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IMPORTANCE OF ....  

The Mishna (Pesachim 50a) states that if one is present in a place 
where the custom is for people to work Erev Pesach morning, but 
his minhag (where he comes from) is not to work, or vice-versa,  
we apply the Chumros of both places upon him, so as to avoid 
Machlokes. The Gemara (ibid 51b) understands how if one 
moves from a place where they work, to a place where they don’t 
work, being Machmir would mean – don’t work. However, if his 
minhag was not to work, and where he is now they do work, how 
will he avoid Machlokes - by working ? but how will that apply 
both Chumros ? Rava suggests that he not work, and the local 
people won’t be “insulted”, assuming that he has no work to do. 
The Rosh notes that if there is no other way to avoid Machlokes, 
that he should work, despite his minhag of origin, to preserve 
peace. The Gemara (Nedarim 81b) derives from urcs kjh tk that 
if someone (e.g. a wife) has undertaken to treat something Mutar 
as Assur, we (i.e. the husband) may not treat that undertaking 
lightly, and it can only revert back to Mutar with either vrpv or a 
r,hv. The same would apply to minhagim and good practices. The 
Gemara (Berachos 6b) states that when one comes regularly to 
Shul, and skips a day, Hashem asks after him, and unless he is 
absent for a Dvar Mitzvah, it will not be good for him. Is there a 
Chiyuv to daven only in Shul ? But a good practice takes on the 
severity of a vow. The Shulchan Aruch (j”ut 568:2-Rema) states 
that if one is accustomed to fasting during Aseres Yemai 
Teshuvah, but he is present at a Bris, he should eat, without 
requiring a Heter from a Chochom, as the minhag to fast was 
never intended to apply to such a mitzvah. This would imply that 
an unexpected reason to eat, such as if he became ill, would 
require a Heter before he could eat, and the Mechaber (s”uh 214:1) 
so rules. However, the Magen Avrohom (j”ut 581:12) specifically 
permits one to eat without requiring a Heter in such a case. The 
Dagul Marevavah (s”uh 214:1) explains that the Mechaber was 
speaking of a situation where one wished to discontinue the 
minhag entirely, which would require a Heter. The Magen 
Avrohom was referring to a one-time suspension, which the 
Mechaber would also agree to.  

QUESTION OF THE WEEK:  
If someone vowed not to attend any gatherings of a certain group, 
must he leave if they suddenly show up where he is ?   

ANSWER TO LAST WEEK:  
(May a woman just add extra candles for Hadlokas Neiros Shabbos  ?)  
The Tzitz Eliezer (13:26) states that the main Hadlokas Neiros is 
2 candles – one for runa and one for rufz. Even if a woman lights 
more, there should be a distinction between those 2, and the rest. 
If the husband objects, she may not add on to the 2. a”g   

DIN'S CORNER:  
One should daven a private Tefilah everyday for his personal 
needs; that he and his descendants never stop studying Torah; and 
that no spiritual blemish be found in his descendants. If he cannot 
say it in asue iuak, he should say it in any language. (MB 122:8) 

DID YOU KNOW THAT ....   

The Gemara (Bava Metzia 25b) states that if one found an object 
in an old wall or under rubble on another’s property, he may keep 
it, claiming that it had belonged to the Amori who originally 
inhabited Eretz Yisroel, if it is very rusty and looks ancient. 
Tosafos asks why the object was not automatically acquired by 
the owner of the property through Kinyan Chatzeir – the 
mechanism by which one’s property acquires what is on it for its 
owner. Tosafos answers that Kinyan Chatzeir does not operate to 
acquire items that might never be found, such as items concealed 
under rubble or inside a wall. The Rosh adds that whatever was 
hidden on the property by the Amori did not automatically belong 
to the Jew who received that property as his portion when Eretz 
Yisroel was divided, because all of the plunder that was obtained 
during the conquest of Eretz Yisroel was to be divided among all 
of Bnei Yisroel, and once it reached that status, it was deemed to 
be “lost” from all of Bnei Yisroel, rendering it ownerless and 
available to its finder. [The Bach notes that this is similar to an 
object lost at sea, which is also considered lost from everyone, 
and ownerless.] The Beis Avi (n”uj 152) questions the Rosh’s 
theory in light of  the Posuk: uk aht uzzc tcmv habt – that each 
man kept whatever spoils he looted during the war with Midian. 
Apparently, not everything went back into being divided. 
However, Rashi distinguishes between juekn and zc in the Posuk: 
zcv r,h jueknv hvhu, explaining that the soldiers were permitted to 
keep the zc (spoils) they obtained in the heat of battle, while the 
juekn (plunder) was that which was collected for distribution. As 
such, since that which was hidden by the Amori was never found 
by the soldiers, it was not appropriated by anyone, and remained 
marked for collection and designated for distribution. A widow  
gave her deceased husband’s Seforim to a Shul, with instructions 
that any individual could take and keep whichever he wanted. 
Someone found money tucked into a Sefer that he had taken. The 
Beis Avi ruled that he could keep it, as the ownership had been 
relinquished, and Kinyan Chatzeir could not operate for the Shul. 

A Lesson Can Be Learned From:  
R’ Dovid Farkas was giving a Drasha on the subject of Chassidus during 
the movement’s early years. A Misnagid felt compelled to stand up and 
vilify R’ Dovid, calling him several inappropriate names and even going 
so far as to slap him on the face. Some of R’ Dovid’s defenders 
restrained the man and wished to inflict a punishment upon him, but R’ 
Dovid asked them not to. When they noted that one who dishonors a 
Talmid Chochom is liable for execution, R’ Dovid pointed out how the 
Midrash (Bereshis 99) states that when Shlomo HaMelech announced 
that he would be building the Beis HaMikdash, all the Shevatim 
campaigned that it be built in their portion of Eretz Yisroel. Hashem 
responded, disqualifying all the Shevatim who had been involved in the 
sale of Yosef, leaving only Binyomin, in whose portion it would be built. 
What of Yosef himself - what had disqualified him ? Apparently, Yosef 
had been made ineligible as the root cause for his brothers having been 
punished. In spite of the terrible offense they had perpetrated against 
Yosef, some of the blame nevertheless still attaches to him, for being the 
cause. “I do not wish to see any such attachment for myself”.  

P.S . Sholosh Seudos sponsored this week by the Zelcer family. 


