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IMPORTANCE OF ....  

The Mishna (Kalah Rabsi 3) states: lrcnv ,t tbau tnav ,t cuvt, 
and the Mishna continues that R’ Chidka phrased it in other 
words: lrcnv ,t tbau tnav ,t cuvt. The Gemara explains that 
R’ Chidka was accustomed to say (in this context) lfc vn, i.e. 
that one should hate lrcnv – one who says lfc vn (with the 
letters somewhat jumbled). The Gemara asks: what is the 
difference between the first Tanna’s statement and R’ Chidka’s, 
as they seem to be exactly the same, and the Gemara answers that 
the difference between them is vru, hrcs. The Avnei Zikaron 
(3:32) seeks to explain this enigmatic Chazal as follows: The 
Gemara (Gitin 55a) states: shn, sjpn ost hrat – fortunate is he 
who is always afraid. The Gemara lists several illustrations of this 
axiom, the first being the story of Kamtza and Bar Kamtza, 
because of whom the Churban occurred. Tosafos explains that the 
relevance of constant fear to the story of Kamtza and Bar Kamtza 
is based on the recommendation that one always be concerned 
that things might change. The Gemara (Berachos 60a) 
understands the need to be constantly concerned that one might 
forget one’s learning, while Tosafos (Gitin 55a) suggests that one 
never be complacent in his assumption that when things are going 
well, that they will remain that way. It was because of such an 
assumption, Tosafos says, that Bar Kamtza was mistreated, and 
Bnei Yisroel were so severely punished. They gave no thought to 
what might result from their reckless behavior. Thus, the words: 
tnav ,t cuvt recommend that one always be concerned and 
perhaps somewhat fearful of what “might” occur, considering all 
possible consequences of one’s actions. On this, both Tannaim 
agree. The Tanna Kamma connects it with lrcnv – the one who 
“blesses” himself, saying: lkt hck ,urhrac hf hk ‘hvh ouka (I can 
do what I want), and R’ Chidka said it using other words - lfc vn 
(so what if I do ….). As the Gemara said, the difference between 
the two opinions is vru, hrcs – the Tanna Kamma uses a Posuk, 
whereas R’ Chidka used the vernacular.      

QUESTION OF THE WEEK:  
Who may learn any Torah they prefer on Tisha B’Av ?  

ANSWER TO LAST WEEK:  
(By when must a Daf Yomi learner complete the daily Daf ?)  
The Mishna Berurah (238:4-5) states that when one obligates 
himself to learn a set amount every day, he has created a Neder, 
and must complete the Daf every day before the next morning. It 
is best to accept such an obligation, Bli Neder. 

DIN'S CORNER:  
Generally, when one removes one's shoes, the sequence is to untie 
the right shoe, then the left, remove the left and then the right. 
However, before Yom Kippur and, for a Kohen before 
Duchaning, when shoes are removed, the right shoe should be 
removed first, since shoe removal in these cases is a mitzvah and 
the honor of precedence for the mitzvah should be conferred on 
the right shoe. Yet, for Tisha B'Av, the left should be removed 
first because there is no sucf in Aveilus. (ypan jrut - j"ut 25) 

DID YOU KNOW THAT ....   

The Mishna (Sanhedrin 2a) states that although we derive 
majority rule from ,uyvk ohcr hrjt, we lean differently with the 
majority when convicting (requiring 2 more to convict) than we 
do to acquit, where one vote is sufficient. The Beis Yosef (n”uj 
13) cites the Rashba who says that we only side with the cur when 
the entire group is engaged. Thus, if (e.g.) a Beis Din of 23 judges 
hears a case, but they are not all present during deliberations, we 
would not consider it a majority, even if 21 out of the 23 judges 
voted (e.g.) 18 against 3 to convict. Not only do all the judges 
have to vote, but the judges’ discussion of the case must be done 
in the physical presence of them all. Yet, does not the Rambam 
(ihrsvbx 6:6) state that if a Beis Din needs help, they may present 
their question to the 71-judge Beis Din in Yerushalayim, and 
receive their ruling ? The Kesef Mishna explains that the Beis Din 
in Yerushalayim would not be ruling on the specific case facing 
the inquiring Beis Din. They would simply be providing 
information for the inquiring Beis Din to use in its deliberations. 
The Mishna (ibid 29a) states that if a Beis Din is unable to reach 
an appropriate majority, such as where one or more judges say 
they do not know how to rule, pairs of judges are added to the 
panel, two at a time, until a majority is reached. How would this 
qualify as a ruling majority, if the added pair(s) were not present 
during the deliberations ? It must be that the judges who excuse 
themselves saying they don’t know how to rule do so at the very 
beginning, before deliberations begin. As such, the additional 
pairs would be added in time to begin the discussion with the 
other judges. This would also explain the Mechilta quoted by 
Rashi on the Posuk: ofchru oftanu ofjry hsck tat vfht, which 
defines ofjry as an annoyance created by one litigant who, when 
observing that his adversary was winning the case, would petition 
to add judges to the panel, in the hope that the new judges would 
rule in his favor. How could judges be added in the middle, at a 
point where it appears that one side is winning ? The answer must 
be that even prior to the judges’ deliberations, one litigant could 
assess that his adversary presented a better case than he did, and 
seek a larger panel to increase his chances of winning. 

A Lesson Can Be Learned From:  
Every time a man would ask R’ Isser Zalman Meltzer for a 
recommendation letter to be used for Tzedaka collection, R’ Isser 
Zalman would immediately take out pen and paper, and write the letter, 
before even questioning the man asking for it. He explained that he was 
following the example of the Alter of Novahrdok, who, when 
considering whether to visit someone, would always put on his finer 
clothing, walk to the area in which the visit would take place, and decide 
then whether to complete the visit, so as to remove laziness from the 
calculation. “I too,” R’ Isser Zalman explained, “do not want laziness to 
write such a letter to enter into my decision whether the letter should be 
given. First I write it, then I consider whether the person requesting it is  
appropriate and deserving of it”. 

P.S. Sholosh Seudos will not be eaten in Shul this week. 


