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IMPORTANCE OF ....

DID YOU KNOW THAT ....

The Mishna (Menachos 110a) states that the Torah uses the
phrase " " (a pleasant fragrance) when describing
expensive Korbanos ( ), less expensive ones ( )
and those brought by the poor ( ), to teach us the rule that:
             - one who gives
more and[/or] one who gives little, as long as he does so for the
sake of Shomayim. The Tur (" 1:1) also states regarding
davening that one who says alot is equal to one who says a little
as long as he has  , because a little with   is better than alot
without. The Taz (" 1:3) asks why alot with   isn’t better
than less. The Gemara (Shabbos 10a) states that Rava saw Rav
Hamnuna davening a lengthy Tefilah and commented that in so
doing, he was neglecting eternal life (Torah) by spending too
much time on   - temporary life (obtained by davening).
Rav Hamnuna’s position was that there was a time for Torah and a
time for davening. Therefore, when the Tur stated    he
was referring to those like Rav Hamnuna for whom davening time
was well spent, and   referred to those like Rava, who
believed more time should be spent on Torah. The conclusion:
        referred to that which motivated both of
their positions – Torah & Tefilah. In the same vein, the Tur also
stated that a little davening with   is better than alot without,
because sometimes, it is the length of the Tefilah that puts the
ability to have   at risk. Therefore, it is better to say a little
with   and not say alot, but only if the motivation is  , to
ensure that at least that much will be with  .

The Gemara (Makos 8a) derives from        that
one who goes to Galus for killing unintentionally in a forest had
to be in the forest by choice. The word   excludes the case
where he was there for a mitzvah, such as to cut wood for a
Sukkah or for the Korbanos. The Gemara asks, does   always
mean choice ? What about     - a man who will
become . Aren't there instances when he has no choice, such
as where he stumbles upon a   ? Perhaps he should not
become  in such a case, or at least not be punished if he enters
the Beis HaMikdash in such a  state. The Gemara answers
that   can still mean choice, since with regard to , the
Torah states: '  - he is  regardless of the circumstances.
The Gemara (Horios 10a) expounds:     (when a
prince will sin)   (I might have thought that the Torah
was decreeing that this will take place)      "
(the Posuk states earlier - if the anointed Kohen will sin). Just as
the Kohen's sin was "if", so too is the  's. The Gemara explains
that the suggested decree might have been similar to that which
caused houses in Eretz Yisroel to develop , thus causing them
to be torn down and the treasure hidden within their walls to be
found. However, why would I think     was a decree ?
Shouldn't   imply choice ? The MaHarsham (3:272) answers
that here too, we have an exception. Truly,   can continue to
mean choice. However, as Rashi points out, the fact that   
was used instead of   suggested that   had a different
meaning, which could have implied an imperative.

QUESTION OF THE WEEK:

A Lesson Can Be Learned From:

$WRQHWLPHWKHVFKHGXOHRI5 $KDURQ.RWOHU=7/ZDVVXFKWKDWWZR
In what circumstance would there be an immediate Halachic GD\V RXW RI WKH ZHHN KH JDYH D UHJXODU 6KLXU DQG RQ WKRVH GD\V KH
distinction based on a child having been born before versus after ZRXOGEHVLWWLQJLQKLVRIILFHSUHSDULQJ$FHUWDLQERFKXUZDVDVVLJQHG
  ?
WR EULQJ 5  $KDURQ D FXS RI FRIIHH DW FHUWDLQ WLPHV 2QH VXFK GD\
VKRUWO\ DIWHU WKH ERFKXU KDG GHOLYHUHG WKH FRIIHH KH QRWLFHG WKDW 5
$KDURQ KDG QRW WRXFKHG LW 7KH ERFKXU WKRXJKW WR KLPVHOI WKDW LQ DOO
(Where could one only sue if partial payment has been made ?)
OLNHOLKRRG5 $KDURQKDGEHHQVRHQJURVVHGLQKLVSUHSDUDWLRQWKDWKH
The Mishna Berurah (488:13) rules that if after Pesach, the non- KDGQ W QRWLFHG WKH FRIIHH DQG KDG QRZ OHW LW FRRO RII 7KH ERFKXU
Jew refuses to return the Chometz that was sold to him, one may UHPRYHGWKHXQWRXFKHGFXSDQGEURXJKW5 $KDURQDQHZRQH:KHQ
not force him or sue him to do so. However, if the non-Jew had KH VDZ ODWHU KRZ WKH VHFRQG RQH DOVR OD\ XQWRXFKHG WKH ERFKXU
previously made partial payment for the Chometz but now refuses UHDOL]HGVRPHWKLQJXQXVXDOZDVKDSSHQLQJDQGJDWKHUHGWKHFRXUDJHWR
to pay the rest, one may sue him in court for the rest or to get back DVN5 $KDURQZK\KHKDGQRWGUXQNWKHFRIIHH5 $KDURQSURFHHGHGWR
H[SODLQWKDWKHKDGKHDUGRIDFHUWDLQ6KLGGXFKWKDWKDGEHHQVXJJHVWHG
the Chometz.
EHWZHHQWZRIDPLOLHVZKLFK KH NQHZ ZHOO +H ZDV H[SHFWLQJ WKH JLUO V
IDPLO\ WR FDOO KLP IRU LQIRUPDWLRQ DERXW WKH ERFKXU ZKR KDG RQFH
If one eats Matzoh without having said a brocho of HaMotzi, he OHDUQHG LQ WKH /DNHZRRG <HVKLYD +H GLGQ W ZDQW WR OLH RU H[DJJHUDWH
has not fulfilled the mitzvah because Chazal (Berachos 35b) state DERXWWKLVERFKXU\HWWRWHOOWKHWUXWKDVKHVDZLWPLJKWEHKDUPIXOWR
that if one eats something without saying a brocho it is as if he has KLP DW WKH SUHVHQW WLPH DQG WKH  IDLOLQJ  ZRXOG OLNHO\ LPSURYH
stolen from Hashem. As such, the Matzoh would be like   DIWHU WKH ERFKXU PDUULHG DQG VHWWOHG 7KHUHIRUH 5  $KDURQ GHFLGHG WR
and eating it would be a     . (R' Shlomo Kluger - IDVWWKDWGD\LQWKHKRSHWKDWKHZRXOGQRWEHDVNHGIRULQIRUPDWLRQ
   - " 321)
Sholosh Seudos sponsored this week anonymously.

ANSWER TO LAST WEEK:

DIN’S CORNER:
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