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he Gemara teaches the halacha of a woman who

came from a family of kohanim. When she marries a

non-kohen, her rights to eat teruma are suspended. If

her non-kohen husband dies, and she has no children
from him, she returns back to her father’s house. The Mishnah
presented several scenarios illustrating this case, but the rule
is that she may return to eat teruma as she was allowed to do
before the marriage to the non-kohen husband. However, the
Baraisa adds that she may only eat teruma, as she was able to
do beforehand, but she may not partake of the meat portions
of PIYWI NTN. When the Gemara asked why there is a distinction
between her ability to eat teruma and her remaining disallowed to
eat the meat gifts, the Gemara provides five different verses and
the associated insights which teach this lesson. The first among
the five is the explanation of Rav Chisda, who is the only one to
use a verse which expresses this law in terms of a direct negative
commandment (2ONN N2 D'WTPN NRINN2 X'N). The others
infer the message from positive statements, which, through their
negative implications, preclude this women from eating from the
meat gifts given to her father.

Aruch Laner notes that according to the interpretation of Rav
Chisda, the kohen daughter who returns to her father’s house after
being divorced or widowed and eats pIwI NN would be liable
for lashes, whereas according to the other opinions she would
be in violation of a NWyY 9920 NN IXD, which is considered an
NWY, which does not get lashes. Rambam (Hilchos Terumos 6:7)
presents the case of a kohen woman who marries a non-kohen.
He introduces it with the verse of Rav Chisda, 2O8N N9...]nD N2L.
He then rules according to this Baraisa, and in Halacha 9, when
Rambam refers to the case of a kohen woman returning (N1IN),
he cites the second verse brought in our Gemara— N'2X DN9N
DONN - she shall eat from the food of her father, but not from
all of it, from which we learn that she is not allowed to eat from
the meat portions. Why does Rambam bring two verses, and
how does this affect her being liable for lashes? In fact, in Hilchos
Sanhedrin (19:4), Rambam lists this case among those which are
liable for lashes. Based upon several factors, Aruch Laner explains
that Rambam holds that all the Amoraim agree with Rav Chisda
in that there is a bona fide negative command associated with the
kohen woman's eating pIWI NTN upon her return to her father’s
house, but the additional verses brought in the Gemara are used
to reinforce the precise understanding of the verse and its context.
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STORIES :l’hc Chazon ls.h
OFF THE DAF in Yerushalayim
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n 5700 (1940), the Chazon Ish, zt"l, visited Yerushalayim for the
first time. The Chazon Ish visited a number of Yerushalayim’s great
yeshivos, and he also spoke with the Rosh Yeshiva of Eitz Chaim, Rav
Isser Zalman Meltzer, zt"l. During their meeting, Rav Isser Zalman
brought up an interesting story that he had heard. “When Rav Leib
Kovner was Rav in that city, he permitted a certain agunah to remarry
based on a number of proofs. Sadly, after her second wedding, the poor
woman needed not one but two divorces because her first husband
resurfaced—she was forbidden to remain married to either of them.
The people of Kovno didn't want to tell the Rav what had happened
so as not to pain him, but he eventually found out. Surprisingly, he
did not seem devastated by the results of his action. When asked why,
he explained, “This is a straight-forward Mishnah in Yevamos 87b: ‘If
after marrying a second husband, the first arrives, she must leave both
husbands. So we see that it is possible that, after having relied on the
testimony of a witness and permitted the agunah’s remarriage, the first
husband can resurface!” The Chazon Ish shot back, “That is no proof at
all! Quite the contrary! Chazal stressed the seriousness of a mistaken
psak so that the Rav will be extra careful before permitting an agunah.
It is his responsibility to weigh every aspect deliberately to ensure that
he is not the cause of such heartbreak!” As the Chazon Ish took his
leave someone whispered to Rav Isser Zalman, “Should | quickly say the
blessing when seeing an exceptional scholar over the Chazon Ish?”
He responded immediately, “R0'vw5—of course!”

PARSHA CONNECTION

In this week’s daf we find the expression 12T Xp N2 |[NYWD,
which refers to the N1IND NIINN that are given to the D'IND. The
wATN (N2 N2 NINW) uses the same concept to describe the
[N that 9NW' 99D ate for forty years in the 12Tn. Those who
complained said said: 12TR2 |N9W Y IR 221N NNNI (Tehillim
0!, NV), can Hashem set a table for us in the desert? Hashem
responded to this question with the |D. This is the meaning
behind the passuk: MIIX TA2 [NYW 1195 1NVN, which we say in
TIT2 2UNTN. When the |0 started falling, Hashem told nwn to ask
Aharon to put aside a container of |D which would serve as a
memorial for the future. Why was this done right now, instead
of waiting until the end of the 40 years? The D"2NN writes that
even the biggest miracle, when repeated every day, will eventually
seem like nature. It was therefore important to capture the excite-
ment of the |N at the very beginning!



HALACHA | TheReliability of
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We see that a single witness is believed

hulchan Aruch’ rules that a single witness

is believed concerning matters related to

prohibitions (]'"10'X). However, this principle

does not apply in all circumstances. For
example, concerning items that do not have a
presumption of prohibition (NIID'N PINNIN N9)
a single witness is believed, even if his testimony
results in a strict ruling. Regarding items that have
a presumption of prohibition, a single witness is
believed only when his testimony results in a lenient
ruling, but if his testimony leads to a stringent ruling
his testimony is not reliable. Furthermore, testimony
regarding items that had a presumption of prohibition
is reliable, even if it produces a strict ruling, if the
witness has the ability to remedy the situation, e.g. he
is believed to declare a pile of grain tevel since he has
the ability to separate teruma from the tevel. Another
related detail is that the unreliability of a single
witness against a presumption of prohibition applies
only when he testifies about another’s property, but
if he testifies about his own property he is believed.
The reason for this ruling is that since it is his own
property he has the ability to remedy the situation.
Similarly if, as a result of one’s testimony one stands
to lose money (e.g. he will lose his salary for having
failed to properly perform his job) he is believed even
if it is not his property.

Accordingly, Rav Yaakov Reisher?, the Shvus Yaakoy,
was asked to rule about a case of Reuven who hired
a worker to manufacture kosher wine and then made
an agreement with Shimon to sell him the wine at
what would bring Reuven a significant profit. After the
sale between Reuven and Shimon was finalized the
worker informed Reuven that he was negligent in his
duties and the wine became prohibited as idolatrous
wine (OO |") and was prepared to return his salary.
Shvus Yaakov wrote that although Shulchan Aruch
ruled that a single witness is believed if it will cause
him aloss, he is not believed if his testimony will cause
another a loss. Therefore, since the testimony of this
witness would result in Reuven’s refunding Shimon's
money it is testimony that affects another and in such
a circumstance we invoke the Torah principle that
money is not collected based on the testimony of a
single witness (TNN TV ' 9V [IND |'RININ |'N).
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he Mishna says that if a woman was told that her husband died and
on that basis she remarried, if her previous husband were to then
show up, she has to get divorced from both husbands and if she is a
19 N2 she becomes 2109 from TWYN.

How is it possible that if a 19 N2 has T'TN2 NIAT she is not 9109 from WD,
but this woman who didn't do anything knowingly wrong, has her right to eat
wWyN taken away from her?

The Avnei Nezer explains that Shevet Levi merited NINWYN because they
were not led astray by the 9ayn NON with the mistaken belief that Hashem had
left them. How were they able to stay so strong in such a |I'D1 in which the Satan
covered up the eyes of Klal Yisroel? Explains the Avnei Nezer that Shevet Levi
had an inner regesh (feeling) of their connection to Hashem, they were never
severed from that deep connection, so they knew that Moshe had to be alive.
This is implicit in the Levi's name which is based on a connection: NI9' DYSN NNY
19 INW NP 2 9V D2 NI 19 MITY 1D 19N WIR (Berishis 29, 34). Therefore,
if this woman, even though she may have not seen her or known about her
husband's whereabouts, if she even mistakenly lost that inner connection to him,
she loses the N2VN of Shevet Levi and consequently loses her right to eat "wyn
as well. By contrast, if she were to be T'Tn2 NITN, she doesn't lose her rights to
the "WVYN because while what she did was the ultimate act of disloyalty to her
husband, she is not demonstrating a denial of their connection.

The NYVN of Shevet Levi is something we can all incorporate. While there may
be times when it seems we are all alone, as we struggle to see the Hashgacha of
the situations that befall us, one needs to develop an inner feeling of Hashem
always being with us nonetheless.

POINT TO PONDER

The Gemara discusses the status of a pregnant lady with regards
to eating Terumah and compares it to her status regarding DI2'". Rashi
writes that a pregnant widow is N1VD from DI2'. How can "W say
this? We learned earlier in y2INN P9 that a pregnant woman must
wait until a child is born, and if she has a miscarriage there would
DI, so obviously she is not N10D?

Response to last week’s Point to Ponder:

The Gemara says that the Mlwn which says that a lady who is
engaged to a '19 can't eat "WVN is talking about her giving someone
permission to take off "WYN NNINN from the "WYN. How can this fit
into the words of the DWAN which clearly say 9O8N 89?

Since she cannot eat without first taking off Terumah and/or NnnDINN
wyn, it is effectively limiting her ability to eat. (See N"20) This
is better understood with the D"2NY who writes that even once
married, she can only take off "wynN for her own food needs.
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