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IMPORTANCE OF ....  
The Yerushalmi (Demai 1) relates that R’ Yirmiyah sent a basket 
of figs to R’ Zeira. R’ Yirmiyah assumed that R’ Zeira would not 
eat from them before separating Maaser, and R’ Zeira assumed 
that R’ Yirmiyah would not have sent them without having first 
separated Maaser. After R’ Zeira ate the figs he met R’ Yirmiyah, 
and discovered that he had eaten the figs while they were still 
Tevel (untithed). R’ Mana commented to R’ Zeira that even the 
donkey of R’ Pinchas b. Yair knew instinctively not to eat 
untithed grain, when thieves gave it such grain to eat. The Yefay 
Toar (Bereshis Rabba 60) notes that although the Gemara 
(Chulin 7a) illustrates how Hashem protects Tzadikim from 
negative consequences brought about, even by their animals, from 
this donkey, that protection will only apply to an act of Shogeg 
(unintentional). What R’ Zeira had done was close to negligence, 
since he should have at least asked R’ Yirmiyah if he had tithed 
the figs before eating them. The Midrash (ibid) asks why 
Avrohom’s camels were muzzled so as not to eat from the fields 
of others (according to Rashi). Were they not on a level equal to 
that of R’ Pinchas b. Yair’s donkey, and as such, would have 
instinctively not eaten what was forbidden ? The Yismach Moshe 
(Mishpatim), citing the Yefay Toar distinguishes between 2 types 
of Shogeg: 1) A Shogeg can result from a lack of information that 
itself is the result of a lack of attention, caused by inadequate 
vcvt or vtrh. Proper attention would have prevented the Shogeg; 
the lack of it leaves it closer to negligence. This is why the 
Mishna (Avos 4:13) states: iusz vkug sunk, ,dda – an unintentional 
error in teaching is treated as intentional. Why is a Talmid 
Chochom teacher held to such a standard ? Because such a 
Shogeg evidences a lack of proper attention. 2) A Shogeg can 
result where there was no way to be aware of the circumstances. 
R’ Pinchas b. Yair could not have known what the thieves were 
feeding his donkey, and as such, Hashem applied His protection 
to prevent a Shogeg. However, Avrohom knew the risk of letting 
his camels walk around unmuzzled, and to ignore the risk would 
be to rely on a miracle, which in this case would be negligent.  

QUESTION OF THE WEEK:  
What Issur becomes Mutar when one sits and studies about it ?           

ANSWER TO LAST WEEK:  
(2 people lease a house and rent it to another for more; who keeps the more ?)  
Machane Ephraim (,urhfa 19) states that R’ Yosi objects where 
one makes money using another’s property. Thus, if a renter is 
paying less than market value and sublets it for market value, the 
extra money goes to the owner. However, if the renter pays full 
price and still manages to get more from a sublet, he may keep it.       

DIN'S CORNER:  
If one asks someone to identify who did a certain improper act,  
even if it seems from his tone that the questioner suspects him, he 
may only reply that it wasn’t him. He may not say who it was, 
except in certain cases. (Chofetz Chaim, grv iuak 10:17) 

DID YOU KNOW THAT ....   
The Mishna (Bava Metzia 101a) states that if one plants the field 
of another without permission, he is entitled to restitution from 
the field’s owner. If the field was ready for planting, he may 
demand the going labor rate for planting; if not, he may demand 
only the lesser of his cost versus the value of the improvement.  
The GRA (n”uj 87:117) cites the MaHaram who characterizes a 
Shadchan as one who enters another’s field without permission 
and improves it, entitling the Shadchan to the going rate for 
Shadchanus, like any other broker. B’Tzeil HaChochmah (3:10) 
dealt with a situation where Reuven presented a Shidduch idea to 
a girl’s parents, who agreed. Reuven then asked Shimon to speak 
with the boy’s parents. Shimon did so, and then called the girl’s 
parents directly, to arrange a meeting and to finalize the Shidduch. 
Both Reuven and Shimon claimed 75% of the Shadchanus. The 
B’Tzeil HaChochmah could not award Reuven any portion of the 
boy’s side of the Shadchanus, because Reuven had no contact 
with them, but he encouraged a compromise on that portion. He 
cited a ruling from the Chut HaShani (3) where someone 
contacted Levi with a Shidduch idea for his widowed sister-in-
law. Levi worked on it and completed the Shidduch, now 
claiming that he was also a Shadchan in the matter. The Chut 
HaShani ruled for Levi, stating that the originator should have 
specified that he was the sole Shadchan. Moreover, he did not 
speak with the widow himself, which he could have done, as she 
had a “mind of her own”, unlike if one presents a Shidduch idea 
to a girl’s parents or family, where they are all one entity. As 
such, Levi acted as a broker and not as a family member. The 
Makneh (iurjt xrybue 36:5-6) notes that Eliezer presented the 
Shidduch to Besuel and Lavan with the words: hfbt ovrct scg, 
making clear that he was operating as Avrohom’s extended hand, 
and not as a separate broker. As such, the fact that we don’t see 
Avrohom paying Eliezer any Shadchanus is understood.    

A Lesson Can Be Learned From:  
R’ Sholom Shachna, father-in-law of the Rema, once noted that at one 
time, the Polish nation had a total of 7,000 conscripted soldiers in its 
army.  In his day, the number had risen to over 30,000.  This expansion 
was not due to military need or unrest, but rather because in the past, 
army weaponry was heavy and cumbersome, and only the strongest and 
most capable soldiers were able to carry them and use them effectively. 
“Today”, R’ Shachna explained, “it is very easy to carry a rifle or a saber, 
and as such, many more men have qualified to enter the army, but the 
overall quality has gone down. A similar result has emerged regarding 
Psak Halacha”, R’ Shachna continued. “Originally, Psak Halacha required 
a clear and comprehensive understanding of Shas and Rishonim, as all 
Halacha was derived from there. Understandably, the number of 
Gedolim who met that requirement was not a big number. Today, there 
are so many Seforim which deal with Halacha that in order to render a 
Psak, it has become commonplace for a Posek to simply review such 
Seforim, without requiring him to delve deeply into Shas and Rishonim. 
Can we say that the quality has not gone down ?”                                                   
P.S. Sholosh Seudos sponsored this week by the Sternberg family. 


