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1) Evaluated property (cont.)

R’ Yehudah issues a second ruling related to a woman’s
right to recover the evaluated property brought into the mar-
riage.

The necessity of this ruling is explained.

2) MISHNAH: R’ Yosi and Rabanan discuss the right of a
woman to eat teruma after her kohen husband passes away leav-
ing her pregnant.

3) Clarifying R’ Yosi’s position

The Gemara inquires which of two explanations is the ra-
tionale behind R’ Yosi’s position.

Rabbah maintains that the rationale behind R’ Yosi’s posi-
tion is that the fetus is a non-kohen whereas R’ Yosef maintains
that the rationale is that an unborn fetus does not allow others
to eat terumah.

R’ Yosef’s explanation is unsuccessfully challenged.

R’ Yehudah in the name of Shmuel notes that this discus-
sion is relevant to R’ Yosi but according to Chachamim the N
5172 slaves will eat teruma.

Shmuel’s statement is clarified so that it should be adjusted
to reflect the fact that Shmuel agrees with R’ Yosi.

The Gemara clarifies that Chachamim only agree that R’
Yosi’s position is logical but not that they agree with his final
ruling.

A Baraisa is cited, and amongst many other rulings, pre-
sents R’ Yosi’s position on the 9392 N slaves eating teruma
when a kohen passed away leaving his wife pregnant.

Related rulings from R’ Yishmael the son of R’ Yosi and R’
Shimon ben Yochai are presented.

The Gemara clarifies the two rulings of R’ Shimon ben
Yochai.

It is suggested that the dispute in the Baraisa whether slaves
may eat teruma if there is a fetus relates to R’ Nachman’s ruling
concerning Beis Din’s authority to distribute property. The sug-
gestion is rejected.

4) Clarifying the opinion of R’ Yishmael the son of R’ Yosi
The Gemara inquires about the distinction R’ Yishmael the
son of R’ Yosi made between sons and daughters.
This explanation is unsuccessfully challenged.

5) MISHNAH: The Mishnah presents certain circumstances
where a woman can become disqualified and yet would prevent
others to eat teruma. The Mishnah issues a ruling concerning
the co-wife of a man who married his brother’s daughter and it
is unknown which died first.

6) Clarifying the Mishnah

The Gemara begins to explain the different cases of the
Mishnah where the Mishnah ruled that the woman becomes
disqualified from eating and does not allow others to eat. B

What is the criterion of merit for a fetus in teruma’
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The Mishnah presented a case of a Y8I¥> N2 who’s kohen
husband died, leaving her pregnant. Rabbi Yose had ruled that
she may no longer eat teruma, due to the unborn fetus she is
carrying. The Gemara inquires about the reason for this law. Is
it because Rabbi Yose considers an unborn fetus being carried
by a 587w N1 to be a non-kohen, thereby disqualifying its
mother from eating teruma, or is it because Rabbi Yose holds
that offspring of a kohen are technically only eligible for teruma
once the fetus is born, but not before they are born?

The truth is that either way, this woman cannot eat teruma.
However, the Gemara notes that there is a practical difference
between the two ways of looking at this matter. The case is
where the woman herself is from a kohen family, and we are
evaluating the eligibility of the slaves that are inherited by this
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1. What is the halachic status of the fetus of a kohen?

(Continued on page 2)

2. Explain the dispute between R’ Yosi and Chachamim.

3. When does a daughter inherit property instead of sons?

4. When does a fetus disqualify his mother from eating
teruma’
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Admission without agreeing
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R’ Ashi said: Does it say that “they accepted it?” “They agreed” it said
meaning that they agreed with his reasoning.

The Gemara Berachos' rules that although throughout the

entire year one recites the words VOWD NPTY AMNX 910 in
the Amidah, during Aseres Y'mei Teshuvah one should say 79100
vawnn. Rishonim debate whether a person who did recite T5n
VAV NPTY 2NN is obligated to repeat Shemoneh Esrei. In an
effort to reach a final conclusion on this matter, later authorities
endeavor to formulate an exhaustive list of the opinions of differ-
ent Rishonim to determine which side of the debate is the
stronger.

The Knesses HaGedolah? rules leniently on this matter,
that one who mistakenly recited VOWMY NPTY 2MN 791 is not
obligated to go back and repeat the beracha. He bases this
ruling, in part, upon the view of the Rosh, who agrees with
his son Rabbeinu Yechiel that since the word 791 is mentioned
it is acceptable 7ay1a. Tur’ records this conversation. Rabbeinu
Yechiel expressed an inability to understand the substantive
difference between the language of vownpn Tonn  and
LAY NPTY AMN 9N and why if one makes a mistake he should
have to repeat Shemoneh Esrei. He then notes that Machzor Vit-
ri explains why the language of the beracha changes during the
period between Rosh Hashanah and Yom Kippur. Rabbeinu
Yechiel concludes by mentioning that he presented this discus-
sion to his father who agreed with him. Knesses Hagedolah un-
derstands that although he found an explanation concerning the
difference between VawPN T9NN and VoV NPTY IMN TIN,
nonetheless, a reason that this would require a person to repeat
Shemoneh Esrei is not addressed, and that question remains
unresolved. Thus, Rosh and Rabbeinu Yechiel do not subscribe
to that position.

Rav Ovadiah Yosef' strongly disagrees with the assessment
that due to the unanswered question this means that Rosh and
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(Insight. Continued from page 1)
fetus from his kohen father. If the problem is that as a fetus is
not yet a kohen, this is only a problem when the mother is a 12
589w, and her only right to teruma is due to her son. But in
this case, the mother can eat teruma regardless, because she
herself is a daughter of a family of kohanim. If, however, the
issue is due to the fetus itself not being fit for teruma until it is
born, the slaves which it owns are also restricted from eating
teruma until after its birth.

Tosafos (NP NP9y *NNY N“T) notes that the actual issue of
teruma and a fetus is clearly indicated later in our Gemara to be
due to its not yet being born. The case is where the kohen hus-
band dies, leaving his 987> N2 wife who pregnant. Although
there is no issue of slaves or inheritance, the pregnant wife may
still not eat teruma. This must be because we say 980 T9—
only once the child is born may the mother of this kohen child
eat teruma. Yet our Gemara is justified in advancing its inquiry,
because in regard to inherited slaves the criteria may change. As
Tosafos mentions, perhaps only in reference to its mother
might the issue hinge upon the birth of the child, as the verse
states 99N> DN 12 19N, However, the slaves only merit to eat
teruma based upon their being the acquisition of the kohen or
his property. This does not necessarily depend upon the birth
of the child, and it might be easier for them to earn the privi-
lege of eating teruma, for example, if the pregnant mother is
herself from a kohen family. B

Rabbeinu Yechiel maintain that Shemoneh Esrei need not be

repeated. He cites numerous examples where expressions of

astonishment or admission do not constitute a halachic conclu-

sion, and thus a conclusion regarding Rosh’s position cannot be

drawn from this comment. One example is found in our Gemara

where the Gemara notes a difference between the language of

YTN— to admit, and Wap— to accept. Admitting that another

raised an important point is not synonymous with agreeing with
the other’s position. B
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dren you now have. As such, you believe
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Children and Parnossah
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On today’s daf we find the statement
of Rav Yosef that “one who is born per-
mits others to eat.” Although this principle
here applies to the newly-born child of a
bas Yisroel widowed of her kohen hus-
band, it can also be understood in another

A simple man once came to Rav Tzvi
Hirsch of Riminov, zt”], with a very strange
request. “Rebbe, please daven that I
should stop having children. I am very
poor and I cannot possibly support more
children.”

The Rebbe smiled at the strange peti-
tioner and said, “My child, you have things
reversed. You think that you have achieved
whatever livelihood you will ever have, and
you must use it to support whatever chil-

that you cannot support another child. But
if you learned Gemara you would know
that in Yevamos 67a we see the situation
differently. The Gemara writes there that
“9ONN MY”—one who is born gives others
to eat. The meaning of this is readily ap-
parent. Every child that is born draws
down its own sustenance with it from
Above. Many parents are eating in the mer-
it of their children!” ®
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