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IMPORTANCE OF ....  
The Rambam (ohfkn 6:7) states that when laying siege to a city, 
the army should surround it only from 3 sides, allowing escape on 
the fourth side. The Sifri (38) derives this from: ihsn kg utcmhu, 
where the Tanna Kama holds that the Bnei Yisroel surrounded 
Midian on all 4 sides, while R' Nasan says they only surrounded 
Midian on 3 sides. According to the Tanna Kama, the Bnei 
Yisroel were told to surround Midian on all 4 sides because the 
war against Midian was an unusual war of vneb, and was thus to 
be conducted differently, implying that 3 sides was the limit in 
other wars. The Ramban explains that providing an escape route 
on the fourth side serves two purposes: a) it encourages and 
teaches us to act with compassion, even with our enemies; and b) 
it provides the enemy with an alternative so that they won't mount 
a desperate, suicidal defense against the Bnei Yisroel. Some 
Meforshim apply this rule only to a ,uar ,njkn (voluntary war) 
where there is no mandate of total annihilation, and allowing 
escape is permitted. However, in a vumn ,njkn where the Torah 
requires: vnab kf ‘hj, tk, leaving the fourth side unthreatened to 
allow escape would defeat the mitzvah. Since the war waged 
against Midian was based on a direct huum from Hashem, it might 
be characterized as a vumn ,njkn, and thus require 4 sides. Rashi 
and others point out that Hashem said: ktrah hbc ,neb oueb – that 
the war against Midian was to avenge what they had done against 
Bnei Yisroel. Yet, Moshe transmitted it as: ihsnc ‘s ,neb ,,k – to 
avenge Hashem against Midian. R’ Zev Boskovitz suggests that 
this may explain the Machlokes in the Sifri. If the war was to 
avenge Bnei Yisroel who were lured into sinning with the 
Midianite daughters, then the “architect” Bilaam should not be 
allowed to escape, and all 4 sides should be surrounded. However, 
if it is Hashem’s honor that is being avenged, Bilaam would not 
be blamed for the avodah zarah, and should be allowed to escape.   

QUESTION OF THE WEEK:  
If 2 Talmidei Chacomim of equal stature and knowledge disagree 
on a Psak, when will we side with one because of his location ?  

ANSWER TO LAST WEEK:  
(What permitted Chazal to institute berachos in the face of  ta, tk ?)  
The Chayei Adam (Nishmas Adam 5:1) states that the Torah only 
forbids saying Hashem’s name without a brocho, or even with a 
brocho, in a joking manner, since both violate trh, lhekt ‘s ,t.  
However, a brocho to thank Hashem for food etc.. was always 
r,un, even if he didn’t eat. That was only ruxt MiDeRabanan.  

DIN'S CORNER:  
A Baal Teshuvah whose father used to practice certain family 
minhagim before becoming non-observant, may certainly choose 
to continue those minhagim, but is not obligated to do so. He may 
view his Rav, those who encouraged him to become a Baal 
Teshuvah and who include him in their group as the source of 
such minhagim, both for tkue and trnuj, as long as his father 
remains non-observant. (Teshuvos V’Hanhagos 1:354)  

DID YOU KNOW THAT ....   
The Gemara (Sotah 41b) states that if one flatters a Rasha, he will 
eventually fall into his hands or the hands of his descendants. 
Rabbeinu Yonah (Shaarei Teshuvah 188) states that one must 
give up one’s life rather than flatter, but Tosafos qualifies it as 
referring only to a situation where the flattery is not necessary to 
save a life. Tosafos derives his opinion from the Gemara 
(Nedarim 22a) which relates that Ulla was accompanied by two 
Jews from Chozai when he ascended from Bavel to Eretz Yisroel. 
On the way, one of the two Jews killed the other, and then turned 
to Ulla, asking if Ulla believed he had done something wrong. 
Ulla, afraid for his own life, told him that he had not. Later, Ulla 
agonized before R’ Yochanan, fearing that his words had 
encouraged the murderer. R’ Yochanan assured him that he had 
had every right to say what he did, since his life was at risk, 
confirming that vpubj is permitted to evade vbfx. Igros Moshe 
(j”ut 2:51) wonders why Tosafos needed a source to permit 
flattery in cases of Pikuach Nefesh. Why is this different from any 
other Issur which may be violated for Pikuach Nefesh ? He 
concludes that sometimes flattering a Rasha may give the 
impression that his improper behavior is acceptable according to 
the Torah, and changing the Torah is serious enough that one 
must sacrifice one’s life, rather than risk it. This is implied by 
Rashi who comments on the Posuk: .rtv ,t uphbj, tku with the 
words ughar, tku, indicating that flattery will convert the land to 
evil, and it is this type of flattery that Rabbeinu Yonah refers to 
when requiring Mesiras Nefesh. Tosafos may even agree with 
Rabbeinu Yonah, but would further distinguish between where 
one absolutely condones forbidden behavior by agreeing that it 
comports with Halacha, versus where one simply “understands” 
what motivated the Rasha to do what he did, as Ulla apparently 
had done. In such cases, Tosafos was unwilling to require Mesiras 
Nefesh.   

A Lesson Can Be Learned From:  
An elderly  man came before R’ Shmuel Salant in Yerushalayim and told 
him how he had just received a sizable amount of money from his son. 
The amount was sufficient to support him for the rest of his life, but 
unfortunately, his son did not keep Shabbos and he suspected the  
money was the result of Chilul Shabbos. He was prepared to send it 
back. R’ Shmuel Salant thought a moment and then told him that he 
ought to reconsider. “Imagine” he said, “the Midrash tells us that when 
Yaakov was on the way to Lavan, he was threatened by Elifaz, who was 
under orders from his father Eisav to kill Yaakov. When Yaakov 
explained that a poor man is the equivalent of a dead man, Elifaz allowed 
Yaakov to live, provided Yaakov gave him everything he owned. One 
wonders, why didn’t Yaakov try explaining to Elifaz how wrong it would 
be to kill an innocent man ? Surely it would have been worth a try ! 
However, it was clear to Yaakov that the mitzvah of Kibud Av was very 
important to Elifaz and he decided not to deprive him of the opportunity 
to fulfill it. Your son has also shown how important Kibud Av is to him. 
It’s better to let him have the opportunity for at least that one mitzvah !”     
P.S. Sholosh Seudos sponsored by the Sternberg family. 


