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IMPORTANCE OF ....  

The Gemara (Berachos 58b) relates that Rav Pappa and Rav 
Huna met Rav Chanina, and recited two berachos “over” him - 
ubhhjva and uhtrhk u,nfjn ekj rat. He replied to them that to 
him, they were the equivalent of 600,000 Jews, and he therefore 
reciprocated the two berachos they recited, and added the brocho 
of ohzrv ofj lurc. Rav Pappa and Rav Huna disapproved of that 
last brocho, and as a result, Rav Chanina died. The Chasam Sofer 
explains that ohzrv ofj lurc should only be said over someone 
truly equivalent to 600,000 Jews, by virtue of his ability to 
discern each individual’s character. However, since Moshe had 
asked Hashem to provide Bnei Yisroel with a leader who was able 
to do so (rac kfk ,ujurv heukt), he was admitting that he himself 
was not capable of such discerning. As such, Rav Chanina was 
saying that Rav Pappa and Rav Huna were greater than Moshe, 
and the Shulchan Aruch (s”uh 242:36) states that one who insults 
Moshe Rabbeinu is to be lashed. The TaZ notes that since no one 
can be greater than Moshe (vanf … thcb oe tku), Rav Chanina 
had ruled incorrectly. Still, does that make him v,hn chhj ? The 
Gemara (Berachos 58a) states that the original ohzrv ofj lurc 
was enacted for one who sees 600,000 Jews, as they represent 
many minds and many faces. As such, it would not seem 
appropriate to recite it over one man, no matter how great, as he 
represents but one mind and one face. However, to say it over two 
great people, would seem to satisfy the “multitude” requirement, 
and so ruled the Halachos Ketanos (86). The Magid Mishna 
suggests that perhaps Rav Pappa and Rav Huna were not aware of 
this application of the brocho, and felt it presumptuous of Rav 
Chanina to treat it in such a cavalier fashion. As such, they 
considered Rav Chanina to have been ucr hbpc vfkv vrun by ruling 
and behaving in a manner not authorized by them. For such an 
infraction, death may be appropriate.   

QUESTION OF THE WEEK:  
When would one answer int to another’s brocho before he 
finished saying it ?  

ANSWER TO LAST WEEK:  
(When would a non-faster get an Aliyah vkhj,fk on a fast day ?)  
A Kohen received the first Aliyah for Mincha on a Taanis, and 
after his Aliyah, remembered that he wasn’t fasting. The only Levi 
was also not fasting. R’ Akiva Eiger (Shulchan Aruch j”ut 566) 
ruled that the Levi should receive the second Aliyah because the 
Kohen had no vkgn over the Levi to be called up huk ouenc.   

DIN'S CORNER:  
One who undertakes to support his son or son-in-law’s Torah 
study for a certain period, is assumed to have had in mind that if 
he runs out of personal money, he would utilize Maaser money, 
as the mitzvos of supporting a Talmid Chochom and supporting 
Torah are both mitzvos for which Maaser money may be used. 
However, if he undertook to support for a fixed period, regardless 
of what his son-in-law did, then even though he may use Maaser 
money to support the learning, he must reimburse the Maaser 
“account” as his finances allow. (Teshuvos V’Hanhagos 5:284) 

DID YOU KNOW THAT ....   

The Gemara (Kidushin 66b) states that although a disqualified 
Kohen (e.g. son of a divorced woman) may not perform the 
Avodah and if he did, the Avodah is invalid, yet, whatever 
Avodah he may have performed before he discovered that he was 
disqualified remains valid. The Gemara derives this from the 
Posuk: uhrjt ugrzku uk v,hvu, where the vbuvf ,hrc designated for 
“ugrzku” is deemed to include all children, raf or kuxp, as long as 
the disqualification was unknown at the time. However, Tosafos 
points out that the Gemara (ibid 4a) had previously determined 
that use of the word grz in the context of Kehunah implies only 
raf grz, such as where a Kohen’s daughter becomes divorced or 
widowed from a non-Kohen, and returns home to her father’s 
house (vk iht grzu) without (raf) children. Tosafos answers that 
although grz normally would be restricted to raf grz, in the case 
of uhrjt ugrzku uk v,hvu the word ugrzku was unnecessary, since 
vbuvf ,hrc applies only to sons, and the Posuk should have said 
uhrjt uhbcku uk. Use of the word ugrzku here must include kuxp grz. 
The RaShash asks why vbuvf ,hrc does not apply to women – do 
they not also eat Terumah and parts of Korbanos ? The Gemara 
(Sanhedrin 51b) asks, since there is a distinction between a 
Kohen who has blemishes and one who doesn’t, perhaps there is 
also a difference in the Kohen’s daughter’s punishment of vphra 
for adultery, between blemished and unblemished. Rashi explains 
the Gemara’s question as focused on a Kohen who is blemished. 
Perhaps his daughter’s status must also be somewhat diminished 
and her punishment be like the daughter of a non-Kohen. The Yad 
Ramah understands the Gemara to be referring to a Kohen’s 
daughter who is blemished herself, questioning if her punishment 
should be less stringent. The Minchas Mordechai suggests that 
Tosafos (above) held, as Rashi does, that any consideration of 
Kehuna regarding a Kohen’s daughter, such as eating Terumah 
etc.. comes not from herself, but from the status of her father. As 
such, Tosafos stated vbuvf ,hrc only applies to a Kohen’s sons.      

A Lesson Can Be Learned From:  
R’ Nochum of Chernobyl was committed to the mitzvah of Pidyon 
Shevuim, but as he traveled from town to town for donations, his lack of 
success began to wear him down. At one point, he began to fear that 
perhaps Hashem was sending him a message that what was wanted 
from him was to spend time in Torah study, and that the business of 
collecting Tzedakah should be left to Askonim.  He thereupon turned 
around and began to make his way back home. En route, he heard 
about a Jewish thief who was languishing in a local prison and, although 
he did not have the funds to free him, R’ Nochum decided to visit him. 
When the officials allowed him in, R’ Nochum told the thief that after 
having sinned and been caught, it would perhaps be a good time to do 
Teshuvah, and give up thievery. The thief replied: “Just because I failed 
once, doesn’t mean that I will fail the next time”. R’ Nochum thought for 
a moment and realized that if that were true regarding one who sins, 
how much more so is it true regarding one who is engaged in an 
important mitzvah. With that, he turned around once again and re-
applied himself to Pidyon Shevuim.  

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


