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110a   He who plans to marry a woman should check her brothers.


Should you check out your future wife’s brothers nowadays?


Rava asserts the well-known rule that he who plans to marry should check her brothers since, as Rashbam comments, “most of a woman’s children resemble her brothers” (s.v. Sheyivdok).  The purpose of the examination is not to determine the woman’s own nature as that can be perceived by observing her but aims to foresee her children’s character as they are assumed to resemble her brothers (Chida in Pesach ‘Einayim on our sugya).  Rabeinu Tam explains that the link between a woman, her brothers and her children stems from their all having the same mazal (Tosfos, Yevamos 62b, s.v. Vehanosei).  If so, why examine her brothers?  If she and her brothers have the same mazal, would it not suffice to examine her alone?  The answer is that males and females have different natures even if being under the same mazal; hence one must check her brothers to see how her sons will be (Maharal, Chidushei Agados).  The Gemara in Yevamos 63a remarks that he who weds his sister’s daughter will enjoy marital bliss and the Meiri (ibid) attributes this promise to the fact that they have the same nature.  Rabbi Vidal HaTsarfati, who lived over four centuries ago, offered an alternative explanation in his Imrei Yosher on Midrash Rabah (Shemos 6:23): A woman’s children are accustomed to be in their uncles’ homes and, in a sense, are also brought up by them and learn from their behavior. (See also the commentaries on tractate Soferim, end of Ch. 15; Maharsha on our Gemara; Gur Aryeh on Shemos ibid; etc.)  


The rule to check out one’s prospective brothers-in-law is not mentioned by Rambam, Shulchan ‘Aruch or other halachic works.  Rabbi Yehudah HeChasid, though, stresses the severity of the matter (Sefer Chasidim, 374-78) and the Shelah HaKadosh even adds that anyone not obeying the rule “deviates from our sages’ instructions and is considered as abandoning life” (Shnei Luchos HaBeris on Shemos 6:23).  We can further understand the application of the issue from the advice offered by the Steipler Gaon Rav Yaakov Kanievski zt”l, to a young man who had difficulty finding a shiduch.  The boy eventually was engaged to a young woman whose brother had completely left he path of Torah and mitzvos and he asked the Steipler if he was acting wisely or perhaps should renege on the shiduch.  Rav Kanievski then offered six reasons to adhere to the shiduch: (a) There should be no worry if she also has observant brothers as her children might well resemble them in their behavior.  (b) Most people fail to heed this Talmudic warning and the Gemara itself says of similar cases “Hashem guards the naïve” (Tehilim 116:6; Yevamos 12b; etc.).  (c) Was her brother exposed to a negative environment as a young child and, as a result, tempted from the right path?  If so, he is judged as a child led into captivity and not responsible for his actions.  (d) The stinging insult to the fiancée if the shiduch is canceled should be considered.  (e) If the boy cancels the shiduch, he won’t easily find another and might remain single for a long time.  (f) The ruling is not cited by halachic authorities and is apparently intended as merely an extra measure of piety (midas chasidus).  Finally, Rav Kanievski concluded that the young man should decide the matter for himself (Orchos Rabeinu, IV, p. 255, and quoted almost in full in Karyana D’igarta, II, 18).


What should you check for?  Rav Kanievski’s pupil, HaGaon Rav A. Horvitz, reports that his mentor offered another reason to forgo examining her brother (ibid, p. 234): In former times, families lived in a totally observant environment and a brother who deviated from the right path apparently indicated that something was amiss in his family.  Now, though, the very streets are awash in heresy, the media tempt the youth in all directions and parents cannot protect their children from exposure to deleterious influences.  A brother who stops being observant nowadays has no bearing on his family and we should have no worry as long as the potential bride is worthy and virtuous.  HaGaon Rav E.M. Shach zt”l further remarked that the examination concerns character and attributes, not actions which depend on a person’s choice (Michtavim Umaamarim, VI, p. 128).





111a   Kal vachomer for the Shechinah, 14 days! But “Dayo” - that which is learnt from another instance should not be more severe.


When Rabeinu Gershom sat a double shiv’ah for his son


The Rishonim relate the sad story that the son of Rabeinu Gershom Meor Hagolah together with his mother, Rabeinu Gershom’s second wife, left the Jewish faith.  Subsequent halachic authorities record that Rabeinu Gershom sat shiv’ah for his son for a period of 14 days.  Maharam of Rottenberg remarks in his Responsa (§544) that there is no obligation to sit shiv’ah for those who convert to another religion (Shulchan ‘Aruch, Y.D. 340:5) but that Rabeinu Gershom did so out of his extraordinary sorrow.  Radbaz confirms the fact that Rabeinu Gershom sat shiv’ah for his son, not mourning his death but rather that his son had not repented while alive (Responsa Radbaz, III, 558).  Other sources, though, report that he mourned for his son while he was still alive and as for the 14-day period, the Or Zarua’ (II, 428) offers an explanation in the name of his mentor, Rabbi Shimshon zt”l:  Rabeinu Gershom learnt his behavior from our sugya concerning Miriam.  Hashem’s honor is double that of even a parent and if a person mourns seven days for a human who has left this world, one should surely mourn 14 days for the loss of a soul to Hashem by apostasy.  (The Gerer Rebbe ztl, author of Imrei Emes, wondered about this reasoning: according to our sugya, Hashem Himself ruled that even though by ordinary logic, His honor is double that of a parent and Miriam should have been punished for 14 days – still, “dayo…” - that which is learnt from another instance should not be more severe” and she was therefore punished for only seven days.  Why, then, did Rabeinu Gershom mourn for 14 days?  The Imrei Emes explains in the name of his brother-in-law, the Rabbi of Bendin zt”l, that only Hashem could apply “dayo” to forgo His honor whereas we cannot ignore Hashem’s honor and the logic of extending the mourning to 14 days still holds for us [Michtevei Torah, 55-56]). 





114a   A witness can’t become a judge.


The validity of a Conservative wedding


Different circumstances moved several people to ask HaGaon Rav Moshe Feinstein zt”l to decide the halachic validity of weddings performed by Conservative rabbis.  On the one hand, the witnesses chosen by the groom deny parts or all of the Torah and the kidushin should be void (Kidushin 65b) but on the other hand, it could be that some of those present at the kidushin were Torah observant and could serve as witnesses.  The solution to this quandary depends on a disagreement of the Rishonim concerning our sugya:


Anyone present at a chupah is a witness: Any act of kidushin without witnesses is void. The Ritva (Kidushin 43a) adds that, because of this ruling, all those present at a person’s kidushin are considered witnesses since if none of them were there, the kidushin would have no validity.  This fact, though, creates a serious problem as a rudimentary halachah regarding witnesses states that if one of a group of witnesses is a relative of the bride or groom or otherwise disqualified, the entire group is consequently disqualified.  If, then, all present at a chupah serve as witnesses, there could hardly be any instance without the participation of some relative of the person being married and if so, almost every act of kidushin should be void!  Tosfos in our sugya solve this question by explaining that the said disqualification applies only to witnesses testifying before a beis din but not to those lending halachic validity to some act by merely observing it. In the latter case, a relative or otherwise disqualified person does not invalidate the whole group of witnesses.  Rashbam, however, considers all those even just observing an act – with intention to validate it - to be qualified witnesses.  Tosfos, though, insist that if that were so, how could we allow relatives to be present at a chupah and kidushin?  They are likely to observe the kidushin intending to be validating witnesses and thus invalidate the act!  


Back to Conservative weddings, we clearly see that Rashbam invalidates the whole ceremony as, in his opinion, even one disqualified witness of kidushin disqualifies the entire group of witnesses. Thus even if there were two Torah-observant witnesses present, the witnesses chosen for the event surely denied part or all of the Torah and were pasul, disqualifying any other witnesses.  Shulchan ‘Aruch, however, rules the halachah according to Tosfos (C.M. 36) that a pasul witness of kidushin does not disqualify kosher witnesses.  Apparently the kidushin at a Conservative wedding is valid if at least two Torah observant witnesses were present.  Rav Feinstein indeed decided that one should find out if there were two such witnesses present.  If there is no such evidence, however, we must assume that no observant Jew would enter a Conservative “temple” or participate in such a ceremony and that such kidushin have absolutely no validity.  


The appointment of witnesses for kidushin: Still, according to Rashbam, and more so according to  Ritva, how could we ever have valid kidushin if, in almost every instance, relatives of the bride and/or groom are present, who may well have been witness?  Indeed, though halachah was not ruled according to Rashbam and Ritva, the common custom has always been for the chasan to select two unquestionably qualified witnesses for the kidushin lest some relative be considered a witness and invalidate the entire group. (Derishah on C.M. 36; Shach, ibid, S.K. 8; Ketzos HaChoshen, ibid; etc.; according to Ketzos HaChoshen, ibid, and the Chasam Sofer E.H. §100, no relatives could disqualify the kosher witnesses at a chupah anyway as the groom is surely not interested in them as witnesses and the kidushin is valid bdieved without selecting kosher witnesses).





115a   The order of inheritance is thus.


The Torah viewpoint on the rights of inheritance


The Torah says in Bemidbar 27:8 that “if a man dies without a son, pass his estate to his daughter”.  Now, had we been asked to formulate the verse, we would probably write “if a man dies, pass his estate to his son and if he has no son, to his daughter”.  In his Torah Temimah (ibid), Rabbi Baruch Epstein explains that the Torah thus hints that a son is his father’s natural heir and that there is no need to state this detail.  The Torah starts to dictate the order of inheritance from the point where a father has no son.  The Torah Temimah is just one of the commentators who elucidate that the Torah’s order of inheritance may be understood by ordinary intelligence.  For many reasons, a son is his father’s natural heir.  Even his name, ben, is related to the word boneh – “builder” – as a son builds and perpetuates his father’s family.  Nachalah – “inheritance” – comes from nachal, a “stream”, in the sense that it forms a continuity and, in contrast, the Torah calls passing an estate to a daughter ha’avarah – “transfer” (HaGaon Rav Binyamin Tsvi Rabinovitz-Teomim zt”l in Be’inyan Yerushas HaBas).  In his Dinei Mamonos, HaGaon Rav Yechezkel Abramsky zt”l asserts that a son’s inheritance is not a statute beyond our understanding – a chok – as our sugya in 119b quotes Tzlofchod’s daughters as saying “had he a son, we would not have spoken”; i.e., they themselves understood that a son would have been the natural heir (see Tosfos, s.v. Ilu).  


A person wants his relatives to inherit his estate: In his aforesaid work, Rav Abramsky explains that the inner logic of the Torah’s property-related statutes conforms to human understanding since the Torah sees deeply into human nature.  The first rule of inheritance, for example, determines that the closest relative takes precedence in inheriting the estate if there are no children.  We understand this rule quite well as any person who has toiled his whole life to amass an estate wants the person closest to him, of all his family, to inherit it.  The Torah also explains the firstborn’s double portion of the estate as his due because of his being the first of his father’s “strength” (Devarim 21:17).  A firstborn is beloved to his father like an only child before he has more children, with a love unshared with others.  Moreover, a firstborn usually helps his father in his business to increase his wealth and therefore earns a double portion.


 “And it will be to you…a statute of judgment”: What about twin boys born within minutes of each other or other instances where the above characteristics of a firstborn do not actually apply?  Rav Abramsky therefore explains the following important point: The laws of inheritance express the deceased’s intention and conform to human understanding.  Once the Torah rules them, however, their observance does not depend on our understanding, as the final verse in the chapter on inheritance concludes: “…and it will be to you…a statute of judgment” (Bemidbar 27:11).  A general rule of the Torah is that many halachos are based on logical estimation, such as that a wife only makes a vow that her husband would approve, etc., but once the Torah determines them, they cannot be changed.





115a   The order of inheritance is thus.


Should daughters sign that they relinquish any inheritance rights?


A daughter inherits no part of her father’s estate if she has brothers but over the generations various people have tried to uproot the halachah and match it to gentile custom.  The first were the Tzedokim (Sadducees), as mentioned by our Gemara, who were strongly repressed by our sages.  Rabbi Shlomo ben Aderes, known as the Rashba, reacted vociferously to those claiming that “the law of the government is the law” and that daughters should be given inheritance rights equal to those of sons (Responsa Rashba, VI, 254, cited in Beis Yosef, C.M. 26): “There will never be such a custom in Israel lest the Torah be girded in sackcloth because of them” (regarding “the law of the government”, see Vol. 5 of the bound series Meoros HaDaf HaYomi, p. 124).


A signature has a price: Still, the laws of various countries caused a disagreement among halachic authorities.  In some places the law ruled that no estate should be divided till all the heirs sign that they consent to the planned division and daughters sometimes refused to sign till their brothers paid them a considerable fee or, say, compensation.  Is such a demand legitimate?  In his Responsa Penei Moshe (II, 15), HaGaon Moshe Benbeneshti remarks that some believe that a daughter does not have to sign any document without receiving a fair price – some say 10% of the worth of the estate and some say even more (see Responsa Shoel Umeshiv, 2nd edition, I, 1 and III, 110; Chukos HaChayim by HaGaon Rav Chayim Falaji, 184; etc.) while others say that the fee should be ruled by a beis din according to the exigencies of each circumstance (Responsa Rav Pe’alim, II, 15).


A sister’s signature is like returning a lost article: Nonetheless, Maharit and other halachic authorities hold that a sister must sign such a declaration out of her simple obligation to return a lost article – the estate – to her brothers as without her signature, they would be losing it.  The Chasam Sofer even describes any attempt to extract a fee for such as outright robbery (Responsa, C.M. 142).  In his Responsa Tzitz Eli’ezer (XVI, 52), HaGaon Rav E.Y. Waldenberg cites Responsa Divrei Chayim (C.M., II, 3) that the poskim tend to be lenient toward the sisters and grant them a fee for their declaration and signature.  


Though, strictly speaking, daughters do not inherit their father’s estate if they have brothers, our sages instituted regulations for the welfare of those daughters who are still minors, as explained in Kesubos 52b: The brothers must support their minor, unmarried sisters and give them funds to enable their marriage.  We shall even learn further in Chapter 9 of our tractate that when funds from the estate are limited, daughters are given precedence over the sons for their basic needs.  A custom began about 700 years ago for a father to give his daughters a document for “half of a male’s inheritance” (shtar chatzi zachar) at their marriage and we shall expand on this topic in a forthcoming issue.  Moreover, some families have a custom for the sons to voluntarily grant a considerable portion of their inheritance to their sisters though the latter are not allowed to demand such.  


We conclude with Rav B. Rabinovitz-Teomim’s clarification that the above regulations are not meant to rectify the Torah, as some Reformers charged, but to rectify our lives (Kuntres Be’inyan Yerushas HaBas).  The regulations serve to apply the light of the Torah to all situations and for all times, providing support and building protective fences in all facets of life.





115b   We have learnt the tradition that no tribe ever becomes extinct.


What Is a Tribe?�The above quote from our Gemara condenses the entire subject of the twelve tribes of Israel.  We understand that our nation is eternal, with no possibility of ever disappearing, but there is also a vital need for the perpetuation of the twelve tribes.  Our division into twelve tribes stems from our very essence as a people and cannot be canceled and there will always be at least one person surviving from each tribe to enable their perpetuation.  As a source for this principle, the Rishonim cite the verse in Malachi (3:6) that “I, Hashem, have not changed and you, the sons of Yaakov, have not become extinct” (Rashbam, s.v. Amar Abayei in the name of Rabeinu Chananel; Yad Ramah on Sanhedrin 69b).


Israel’s division into twelve tribes is hinted in Hashem’s promise to Yaakov in Bereishis (35:11): “A nation and a community of nations will come from you”, a double expression that needs clarification.  HaGaon Rav Y.Z. Soloveichik of Brisk zt”l points out Onkelos’ translation: “a nation and a collection of tribes” (Chidushei HaGriz al HaTorah, Vayechi).  In other words, aside from the promise that the Jewish nation will arise from Yaakov’s offspring, Hashem promised that that nation will be comprised of tribes.  With the understanding that the twelve tribes are like the vital members of one body, Rav Soloveichik explains the verses in Bereishis 48 concerning the selection of Menasheh and Efrayim as distinct tribes.  Yaakov informs Yosef that Hashem told him: “I shall make you fruitful and plentiful and shall allow you to be a community of nations” (again translated by Onkelos as “a collection of tribes”) and then adds that Efrayim and Menasheh “will be to me like Reuven and Shimon”, blessing them with “the redeeming angel will bless the boys and my name will be called in their midst”.  Ramban and Rashbam comment on this passage that Yaakov’s name being called in their midst refers to the perpetuation of their offspring.  Yaakov made Efrayim and Menasheh into tribes making them inseparable from the whole nation, essential members of the same body and, consequently, eternal (see more illuminating expansions on the topic, ibid).  Now, remarks Rav Soloveichik, we can better understand the meaning of Rabeinu Gershom Meor HaGolah in his Selichos prayer “Remember the covenant of Avraham and the binding of Yitzchak”, said on the eve of Rosh HaShanah and, with expansions, on the Fast of Gedaliah (Mateh Efrayim, 603).  We ask Hashem to remember “the covenant of the fathers, the mothers and the tribes”.  We know about the covenant with the fathers and mothers but what covenant was made with the tribes?  Indeed, says Rav Soloveichik, this refers to the tradition recorded in our sugya that no tribe ever becomes extinct and we therefore plead: “The covenant of the fathers, the mothers and the tribes, Your mercy and kindnesses with the passage of time, Hashem, remember the stricken and afflicted who are slaughtered for you all the day long.”








From the Editor





The Pain Just Disappeared


The pain attacked in waves, from every direction; from the shoulder down to the elbow, from his hand up his elbow and down back to his wrist it wrapped round his right arm like a vise.  He had never been sturdy or strong but those acquainted with the illness know that even were he so, the fact would not have helped against rheumatism.  The disease entraps a person’s limbs and leaves them useless and lifeless with no regard for their former vigor - even the strongest succumb before it.  He refused to allow the throbbing pain to disturb his study for the slightest moment but when his right hand could no longer even cut a slice of bread, he decided to seek the advice of the best doctors and find out about the latest medicine.  


The very thought of leaving his learning to travel about from one doctor to another was enough to cause him deep sorrow.  HaGaon R.Dov Ber Karasik zt”l, the Rabbi of Karlevitz, was renowned as one of the geniuses of his generation.  His halachic work Pischei ‘Olam was published somewhat before Mishnah Berurah and the Chafetz Chayim even quoted it a few times.  Rav Karasik authored many other books on halachah, which earned great fame in his era, and his commentary on Rambam is still printed in all editions of the Yad HaChazakah.  We shouldn’t wonder, then, that this tremendous gaon was so fastidious with his time that his anguish from the anticipated loss of time for learning hurt more than the pain that gripped his arm.  


Suddenly he remembered that it was taking him a long time to complete his Pischei ‘Olam.  The work was meant to summarize the decisions of the greatest authorities on Orach Chayim, the first part of Shulchan ‘Aruch and was aimed at the general public, from Torah scholars to the unlearned, and Rav Karasik lent considerable importance to the endeavor.  Lately, though, he had interrupted his writing due to a series of irksome affairs and urgent tasks.  “Perhaps”, he pondered, “my weakness and awful pains have attacked me because of my neglect.  Maybe they are meant to arouse me and remind me that I can’t leave any work for others.”  Wasting no time, he took up his pen and, still sharply needled with pain, insisted on forcing his hand to dip the nib in the inkwell and, to his surprise, he could write!  His hand regained its strength, became warm and flexible and absolutely healthy.  The pain, the weakness and the rheumatism disappeared without a trace and a delightful, relaxed sensation flowed into his arm.  The relief was instant and his hand was young again.  


Now he continued his work energetically, stopping for nothing.  After a while, however, fresh disturbances and interruptions forced him to neglect his writing once more and, shortly thereafter, his arm was again wracked by pain.  This time, though, he reacted quickly, knowing what his cure would be and, taking up his pen, went on writing, rewriting and editing till he finished the whole work.  He never had rheumatism again!


This inspiring story, included by Rav Karasik in the preface to his Pischei ‘Olam, was sent to us by a reader whose extensive library includes that now rare work.  Wanting to convey to us the uplifting message that pervaded him upon discovering the tale, he writes,  “It seems that similar occurrences happen to us.  We get pains in an arm or leg, catch cold or come down with some other illness and who knows if it’s not like Rav Karasik’s situation?  Maybe we stopped going to a Gemara lesson or are neglecting some matter relevant to Torah and mitzvos.  Before running to doctors and scurrying for the latest cures, we should stop and think: maybe, like Rav Karasik, we actually know what our cure is and, as a first step, we should see if we’re not neglecting our learning.”  





With the blessing of the Torah


The Editor
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L’iluy           Nishmas





R. Moshe Menachem Chasdiel z”l


Son of R. Chayim Shlomo z”l


(26 Tamuz 5744)


dedicated by his son, our friend


R. Shaul Chasdiel 


& family of benei Berak








� EMBED PBrush  ���





cont'd on next page








       המשך מעמוד קודם











cont'd on next page








       המשך מעמוד קודם











cont'd from previous page








       המשך מעמוד קודם

















כ"ז תמוז-ד' אב









































Bava Basra 109-115














cont'd from previous page








       המשך מעמוד קודם














� EMBED PBrush  ���





כ"ז תמוז-ד' אב






































Call: 972-3-6160657


(or in Israel : 03-6160657)

















cont'd from previous page








       המשך מעמוד קודם














Bava Basra 109-115























cont'd on next page








       המשך מעמוד קודם














Bava Basra 109-115

















cont'd from previous page








       המשך מעמוד קודם











Monthly subscriptions in Israel NIS15/month.








To USA readers:Meoros is available by mail every week. To order, call


 (718) 253-6218.











כ"ז תמוז-ד' אב






































כ"ז תמוז-ד' אב






































L’iluy           Nishmas





R. Chayim HaLevi Klein z”l


Son of R. Eliezer of Antwerp


(24 Tamuz 5757)





dedicated by the Family
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L’ilui nishmas


R. Reuven Gombo z’l,


 son of Tzvi z’l


And his wife, Freidel Gitel,


 daughter of Shmuel z’l.
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L’iluy           Nishmas


The child 


Eliezer Wieder z”l


Son of R. Dov


(27 Tamuz 5749)


dedicated by


 his parents, our friends


R. Dov and Malka Wieder











3





4





2





1





� EMBED PBrush  ���





cont'd from previous page








       המשך מעמוד קודם











110a   He who plans to marry a woman should check her brothers.


A Woman of Valor, Who Can Find?


Concerning Rava’s warning to examine a prospective bride’s brothers, the Chida found the topic hinted in the initials of  “A woman of valor, who can find?” – eishes chayil mi yimtza, spelling achim – brothers; alternatively, mi ach? – “Who is the brother?” (Pesach ‘Einayim, on our sugya; Kisei Rachamim on tractate Soferim, end of Ch. 15; Bris Olam on Sefer Chasidim, p. 374).





115b   He is Anah


The Masculine Gender Used for an Heiress


According to Rabeinu Tam in Tosfos (s.v. Melamed), Anah mentioned in the verse “and these are the children of Tziv‘on: Ayah and Anah” was a daughter, though later referred to in the masculine gender: “…he is Anah”.  The reason, he asserts, is that her brother Ayah died before Tzivon’s demise and she therefore inherited Tzivon’s estate.  Rebbe Heshel of Krakow zt”l supported the view that heiresses are referred to in the masculine from the story of Tzelofchod’s daughters: Hashem tells Moshe to give them (lahem, in the masculine) a portion of their father’s estate (Bemidbar 27:7) as they inherited it like any sons (Chanukas HaTorah, Pinchas).  The commentator Pardes Yosef adds that Yaakov said to Rachel and Leah: “Hashem saved your father’s (avichem, in the masculine) livestock and gave it to me” (Bereishis 31:9).  Lavan had no sons till Yaakov came to Haran (see Rashi on Bereishis 30:27) and his estate would have fallen to Rachel and Leah.  Hashem saved the property destined for Rachel and Leah from Lavan’s sons and gave it to Yaakov.


Fear of Heaven


Nine months before his demise, haGaon rav Shlomo Heiman zt”l needed to undergo a critical operation.  Worrying he might not survive it, he summoned his pupils and asked them to take care of some money hidden in his library which had belonged to Rabbi David Rapaport, author of Mikdash David.  Rabbi Rapaport and his wife were slain in the Holocaust and had no living children but no one knew who died first – he or his wife.  If he died first, his wife inherited his estate and upon her demise, her relatives.  If she died first, Rabbi David’s relatives inherited the estate upon his demise.  Rabbi Heiman asked his pupils to asked HaGaon Rav Aharon Kotler to decide to whom to give the funds but he eventually lived nine months after the operation and personally saw to the affair.


111a The firstborn takes a double portion


2, 20, 200


According to the Maharal of Prague, the root letters of bechor (“firstborn”) – i.e., beis, kaf and reish – hint at his right to a double portion of his father’s estate as all their numerical values are multiples of 2: beis = 2, kaf = 20 and reish = 200!  Others point out that beis, kaf and reish can be rearranged to spell berech, “a knee”: Just as our knees support our whole body, a firstborn supports his father.





111a   And if her father spat in her face


HaGaon Rav M.M. Krengel zt”l expressed a wonderful idea about the story of Miriam described in our sugya: The Midrash (quoted by Rashi on Shemos 2:1) relates that when Pharaoh decreed for every newborn son to be thrown into the Nile, Miriam’s father Amram left his wife Yocheved and all the Israelites followed suit.  Miriam, though, protested to Amram that his decree was worse than Pharaoh’s: “Pharaoh issued a decree against the sons but you issued a decree against both sons and daughters!”  Miriam thought she was justified in admonishing her father as, in her opinion, he had transgressed the Torah: after all, according to Beis Shamai, a person has fulfilled the mitzvah to be fruitful and multiply only if he begets two sons and, at that time, Moshe had not yet been born.  Still, when many years later Miriam complained about Moshe because he isolated himself from his wife, she was also punished for upbraiding her father as Moshe already had two sons, Gershom and Eliezer.





110a   He should not beg from people


A Livelihood Right to the Door


Someone came to the Lelover Rebbe zt”l and complained that he had to support a family and his livelihood was just too hard for him.  Should he leave for the vast reaches of America, hoping Hashem would grant him a better livelihood there?  “I’ll tell you a story”, replied the Rebbe, “and you’ll understand for yourself.


“A very learned but indigent rabbi lived in a far-flung village.  Two wealthy men once came to him and asked him to come to their town on a certain day to serve as a mediator in a din Torah between them.  They would pay all his expenses and remunerate him generously for his mediation.  The rabbi asked them to wait for his decision till after he prayed minchah; afterwards he told them that he refused to go to their town.  The rebetzin, who had witnessed the proceedings, burst into tears and protested, ‘How can you refuse to bring some income to our poor home and why did you decide in the negative only after minchah?’


“’When I cam to the blessing of the years’, replied the rabbi, ‘I thought about what we say – “Bless this year for the good”.  All the good will surely come from the throne of His glory straight to my house.  The Gemara in Pesachim 94b says that the distance from the earth to the sky is how much it takes to walk 500 years and that from heaven to heaven takes another 500 years and so on.  Now, I thought, if Hashem already sends me my livelihood from so far, why should He send it to another town instead of straight here?’


 “Indeed, after a while the same men returned and agreed to hold the din Torah at the rabbi’s home and pay him the same high fee” (Sheal Avicha Veyagedcha, I, p. 200).
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