as long as we don’t know if the status of an article changed, then that certain definition adheres to it and continues to determine its status even if a doubt arises.


The chazakah leaves its impression that the calf is not firstborn: Indeed, if we examine the fetus of a pure animal, this definition fits well.  When it was a fetus, it in essence wasn’t a firstborn as it didn’t leave the womb and this definition remains with it also after its birth: it is not a firstborn as it could be that its mother already gave birth and it is not the first to leave her womb.  We are thus left with the same definition and the same reason for exemption all the way.


We cannot say that the doubtful kohen remains a fetus: However, the fetus of a kohen does not bear the sanctity of kehunah merely because it is a fetus.  Can we give him this label also after his birth?  Is there any logic in claiming that just as he lacked sanctity when he was a fetus, this situation should continue forever? (See Vol. 264 in the article “The firstborn in our era” the statement of HaGaon Rav Y. Kanterovitz; according to this explanation, it is clear that the chazakah of a firstborn before its birth doesn’t help in case of a doubtful sale).





דף יז\ב   אי אפשר לצמצם


How much should we be exact in making tefillin square?


Our sugya constitutes the original source for one of the famous Talmudic issues: “Is it possible or impossible to be exact?”  The case discussed in our mishnah is that of a cow giving birth for the first time which bore male twins and those present testify that both their heads emerged at the same time.  According to Rabbi Yosei, both should be given to the kohen as they are both firstborn.  However, the Chachamim hold that only one calf should be given to a kohen as “one cannot be exact” to contend that both calves were born at the same moment.


Opinions differed as to why we really cannot be exact.  Rashi (s.v. Efshar) and Rambam (Hilchos Bechoros 5:1) indicate that Heaven does not decree that both calves should emerge exactly together.  In other words, we should not supppose that Heaven decreed such and therefore it probably didn’t happen.  However, Tosfos explain (s.v. Efshar letzamtzem) that though the event could occur, the human eye cannot detect it.  The Gemara distinguishes between exactness in a Heavenly act and exactness in an act performed by humans, and tries to prove that a person can be extremely exact.  Hashem commanded how to make the utensils of the Sanctuary in exact measurements and the Jews did “as Hashem commanded Moshe”.  We thus see that they succeeded in doing what was demanded of them.  But the Gemara rejects this proof: “The Torah said, ‘do’, and however you are able to do is acceptable.”  I.e., those who made the Sanctuary did all they could to accomplish that required and that is exactly what Hashem meant, that people should perform His commands as much as their abilities, given by Him, permit them.


This Gemara serves many poskim, including HaGaon Rabbi Moshe Feinstein zt”l, when they want to determine the level of exactitude required of people when performing mitzvos.  In Igros Moshe (Responsa, Y.D., II, 146), he addresses the question as to if there is a need to examine with auxiliary instruments if tefillin are exactly square as required, and he proves from a few sources, as well as from our Gemara, that there’s no need.


The Torah’s authorization of standards: It is obvious that a conspicuous inexactitude in the squareness of tefillin must be corrected.  We must therefore ascertain the Torah’s standard from which any departure needs rectification.


The author of ‘Aroch HaShulchan (O.C. 32:75) and the author of Igros Moshe point out the statement of Shulchan ‘Aruch in Hilchos Tefillin.  To know if tefillin were properly squared, writes Shulchan ‘Aruch (32:39), one should ascertain that the length of the diagonal of the square is equal to one and two fifths of one side.  In other words, a square having each side equal to five centimeters should have a diagonal equal to seven centimeters.  If these measurements are found, the square is properly kosher.  But we all know that the diagonal of a square of five centimeters is 7.071 cm and not merely 7cm.  We thus learn that this measurement of exactitude suffices to conform to the demands of the halachah (see Mishnah Berurah, 372, in Sha’ar HaTziyun, S.K. 18).


Rabbi Feinstein even wrote that “there’s no advantage” to squaring tefillin as measured exactly by a microscope as opposed to squaring them with the naked eye.  He adds (ibid, Y.D., III, 120): “That this is also a square kosher as a first preference, even for the most mehadrin, and they are kosher and mehudarin, even if he finds an absolute square.”  There’s no point to prefer such tefillin to those whose square has been measured ordinarily.





דף כ\ב, כא\א   מקצת היום ככולו


“Part of the day is like all of it”: how and when


This week we learn the famous Talmudic rule: “part of a day is like all of it”.  A Jewish boy who has simanim becomes an adult at the onset of the day he enters his fourteenth year, even if he was born at 4:00 in the afternoon and though he hasn’t yet lived 13 full years.  The rule of “part of a day is like all of it” spreads the attribute belonging to the second part of the day to the whole day.  In this article we shall focus on the exact definition of this rule by means of the wonderful explanation of the Rosh Yeshivah of Ponoviezh, HaGaon Rabbi Eliezer Menachem Man Shach zt”l.


The sheep’s age is determined according to the hour of its birth and not its birthday: In the parashah concerning the sacrifices the Torah determined the age of the animals brought as sacrifices to the Temple.  Sometimes the Torah limited a sacrifice to being no more than a year old and sometimes it determined that it should not be younger than two years old.  We have learnt in Zevachim and will also learn soon in Bechoros (39b) that the age of a sacrifice is determined according to the hour of its birth and, as Rava says, “Hours disqualify kodoshim.”  In other words, a sheep born on 3 Sivan at 9:00 will be a year old next year on 3 Sivan exactly at 9:00.  A moment before, it is fit to be sacrificed for it is not yet a year old but from 9:00 onwards it is unfit to be sacrificed.


Apparently, Rava completely ignores the rule of “part of a day is like all of it.”  Why is the sheep considered younger than one year old before 9:00 in the morning?  “Part of a day is like all of it” and from the start of the day it should be regarded as a year old.


Rabbi Shach explained (Avi ‘Ezri, Hilchos Ishus, 2:21) that “part of a day is like all of it” does not change reality.  It does not make a 12-year-old into a 13-year-old but can lend the attributes of part of the day to the whole day.  In other words, as a 13-year-old who has simanim becomes an adult, then at the start of that day, he should be considered an adult – not as a 13-year-old but as an adult.  However, the afore-mentioned sheep will never become a year old before 9:00.  No rule or logic can change reality and till 9:00 the sheep is not a year old.


Therefore, concerning a sacrifice – which has no halachos or definitions as an “adult” and the like but merely statistics – an age without definitions – the rule of “part of a day is like all of it” does not apply (see ibid, where he explains several sugyos which require 24 hours, and see Chazon Ish, Parah, §1, and Birkas Kohen on the Torah, 30).








IN MEMORY OF


הר"ר אהרון יעקב קורנווסר ז"ל בן ר' אליעזר ז"ל


נפטר ז' תמוז תשס"ב  ת. נ. צ. ב. ה.


הונצח ע"י בני המשפחה שיחיו - לוס אנג'לס














A reader drew our attention to a Holocaust memory hidden in our tractate and to be more exact, on daf 19, studied this week by thousands of Daf HaYomi learners everywhere.  


Bechoros 19


Great Torah institutions were closed in the frantic days preceding the Holocaust.  Yeshivos and batei midrash, where the voice of Torah had been heard for hundreds of years, were destroyed.  However, Rav Avremele Weinberg changed nothing of his daily schedule but continued the wonderful song of his life.  Perhaps more than ever, he devoted all his days and nights to Torah and Hashem’s service.  People said that with the growing afflictions, his stature increased.


Rav Avremele’s kibbutz – the group of boys who gathered around him – continued to exist and their learning didn’t cease even for one day.  Each day a large group of outstanding youths assembled in his home to hear his shi’urim.  The holy atmosphere made them forget the Nazis’ afflictions, the hunger, the suffering and the murders and brought them all closer to the pure learning of Torah truth.


Rav Avremele, who never complained but accepted his afflictions with real love, justified his lot.  All this concerning himself but he behaved otherwise concerning others: he didn’t justify others’ afflictions but prayed fervently for their elimination.  The public’s troubles affected him and his heart, deeply pained from his brethren’s suffering, weakened progressively.


Rav Avremele’s group grew from day to day.  Over half a million suffering Jews crowded behind the ghetto walls, including many who had fled or been banished from other towns.  An official yeshivah did not operate but outstanding youths and elderly Rabanim began to flock to Rav Avremele’s beis midrash.  Enthusiastic boys were especially attracted to the gaon and they adhered to him with all their heart and soul.  


The situation in the great Warsaw Ghetto became worse.  The murderers began to exterminate the residents by sending them to the death camps.  Some “fortunate” people worked in factories, where they received work permits for the German industry.  Those who had no approved work permit had no “right to live”.  People made all efforts to be accepted in these factories, except for Rav Avremele’s students.  They decided not to desert the study of Torah.  They had no work permits and were therefore “illegal” according to the Nazi laws.  Clothed in chassidic garb not to sway even externally from their tradition, they would come each day to the gaon’s home to hear the shi’ur and absorb his Torah.


The danger of annihilation came closer.  The Nazis, armed to the teeth, would surround whole neighborhoods, extract the Jews and send them to Treblinka.  Rav Avremele didn’t move, didn’t go to a factory and took no interest in finding a means to save himself.  His brother was appointed as a manager of a German factory but the gaon refused to accept work from him and desert his students just to save himself.  Thus he sat and learnt and delivered shiurim till one day the murderers appeared and took him and several of his faithful students to Treblinka.  They didn’t even allow them to close the Gemaros, which stayed open at Bechoros 19 (Eileh Ezkerah, a collection of testimonies concerning those massacred during 5700-5705, Vol. 3, New York, 5719).


The reader concludes his letter with some very moving statements: “I’ve already learnt Bechoros a few times but each time I get to daf 19, I begin to shiver.  When our holy brothers were sent from the Warsaw ghetto to be killed, their Gemaros were left open at Bechoros 19!  They can’t close our Gemaros!  The Gemara will stay open forever and will continue to be learnt, if not in Warsaw then in Bnei Berak and Yerushalayim, in New York and London.  It’s impossible to close the Gemara.  They can murder and cremate us but they cannot annihilate the holy Torah.  It is immortal and if you need proof, look around and see, baruch Hashem, how many people will learn Bechoros 19 this week.”


To complete the picture, we add two details.


HaGaon Rabbi Avraham Weinberg zt”l was the son-in-law of Rabbi Moshe Kovalski z”l, an outstanding chassid of the Sochotchover Rebbe zt”l, author of Avnei Nezer.  Rabbi Kovalski was a businessman and during a visit to the United States he bought a flashlight for his Rebbe.  A flashlight was a rare item and the Rebbe was glad to receive it, saying that now he wouldn’t have to wake up his shamash late at night when he got up to learn as the flashlight would serve him.  The Avnei Nezer blessed Rabbi Kovalski that he would merit a son-in-law who would light the eyes of Yisrael with Torah.  Eventually his daughter wed Rabbi Avremele Weinberg hy”d.


Rabbi Weinberg authored an impressive work on our tractate called Reishis Bikkurim.  As he was an outstanding Sochotchover chassid, those who published it after his demise edited a special index indicating every place where he mentions his Rebbe, the Avnei Nezer.





Those interested in sharing an interesting story or anecdote with an instructive lesson may refer to the Editorial Staff of Meoros HaDaf HaYomi and we shall publish it in this column.
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דף יח\א   עד דאכלת כפנייתא בבבל


Did the Ketzos HaChoshen Like Kugel?


Our Gemara says that one Amora told another, “While you were eating dates in Babylonia, we managed to explain the halachah.”  Rashi explains that he meant to admonish him for taking pleasure in eating.  It is told that the the Chazon Ish zt”l was asked how one can overcome the temptation to eat.  He replied that the tested remedy is only by feeling the wonderful sweetness in learning Torah.  The sweetness in the words of Torah does away with other pleasures.  “Do you think,” he concluded, “that the Ketzos HaChoshen would enjoy a piece of kugel?”





דף יט\א   קדש לי כל בכור


Everyone Is a Firstborn


The Apter Rebbe, the Ohev Yisrael, interpreted a fine hint: “Sanctify to Me” – if you want to be sanctified to Me – “every firstborn” – you should feel that everyone is my firstborn and shouldn’t seek out others’ sins or lord over them.





דף יט\ב   פרה...בנות שלש ודאי לכהן


Parah – Peri


Our mishnah teaches that a cow does not give birth before the age of three years.  HaGaon Rabbi Meir Simchah of Dvinsk zt”l, author of Or Sameiach, said that a calf becomes known as a cow (parah) when it becomes three years old because then it bear fruit (peiros) (Meshech Chochmah, Vayishlach).





דף יט\ב   רוב...מתעברות ויולדות


An Oath Relying on the Majority


People say that Rabbi Shalom of Belz zt”l once blessed a woman for children and even swore to her that his promise would come true.  When he saw people wondering, he said, “What are you wondering about?  The Torah ruled that one should follow the majority and the Gemara in Yevamos 119a says that ‘most women give birth’.”


דף כ\א   כרבי מאיר סבירא לה דחייש למיעוט


In Rabbi Meir’s Merit


Once Rabbi Tzvi Hirsh of Ziditchov became ill till he was bedridden and his situation became worse.  When he was almost about to die, he immediately gave a coin for charity and prayed, “G-d of Meir, answer me.”  The danger soon passed and he became healthy.  He later explained his action: “Most of those on a deathbed are doomed to die” and he therefore prayed, “G-d of Meir, answer me” as Rabbi Meir takes into account the minority (‘Al HaTzadikim by the Munkacser Rebbe). 
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Our weekly publication can be sent to you or your synagogue via regular mail for 72$ per year, or to your e-mail for free! Order your copy at:Dedications@meorot.co.il


Can't make it to a shiur? 


Take a front row seat at our live video stream shiur from Israel on exclusive website:www.Hadafhayomi.co.il




















E-mail:Dedications@meorot.co.il


www.Hadafhayomi.co.il








Main Office:1 Harav Wegman street, P.O.B 471,Bnei Brak Israel. Tel: 03-616 4725


For donations and dedication please call: In United States: 1866-252 1475. In Europe (U.K.) :0800-917 4786








