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IMPORTANCE OF ....  
The Gemara (Menachos 77b) seeks to establish that the Kohen 
who processes a Korban Todah receives 1/10 of the 40 loaves of 
bread that must accompany the Korban. Since the Posuk calls it 
‘vk vnur, it should be compared to ragn ,nur, which is 1/10. The 
Gemara asks, perhaps we should compare it instead to the portion 
of the spoils of Midian received by Elazar, which was 1/500, 
where the Torah calls it ‘v ,nur, ? The Gemara answers that the 
division of Midianite spoils was one-time, and not applicable to 
later generations. The Noda BiYehuda (s”uh 2:201) states that even 
without this Gemara, the division of Midianite spoils could not 
apply to later battles, for the Midianite division was half to the 
soldiers who fought and half to the rest of Bnei Yisroel, which 
would not be an equitable division going forward. The Rambam 
(ohfkn 4:9) rules that spoils of war are to be divided – half to the 
king, and half divided between the soldiers who fought and those 
who remained behind to guard the camp, and this was a rule 
established by Moshe. The Sforno explains that the Midianite 
division was different because the battle was to avenge all of Bnei 
Yisroel for what Midian had done. Yet, the Meshech Chochmah 
suggests that since the Midianite battle  initiated out of the Bnei 
Yisroel’s camp, the whole of Bnei Yisroel could be deemed 
guardians of the camp. The Malbim notes that all of Bnei Yisroel 
may have had a right to half of the spoils because they davened 
for the soldiers’ victory, and this assistance deemed them 
equivalent to camp guardians. Some Meforshim note that the 
Posuk: uk aht uzzc tcmv habt indicates that not everything was 
divided equally, as each soldier kept what he found. Igros Moshe 
(s”uh 1:216) suggests that division rules only apply where a king 
has taken Bnei Yisroel to war. The Midian war was without a king, 
so every soldier took what he wanted from Hefker, leaving the 
captured animals to be divided, as the Posuk required.             

QUESTION OF THE WEEK:  
Why may one invite to a Chasunah, but not to a Bris ?    

ANSWER TO LAST WEEK:  
(Why didn’t Eliyahu answer the ueh, questions when Chazal saw him ?)  
The Chida says that when Eliyahu appeared to Chazal, he was 
“missing” the faculty to answer ueh, questions. He also cites an 
opinion that Chazal met the Pinchas “version” of Eliyahu. The 
Mabit suggests that any premature resolution of ueh, questions 
runs afoul of thv ohnac utk, and might not resolve the question if 
2 Amoraim have different versions of what Eliyahu would say.  

DIN'S CORNER:  
We do not say the brocho ubhhjva during the 3 weeks, not because 
of the partial Aveilus we have adopted for this time, since even a 
real mourner is permitted to say it, but rather because this period 
is one of ,ubgrup (punishment) which makes a ubhhjva 
inappropriate. A minor garment that normally does not require a 
ubhhjva may be bought and be worn new until Av. (MB 551:98)  

DID YOU KNOW THAT ....   
The Gemara (Bava Metzia 69a) relates that two partners in a 
venture had pooled money for investment, but one of them 
unilaterally split out his share of the money and invested it 
successfully himself. His partner demanded a share of the profit 
and they appeared before Rav Papa for a ruling. Rav Papa denied 
the claim, saying in essence, that the invested money had been 
split out, ending the partnership before the profit had been made. 
The same two people later invested in wine together. The 
aggrieved party unilaterally sold off the wine and split the money. 
Rav Papa voided the split, questioning his right to sell off the 
wine. The (two-time) loser said to Rav Papa, “It appears that you 
[always] side with my opponent.” Rav Papa decided he was now 
obligated to explain himself, and so, he distinguished between 
money, which has a fixed value and can easily be split, versus 
wine, which must be evaluated by an expert before sale. From 
here we see that a Dayan need only explain himself when 
suspected. The Shulchan Aruch (n”uj 14:4) rules accordingly, that 
if a judge sees that a litigant suspects him of favoritism or error, 
he must allay those suspicions and explain his rulings to fulfill the 
requirements of ktrahnu ‘vn oheb o,hhvu. The Gemara (Sanhedrin 
31b) says that if a litigant is forced to have his case adjudicated in 
a lesser Beis Din not of his choosing, he may request the Beis 
Din’s findings, in writing, to present before a greater Beis Din. 
The Rema, based on Tosafos, adds that if he has not been forced 
to use this Beis Din, his request need not be honored. One 
wonders, if the litigant did request an explanation, does this not 
indicate suspicion of the judges’ ruling, and if so, isn’t the judge 
obligated to explain himself ? The SM”A notes that once he has 
accepted a Beis Din’s jurisdiction, he must accept the decision. 
Any request for explanation may therefore be viewed by the Beis 
Din as simple curiosity or harassment. As such, the judge need not 
feel obligated to explain his decision.               

A Lesson Can Be Learned From:  
The town of Koenigsburg made their yearly assessment of all residents 
for the collection of ohyj ,ugn. There was a man from Russia that 
worked most of the year in Koenigsburg and the town elders demanded 
that he contribute as well. He refused, arguing that his home was in 
Russia, where his wife and family lived. The matter was brought before 
the Malbim, who required as a pre-condition, that whatever the P’sak, 
both sides would follow his ruling.  The Russian, who was a Maskil, 
agreed but insisted that the Malbim could only use c,fca vru, as his 
source, and nothing outside of TaNaCh.  The Malbim replied that this 
was not a problem, and proceeded to show how in Shmuel I (27), Naval 
lived in MaOn, but worked in Carmel. When Naval died and Dovid 
HaMelech wished to marry his widow Avigail, the Posuk refers to her as 
Avigail, the [former] wife of Naval the Carmelite. Here too, the Russian 
is deemed to be a resident of Koenigsburg, where he works.  
P.S. Sholosh Seudos sponsored by the Sternberg family. 


