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IMPORTANCE OF ....  

The Gemara (Nedarim 32b) states that originally, Hashem 
intended the Kehunah to descend from Shem, as the Posuk refers 
to him: iuhkg k-tk ivf tuvu. However, when Shem blessed 
Avrohom before blessing Hashem, he lost the Kehunah for his 
descendants, and it was given to Avrohom. The Gemara 
concludes that we derive from ivf tuvu that only he (Shem) was a 
Kohen, but not his descendants. The Mizrachi asks, if so, why 
does the Midrash say that Tamar (Shem’s daughter) was 
sentenced to die by vphra (burning) as the Torah requires for a 
Bas-Kohen’s harlotry, if the Kehunah was taken from Shem’s 
descendants ? He answers that although Tamar may not have had 
Kehunah, still the Torah prescribes vphra for a Bas-Kohen 
because of the father’s position, and here, Shem retained his 
Kehunah. This is supported by the Gemara (Sanhedrin 51a) 
which states that even a Bas-Kohen who had married a mamzer, 
chalal etc.. is also to be burned, despite her having already 
profaned herself by such a marriage, because it is the damage to 
her father which demands it. However, the Yerushalmi (Terumos 
7:2) discusses the case of a woman born from the illegal union of 
a Kohen and (e.g.) a divorcee, who was thus born profaned 
(vkkj), where one opinion holds that vphra only applies where 
the Bas-Kohen had once enjoyed the sanctity of Kehunah, but not 
where she was born profaned. As such, if Shem’s Kehunah ended 
with him, Tamar should not have been sentenced as a Bas-Kohen 
without having had any Kehunah. The Minchas Mordechai 
therefore suggests that Tamar had been born to Shem before the 
Kehunah dynasty was taken from him, which would at least have 
given to her some time as a Bas-Kohen, thus making her eligible 
for vphra in the event that she would sin.   

QUESTION OF THE WEEK:  
Which person who was not present at the Chasunah or at a Sheva 
Berachos is not eligible to be considered a Panim Chadashos ?    

ANSWER TO LAST WEEK:  
(When is Mezonos said over a grain product, and Birchas HaMazon after it ?)  

The Chayei Adam (51:17) rules that if one made bread from grain 
that was grown in an cueb ubhta .hmg (an unperforated flower pot) 
so that it cannot be deemed to have grown “from the earth”, one 
should not say the HaMotzi brocho, but rather Mezonos. 
However, one must still bentsch with Birchas HaMazon.  

DIN'S CORNER:  
Although the Shulchan Aruch (j”ut 225:1) rules that one recite 
the brocho ubhhjva upon seeing one’s friend after 30 days have 
passed, the minhag today is not to do so, but rather to say 
something like “Baruch Hashem that we see each other”. 
However, if one’s close friend or relative, or Rebbi was in some 
sort of danger, either thru illness or otherwise, then if they 
emerged from the danger and 30 days have passed since one saw 
them, it is appropriate to say the brocho. (Piskei Teshuvos p. 905)  

DID YOU KNOW THAT ....   

The Gemara (Kidushin 29a) states that a father is obligated to 
provide his son with a Bris Milah, a Pidyon HaBen, Torah 
teaching, a wife, a trade and swimming instructions. A mother is 
not so obligated. Accordingly, the Rambam rules to exempt the 
mother in each of the above cases, except for Bris Milah. Why 
does the Rambam obligate her in Bris Milah ? In Hilchos Milah 
(1:2) the Rambam forbids one from circumcising another’s son 
without his knowledge unless it was in a situation where the 
father refused and Beis Din stepped in. The Beis Yosef (s”uh 261) 
explains that it is logical to say that one should not do that which 
another is obligated in. However, the GRA (ibid 261:3) cites the 
Gemara (Chulin 87a) which says that if one snatches away a 
mitzvah (opportunity) from another, he must pay the loser 10 gold 
pieces, and the Rema (n”uj 382) gives Milah as an example. Yet, 
the Rambam makes no mention of this penalty and apparently 
does not agree with it. Why ? In the periodical ohrahn (Vol. 1 
p.43) R’ Ephraim Zuraivin explains that according to the 
Rambam, the brocho: ubhct ovrct ka u,hrcc  uxhbfvk may only be 
recited by a father; Beis Din (if they had to step in) may not. The 
Rambam’s rationale is that the father does not simply have 
precedence over others, but rather has an entirely unique mitzvah 
to give his son a Bris, distinct from the mitzvah which would be 
obligated on Beis Din, to see to it that no Jew remains 
uncircumcised. Since no one else can perform the exclusive 
mitzvah of the father, no one else can say the brocho of uxhbfvk. 
Accordingly, the Rambam would not penalize 10 gold pieces for 
preempting the father, since one could never “steal” the father’s 
mitzvah away. By the same token, any exemption in the Gemara 
for a mother would only exclude her from the special mitzvah of 
the father. She would remain however, obligated in the general 
mitzvah of Beis Din.     

A Lesson Can Be Learned From:  
Following her nasty divorce from a tightfisted man who left her and her 
young daughter without any support, the woman remarried to a 
pleasant, generous man, who spared no expense and helped her raise 
the daughter as if she were his own. When she reached Shiduchim-age, 
a fine Chasan was found for her. A few days before the Chasunah, the 
Kallah opened the door to find her biological father standing there with 
an invitation to her Chasunah in his hand. “What is this ?” he demanded 
to know, referring to the fact that under “vkfv hruv” were listed the 
mother and her new husband. His name was nowhere on the invitation. 
“Don’t you have a father ?” he wanted to know, despite not having seen 
her since the divorce. He now wanted the invitation redone, to include 
his name. The Kallah went to ask a Sheilah - if she was obligated to obey 
him. The Rav paskened that although Kibud Av is an important mitzvah, 
it does not require or permit one to lie. The father listed on the 
invitation is the one hosting and paying for everything. If the biological 
father will undertake the Chasunah expenses, including incidentals, such 
as furniture etc.., then he has the right to be listed on the invitation.  

P.S.  Sholosh Seudos sponsored by the Weinstock family. 


