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דף ל\ב   ואיזהו מחיר כלב


How do we know to forbid buying a paroches in exchange for a dog?


The Torah said, “You shall not bring a prostitute’s fee or the payment for a dog to the house of Hashem” (Devarim 23:19).  An ox purchased in exchange for a dog is unfit to be offered as a sacrifice.  Also, one mustn’t use the exchange of a dog for any requirement of the Temple, as our Gemara explains.


The only Rishon who relates to this prohibition concerning sacred purposes aside from sacrifices and the Temple, is Rabeinu Yerucham (Chavah, nesiv 23:1), who asserts that “it is forbidden to make anything from it for a synagogue, such as a sefer Torah or a light or oil and the like or anything for a mitzvah” and thus ruled the Remo (Shulchan ‘Aruch, O.C. 153:21).


Is it forbidden by the Torah or as a Rabbinical decree?  Magen Avraham states (S.K. 46) that the prohibition is a Rabbinical decree but we must clarify two further points: Whence did Rabeinu Yerucham derive this halachah, not mentioned in the Gemara, and is the prohibition lechatechilah or bedi’eved.  In other words, what about a person who observed the mitzvah of the four species with a lulav exchanged for a dog?  Did he fulfill his obligation?


The author of Ketzos HaChoshen explains (in the responsa at the end of Avnei Miluim, 27) Rabeinu Yerucham’s statement and solves both questions simultaneously.  Rabeinu Yerucham’s source is from the Gemara (‘Avodah Zarah 47a), which discusses an object that served for idolatry and was later cancelled from that purpose (by a gentile; this is the only possibility for its bitul; see the Gemara, ibid), and hence is no longer idolatry.  In its present state, it is permitted to derive benefit from the object but still the Gemara has a doubt if it worthy to be used for a mitzvah.  This Gemara is Rabeinu Yerucham’s source, that a despicable object should not be used for a mitzvah.


We proceed to our second question, if this prohibition is lechatechilah or bedi’avad.  Indeed, Tosfos explain (‘Avodah Zarah, ibid) that the Gemara’s doubt is only lechatechilah but bedi’avad one can observe the mitzvah with an object previously used for idolatry, and so the halachah was ruled (Remo, O.C. 649:3).  Thus the prohibition learnt from this Gemara is only lechatechilah (see Responsa Pri Yitzchak, I, 10; we should mention that Rabeinu Yerucham’s statement concerns a prostitute’s reward and that the Remo added the payment for a dog).





דף ל\ב   עובר ירך אמו


The argument with the Karaites about slaughtering a pregnant animal


Many sugyos in our tractate involve the well-known difference of opinions as to whether “a fetus is a limb (yerech) of its mother”.  In other words, is the fetus considered part of its mother or a separate entity?


The question which every learner may ask is if a fetus is not a limb of its mother but regarded as a separate body, how is it allowed to slaughter a pregnant animal?  After all, we learnt in Chulin about the Torah’s prohibition of oso v'es beno (Vayikra 22:28): “It and its offspring you shall not slaughter on the same day”!  If a fetus is a limb of its mother, we have only one animal: since the fetus is not its offspring but like its leg, we don’t have oso v'es beno.  But if a fetus is not a limb of its mother, surely it is beno – its offspring.  Apparently, slaughtering the mother, which is like slaughtering the mother and the fetus, should be forbidden.  Why, then, is there no prohibition of “it and its offspring” when slaughtering a pregnant animal?


Indeed, none other than Rambam relates to this serious question in brief (Hilchos Shechitah 12:10): “It is permitted to slaughter a pregnant animal as the fetus is a limb of its mother.”


Apparently, two important conclusions result from Rambam’s ruling: (1) The halachah is according to those who hold that a fetus is a limb of its mother for if not so, Rambam would not depend the permission to slaughter a pregnant animal on this opinion; (2) according to those who maintain that a fetus is not a limb of its mother, it is forbidden to slaughter a pregnant animal.


The trouble is that these two conclusions are explicitly contradicted.  (1) Rambam himself adopts the halachah that a fetus is not a limb of its mother!  (See Rambam, Hilchos Isurei Mizbeiach 3:12 and Mahari Kurkus, ibid).  (2) In the Gemara it is evident (Bava Kama 78b; see Responsa Beis Yitzchak, E.H., I, 54, os 7) that, according to all opinions, it is allowed to slaughter a pregnant animal, even according to those who hold that a fetus is not a limb of its mother.  Rambam’s statement, then, seems doubly contradicted.


Many poskim tried to solve Rambam’s statement, including HaGaon Rabbi Yechiel Yehoshua of Kintzk zt”l, author of Chelkas Yoav, who suggested a brilliant idea:


A fetus that never is born is a limb of its mother according to all opinions: Why do those who hold that a fetus is not a limb of its mother allow slaughtering a pregnant animal?  Because the whole difference of opinions focuses on a fetus that has been born!  In other words, once a calf is born, we discuss if its present state influences its previous state and gave it independent significance.  But if it is never born, all agree that it was and remains a limb of its mother.  Now Rambam’s statement is very simple.  “It is permitted to slaughter a pregnant animal: a fetus is a limb of its mother.”  As this fetus won’t be born, all agree that it is defined as a limb of its mother and not its offspring and therefore the mother may be slaughtered.  What about a fetus that was born?  Was it previously a limb of its mother?  Rambam did not relate to such a case in this halachah… (cited in Responsa Avnei Nezer, Y.D., 336, S.K. 7; see ibid as to what he asks about this opinion, and see Responsa Chelkas Yoav, II, p. 122, and Responsa Dovev Meisharim, I, 26).


True, we have correctly understood that Rambam’s halachos don’t contradict each other but the question is still asked as to why Rambam saw fit to rule a halachah never mentioned in the Mishnah or Gemara.  After all, there is no discussion as to if it is allowed to slaughter a pregnant animal.  A few poskim found a fascinating solution.


The writings of the Geonim and Rishonim indicate that a serious argument took place between the Chachamim and the Karaites about slaughtering a pregnant animal.  The Karaites contended that a fetus is considered “offspring” (beno) and even proved such from that stated about Rivkah: “…and the sons (habanim) agitated inside her” (Bereishis 25:22).  They therefore claimed that it is forbidden to slaughter a pregnant animal because of the prohibition of “it and its offspring”.  On the other hand, the chachamim, lead by Rabbi Meshulam bar Rabbi Klonimus (cited in HaEshkol, III, p. 70, and in the Albeck edition, II, p. 120, and ibid in remark 3) rejected their opinion because a fetus is not considered “offspring” while the Torah wrote that the sons whom Rivkah later bore moved within her and that they are called “sons” because of their future state.


Rambam considered this argument when he wrote “It is permitted to slaughter a pregnant animal; a fetus is a limb of its mother.”  Rambam did not intend to relate to the difference of opinions as to if a fetus is a limb of its mother but meant to say that no one maintains that the fetus of a slaughtered mother is considered “offspring” for it never separated from its mother.   For that purpose Rambam used the phrase borrowed from the well-known difference of opinions – “a fetus is a limb of its mother” (see Beis Yitzchak, ibid;  Or Sameiach on Rambam, Hilchos Shechitah, ibid; Magiah on the ‘Itur, sha’ar 2, Hilchos Shechitah, 28; and Torah Sheleimah, Bereishis, Ch. 25, os 85).


A fetus is an eiver of its mother: Indeed, it is interesting to discover that in the original manuscripts of the Yad Hachazakah, Rambam’s phrasing is “It is permitted to slaughter a pregnant animal; a fetus is an eiver (limb) of its mother.”  He doesn’t relate to the difference of opinions always termed "a fetus is a yerech of its mother" but intends to refute the Karaites' opinion that a fetus is considered “offspring” before its birth.





דף ל\ב   שאין פודין את הקדשים להאכילן לכלבים


The obligation to care for dogs


Our tractate discusses a few times if “one redeems kodoshim to feed them to dogs”.  In other words, may one redeem a treifah sacrifice, unfit to be offered or eaten, by paying its worth to hekdesh and then feed its meat to dogs?  The Gemara proves that it should be burnt and not redeemed to be given to dogs.


We must clarify whether the Gemara’s tendency to feed dogs with the meat of disqualified kodoshim merely stems from the reality, that food unfit for people is eaten by dogs, or perhaps Chazal mentioned feeding this treifah meat to dogs because of the verse “…and meat in the field, treifah, you shall not eat; you shall throw it to the dog” (Shemos 22:30).


The Mechilta states about this verse: “The verse teaches you that Hashem does not withhold any creature’s reward, as we are told: ‘…and to all the children of Israel a dog did not bark.  Hashem said, ‘Give him his reward.” In reward for their silence, the dogs are to be fed treifah meat.


However, an exacting search in Rambam, the Tur and Shulchan ‘Aruch shows no mention of a mitzvah to give treifah meat to dogs.  In fact, the Remo states (Shulchan ‘Aruch, Y.D. 117:4) that it is permitted to sell treifah and neveilah to gentiles and the author of Minchas Chinuch remarks (mitzvah 73) that though the Rishonim and Acharonim don’t mention the mitzvah to feed treifah to dogs and those who counted the mitzvos also didn’t count it as a mitzvah, Tosfos (Yoma 36b, s.v. Lav) are the only ones who adopt the opinion that the verse “…you shall throw it to a dog” is a commandment, like the above Mechilta, and he who doesn’t do so ignores a mitzvah!


An ill person should eat the neveilah and give the treifah to dogs: The author of Divrei Emes tends to follow Tosfos’ opinion and therefore ruled an amazing chidush: A Jew in danger of his life, who must eat meat, and who only has treifah and neveilah should not eat the treifah because by doing so he ignores the positive mitzvah to give the treifah to dogs but he should eat the neveilah (see Responsa Beis Yitzchak, O.C., 95, os 3).  The Tashbetz also indicates that, according to this opinion, that there’s a mitzvah to feed dogs, this is Chazal’s intention when they said (Avos 2:1), “Consider the loss of a mitzvah compared to its reward” – that even if one suffers a loss by giving the meat to a dog, he should remember that he is performing a mitzvah with a great reward.  As aforesaid, this opinion was not ruled as halachah.


Still, even according to Tosfos, this doesn’t concern expensive meat but cheap meat, as indicated by Tosfos (‘Avodah Zarah 20a, s.v. Rabbi Meir) concerning giving neveilah to a ger toshav, that also according to those who hold that it’s a mitzvah from the Torah, this mitzvah only concerns meat that is not expensive and the loss is slight (see Machatzis HaShekel, 498, S.K. 8).


It is interesting to note the Meiri’s following statement (Shabbos 19a).  On Shabbos it is forbidden to feed animals unless we must do so as they belong to us.  Magen Avraham (O.C. 324, S.K. 7, and see Mishnah Berurah, S.K. 31, that some disagree) writes that dogs are different, that one may even feed a dog that doesn’t belong to him “as it is a mitzvah to feed it”.  The Meiri states that dogs are special because of the commandment “you shall throw it to a dog”.  Although there’s no positive mitzvah to feed a dog, the Torah taught us a general behavior to care for dogs.  (See what Rav Y. Neistadt wrote about this in Pa’amei Ya’akov, Kislev 5763).





דף לג\ב   ואלו הן הנקברים...ובשר בחלב...


Forbidden butter for Chanukah lights


At the start of the summer we discussed a fascinating question (Vol. 260 in the article “The difference between cooking on Shabbos and cooking meat with milk”), discussed by Sha’ar Efrayim (38).  Some butter was cooked with meat and absorbed its taste, and it was therefore forbidden to eat or derive benefit from it.  The owner wanted to use the butter for Chanukah lights.  The Sha’ar Efrayim zt”l forbade it and proved his conclusion from many sugyos.


In that article we discussed the question as to if lighting the meaty butter is considered cooking meat with milk, as the butter and the taste of meat in it become hot in the lamp before burning.  In this article we shall discuss this case from the viewpoint of our sugya.  The author of Sha’ar Efrayim says that, as we know, a lulav from a wayward city (‘ir hanidachas), supposed to be burnt and forbidden to derive benefit therefrom, is unfit for the mitzvah of the four species as we cannot consider it as having the required length of a lulav - four tefachim - as “its sh'iur (measure) is crushed”.  In other words, the necessity to destroy it negates its halachically required measurement, and it is already now considered disintegrated, like the ashes it is to become after burning.


A Chanukah light also needs a certain measure: enough burning material must be put in it to last from the time it is lit until people stop passing in the street.  Therefore, if the rule of “its shi'ur is crushed” applies to the meaty butter, one cannot use it for the Chanukah lights.  True, an explicit mishnah in our Gemara says that meat cooked with milk is not to be burnt but buried.  As such, apparently the rule of “its shi'ur is crushed” won’t apply to it (see ibid, that he innovated that even regarding things supposed to be buried, if they are burnt, their shi'ur is crushed!).  However, we should continue to read our mishnah closely (34a): “All that which is to be buried should not be burnt”!  It is thus forbidden to burn issurei hanaah that must be buried, and the meaty butter, even if it has a shi'ur, mustn't be ignited for Chanukah lights.  However, this prohibition stems from the suspicion that one might derive benefit from their ashes and this suspicion does not exist concerning butter, because once the Chanukah light will extinguish, nothing will be left of it but, anyway, Chazal instituted such and we cannot change their regulation.  (We should mention that the halachah of “its shi'ur is crushed” concerning the Chanukah lights is far from simple; Yeshu’os Ya’akov writes (O.C. 673) that the amount of time a Chanukah light must burn does not have the importance of an "object" but there’s merely a need for a certain time for burning and “its shi'ur is crushed” does not subtract from this time; see Chidushei Rabeinu Chayim HaLevi, Hilchos Shabbos, Ch. 17).





דף לג\ב   ואלו הן הנשרפין חמץ בפסח


The halachah of the ashes from burning chametz


A person who found chametz during Pesach must not derive benefit therefrom and must eliminate it immediately.  What about the ashes resulting from burning the chametz?  Is it forbidden to derive benefit from them or perhaps the issur hanaah disappears from them?  The Tur states that the answer depends on the difference of opinions among the Tanaim in our mishnah (see Gemara 34a): “But to derive benefit from its ashes after he burnt it, this depends on the difference of opinions between Rabbi Yehudah and the Rabanan.  According to Rabbi Yehudah, that chametz must be burnt, the ashes are permitted as the halacha is that the ashes of anything that must be burnt are permitted but according to the Rabanan (that chametz may be crumbled and thrown to the wind), the ashes are forbidden, as the ashes of anything to be buried are forbidden” (Tur O.C. 445).  Let us explain the issue.


The Torah forbids us to derive benefit from many things.  Our sugya explains that the ashes of those which must be burnt are permitted but the ashes of those which must be buried are forbidden.  Tosfos explain the difference: concerning those which must be burnt, their din has been observed – i.e., the reason that caused us not to derive benefit from them imposes the obligation to burn them and once their mitzvah has been observed, the issur hanaah disappears.  However, regarding those which must be buried, this is only to conceal them lest they cause an obstacle of sin but their burial is not their mitzvah and therefore neither burning nor burial can remove the issur hanaah.


Rabbi Yehudah and the Chachamim disagreed about chametz found during Pesach.  According to Rabbi Yehudah, it should be burnt and according to the Chachamim, it may also be crumbled and thrown to the wind.  Therefore the Tur concluded that according to Rabbi Yehudah, that it must be burnt, after it is burnt the issur hanaah disappears but according to the Chachamim, that it doesn’t have to be burnt, chametz is not included with “those to be burnt”, where their burning permits the issur hanaah, but is included with those issurei hanaah which remain forbidden even after their elimination.


How a difference came about between two sorts of burning: HaGaon Rabbi Akiva Eiger zt”l posed a serious question on the Tur’s conclusion.  There’s no doubt that Tosfos did not intend that the mitzvah of burning – the heat, flames and smoke – eliminates the issur hanaah but that regarding any forbidden object where there is a mitzvah to eliminate its existence entirely, its prohibition disappears with its elimination whereas regarding objects which must be buried, their prohibition does not disappear.  As such, both Rabbi Yehudah and the Chachamim agree that chametz must be eliminated entirely: Rabbi Yehudah requires burning whereas Chachamim say that chametz can also be entirely eliminated by crumbling it and throwing it to the wind.  Thus both according to Rabbi Yehudah and the Chachamim, one can observe the mitzvah by burning the chametz.  What difference, then, did the Tur find between Rabbi Yehudah’s burning and the Chachamim’s burning such that he determined that according to Rabbi Yehudah, the prohibition disappears and according to the Chachamim, the prohibition doesn’t disappear?  (Indeed, many Acharonim hold that according to Rambam, there’s no difference between the Chachamim’s opinion and Rabbi Yehudah’s and according to both, after burning the chametz, the ashes are permitted).


This great question was brilliantly solved by HaGaon Rabbi Chayim of Brisk zt”l.


The mitzvah does not eliminate the prohibition like a magic wand: Let us examine the reason for permitting the issur hanaah from an object after the mitzvah to burn it has been observed.  We should not regard the situation superficially: the mitzvah has been observed – the prohibition has disappeared.  Not at all.  For example, a person unwittingly cooked meat with milk.  It is forbidden to derive benefit from them but there’s no mitzvah to eliminate them.  In his great distress, he vowed that he would burn them (see Vol. 260, ibid, that burning the mixture is not necessarily considered cooking) and observed his vow.  By burning them he observes his vow.  Just because he performed a mitzvah by burning them, does that suffice to permit the issur hanaah?  Everyone understands that that is not so, that there’s no connection between his mitzvah of burning and the forbidden object.  Only if the mitzvah of the object itself is to be burnt, it is as if its mission has been accomplished and the prohibition has been permitted.


Burning as a mitzvah and as a means: Rabbi Chayim says that therefore Rabbi Yehudah and the Chachamim didn’t only disagree about the ways to eliminate the chametz but they maintained a mighty dispute: Is the “mitzvah” of chametz found in someone’s domain during Pesach that it must be eliminated or perhaps it is a mitzvah to eliminate it so that there won’t be chametz in a Jew’s domain?  In other words, is this a mitzvah pertaining to an object (cheftza) – to the chametz – or a mitzvah applying to the person (gavra)?  According to Rabbi Yehudah, this is the mitzvah concerning this chametz.  This is its halachah, that it must be burnt, and as such, once this has been accomplished, the issur hanaah disappears.  According to the Chachamim, burning – just like crumbling etc. – is only a means to prevent the prohibition of chametz from its owner but has no independent essence, which has the power to permit the issur hanaah.  Therefore the Tur wrote that the ashes of burnt chametz are permitted according to Rabbi Yehudah and forbidden according to the Chachamim (Chidushei Rabeinu Chayim HaLevi, Hilchos Chametz Umatzah 1:3).
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Readers’ Letters


To Meoros HaDaf HaYomi:


First of all I again want to express my thanks for your wonderful treasure… I herewith send you a hitherto unpublished story received by my uncle, the writer Simchah Raz.


Yitzchak Yehudah Rosen, Lod


The Heavenly Reward of Learning as a Wedding-Gift


Rav Hoshea Rabinovitz of Elkanah recounts the following:


Our wedding, held on 22 Elul 5725 (1965), was attended by Torah luminaries, including the tzadik Rabbi Aryeh Levin zt”l, who was invited by my parents z”l.  They had a close acquaintance with him and his family for many years.  He was honored with reading the kesubah and after the chuppah all the guests gathered for the meal.  My father-in-law, Rav Zalman Uri of Los Angeles, approached Rabbi Aryeh and invited him to join the se'udah.  Rabbi Aryeh explained that he couldn’t stay as he had a regular shi’ur in Gemara and that even at his granddaughter’s wedding he didn’t remain for the same reason.  He said that he was leaving a wedding-gift for the young couple: the Heavenly reward he would receive for the shi’ur – and departed with warm blessings.  Of course, of all the gifts we received 39 years ago, this is the only one left, and it will continue to accompany us forever.  “Who knows,” says Rav Rabinovitz, “perhaps this merit stood by me to have the privilege of teaching a Daf HaYomi shi’ur for many years.”





The Gemara Followed Us


I am C.N.K. from Yerushalayim.  I maintain a regular shi’ur with a young man every day for a half hour in Kidushin.  We take care not to skip even one day though we work hard and sometimes are very busy.  Two days ago I went to a family occasion and forgot to arrange another time to learn with him.  To my surprise, he also showed up at the simchah as "a friend of the father".  He immediately told me, “What will be with our shi’ur?” and showed me a large tractate Kidushin on a nearby table brought by a guest.  We immediately sat down to learn.  We witnessed Divine providence that, if one wants to learn, Hashem helps.





We proceed to a fax entitled To Release from Imprisonment:


The Prison Song


A Daf HaYomi shi’ur has been established at the Dekel prison and here is a poem written by a participant:





In Daf HaYomi I participate,


My world it does radiate.


Day after day, 


Diligently without delay,


An opportunity for you,


With contemplation too,


Given in days of old,


More precious than gold.


Give me the insight,


To get another mishnah right.


Another day has gone


But the learning goes on.


I'll sit a little longer,


To learn the daf stronger.


Learning with happiness


A blessing upon us.





We wish all the participants that they will soon be learning in any synagogue they want.





Only from Above: A Letter from Brazil


12 Elul 5764


It was Friday afternoon, 10 Elul 5764, and, as usual, just when I wanted to go home to prepare for Shabbos, the pressure of work reached its climax.  I got a phone call with good news that I had awaited for a long while but I had to immediately give a check to my accountant before the people involved could change their mind.  With the urgent need to complete the repair and polishing of a broken Shabbos candelabrum, and all the other arrangements in the shop, I left with the check, the candelabrum, my Shabbos purchases and everything else I had to take home.  I shut off the lights and locked the door.  On my way to the street I saw my worker rushing to the shop.  I called him on my cell phone to be sure that all was well with the previous piece of business. I was glad to hear that that hard task had succeeded, because I knew that he also wanted to leave early, for his reasons.


I finally came home with enough time to get organized, wash, get dressed and do everything for Shabbos.  We went to the synagogue and I was glad that the pressures of another work week were behind me.  We came home to a restful family meal and spoke of a variety of important and interesting topics and derashos on the weekly Torah portion.  Shabbos passed with joy and we had relatives from overseas as guests at the morning meal.  We all enjoyed ourselves.


After havdalah the children dispersed for various activities outside.  All of them like to visit their friends or sleep over by them.  My wife and I sat down for a pleasant evening and at about 11:00 I decided to check my phone for notices.  Indeed, I got a notice at 3:00 on Shabbos afternoon from someone at my shop!  The door to the shop was open and no one was inside.  He didn’t know what to do.  I wasn’t available so he only left a notice.


Eight hours had passed since the notice was sent.  The door has no latch and when unlocked it opens wide in the slightest breeze – an open invitation to passersby.  I quickly dressed myself warmly and drove to the shop.  On my way I prepared myself for what could have happened.  I made peace with the possibility that the store had been completely emptied, including the computers and everything else.  It could also be that they'd smashed everything at hand as I’m familiar with the neighborhood: only a few buildings from the local pub and a gathering place for gentiles.  I also remembered that my insurance wouldn’t cover negligence, such that they wouldn’t do me any favors.


I parked next to the shop while a passer-by looked through the open door.  I entered and found everything as I had left it before Shabbos!  The computers, the merchandise and everything were all intact.  I began to contemplate the thanks I owed Hashem.  I had been robbed twice previously and this time I even left them the door open.  I counted 31 hours of close Divine surveillance throughout the whole incident.  It’s not simple to deserve 31 hours of Divine providence but I believe that we are protected in so many ways all the time.  I don’t necessarily know what I did to deserve such providence and maybe it wasn’t at all by my merit!  Maybe the shop was protected in honor of my wife or the children, parents or grandparents, or the Shabbos itself.  Finally I think that we must know that it will help us all to remember that the true protection over us only comes from Above.


I really live by this fact and would like to emphasize that we must try not to lose or misuse our gifts.  Sometimes we do everything we can to protect ourselves but in the end it doesn’t depend on us.  It only comes from Above.  We need faith to be our guide along the way, and we must do what is right and good as much as possible.


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.


Address: POB 471, Bnei Berak.


Fax: 03 5706793.


� HYPERLINK mailto:mendelson@meorot.co.il ��mendelson@meorot.co.il�
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דף לב\ב   המקדיש עולה לבדק הבית


On His Son’s Demise


Rabbi Menachem Zemba had a son who fell ill and passed away when he was only 19 years old, a few weeks after he was wed to the granddaughter of the Sefas Emes of Gur zt”l.  Rabbi Zemba then printed his chidushim, Gur Aryeh Yehudah, embellished with the eager approbations (haskamos) of the leaders of the generation in view of the young gaon’s genius.  Rabbi Zemba writes in his preface that the work is like “someone who sanctified his ‘olah for bedek habayis”.  His son was like a perfect ‘olah for Hashem, an unblemished sacrifice without sin.  Printing the work adds to him the sanctity of bedek habayis to strengthen Hashem’s house in His world, which in our era consists only of the beis hamidrash - the "four cubits" of halachah and Torah.





דף לד\א   הנשרפין אפרם מותר


Ashes for Sheva’ Berachos


HaGaon Rav Chayim of Brisk zt”l was sitting with a few talmidei chachamim and explaining a certain Tosfos.  One rav responded, “I can’t accept explanations and differences.  I can only accept the simple meaning.”


Rav Chayim offered him a parable: “Concerning the ashes of forbidden things that must be burnt, which are permitted, one explanation in the Rishonim is that the ashes are a ‘new appearance’ (panim chadashos).  According to you, that we only have the simple meaning, we now have a new halachah: To pronounce the sheva' berachos at a chasan’s meal, we need a guest who didn’t attend any previous sheva’ berachos, known as panim chadashos.  If we don’t have such a guest, we can bring some ashes…” (Ishim Veshitos).
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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
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