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The widow should not
specify her intent

INSIGHTS FROM
OUR CHABUROS
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”Yose suggests that the widow should sell the property of her departed husband

to raise money for her needs, but that she should not record the specific reason

for the collection. Rashi explains that by not specifying the nature of why she

is collecting, she can later maneuver into a legal position of best advantage.
If she writes that the sale was in order to collect her kesubah, when she later comes to
collect money for her sustenance (NNITN) she might fail to collect. If there are no assets
of the husband remaining with the orphans, the rule is that funds for sustenance cannot
be collected from property that was sold (D'T2VIWN) However, now that she will not state
that the previous collection was for her kesubah, she can claim that what she has already
collected was for the sustenance, and that she is now coming to collect her kesubah. The
kesubah can be collected from D'T2VIWN. Therefore, by not specifying her intent, she can
now present the claim that is to her best advantage in terms of collecting.

R’ Yose recommends this approach to provide an advantage for the widow, although it
seems to be designed in order to allow her to misrepresent what her previous intent actually
was. She will say that she collected for her sustenance when, in truth, she collected kesubah.
Tosafos 120 'OI' 71 N"T explains why this is not considered lying. The reason the woman
cannot collect for her NIITN from the purchased properties is only because the necessary
funds represent a sum that is unspecified (N2¥P DN |'N). In our situation, the buyers in
any case should have had to leave enough property with the estate at least to pay for the
woman's kesubah. Now that the buyers acted irresponsibly by not leaving enough funds
with the orphans to even pay for the kesubah, they are subject to forfeiting the land they
purchased to pay the woman what is due to her.

Tosafos (also Ramban and W1 11'27) explain that the ND 19! of the widow is not vis-a-vis
the buyers, but rather in regard to the orphans. The Gemara (N TINY) taught that after a
woman consumes NI, she forgoes her right to collect from them if she does not claim
reimbursement from the orphans for a year or two. If a year had already past, the deadline
will pass soon, unless she can claim that her selling of the property was for sustenance. In this
way, she can show that she did pursue collection of the funds for her food, and her window
of opportunity to get reimbursed will not expire.

POINT TO PONDER

The Gemara says that a NIN9N who didn't ask for NITN for 2 or 3 years after her
husband died, loses her NITN. She only loses the NIITN for the past but not for the
future. Why would there be a difference? If not asking is considered forfeiture.
Response to last week’s Point to Ponder:

The Mishna says that if the first wife writes to a purchaser \NY ' |'N DT |'T, then
the second wife collects from the NPI9 and the first wife collects from the second wife.
Since the second wife is also owed her N2IND why don’t we say NOSNI NNTP DN
DTN 'RNIN |'N like the NINA discussed on X*V X OT? And if we hold |'N'NID why didn't
the NNA earlier cite our N1WN?

The |"2NN explains that the NIWN s talking about a case where both widows came to
T2 at the same time, therefore it is not a case of "NNTP".
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omeone once asked Rav Chaim

Kanievsky, zt"l, “In  Kesuvos
96a it says that a Rebbi who
prevents his student from

serving him withholds kindness from
the student. On the way back from the
funeral of Rebbetzin Shach, a’h, the
Rosh Yeshivah needed to remove his
shoes as part of his obligations as a
mourner. | bent down to help him, but
he rejected my assistance despite this
being obviously difficult for him. Why
were so many gedolei Yisrael so set
against accepting aid from anyone? This
appears on the surface to be against
the simple meaning of the Gemara and
Shulchan Aruch?”

Rav Chaim Kanievsky answered,
“You are correct. Many greats were
exceedingly careful not to accept any
help from anyone if this could be avoided
in any way. My father, the Steipler, zt"],
was very fastidious in this regard. He
would not even allow his grandchildren
to assist him!" While verifying that the
questioner’s observation was correct,
Rav Chaim avoided answering the
question directly.

When Rav Wolbe, zt"l, was asked this
same question he answered, "It is difficult
for my own service of Hashem if people
honor me, so | am an really an IND, | am
caught under mitigating circumstances.
That is why | cannot comply with that
particular halacha in Shulchan Aruch.
You can't do a chessed for a student at
the expense of becoming arrogant!”

Perhaps this is why Rav Chaim did
not answer the question directly, and
he contented himself with merely saying
that his father was very careful in this
regard. He didn't want to speak poorly
of his father.



HALACHA A widow who is nursing
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R’ Yosi bar Chanina said: All tasks that a woman does for her
husband, a widow does for the heirs etc.

here was once a man who died leaving behind

a widow and three children. The two older

children were adult males and the third child was

a girl who was only three months old. After four
months the sons paid the widow her kesubah so that she
would no longer receive sustenance from the estate they
inherited. The widow claimed that since she is no longer
receiving sustenance from the orphans she should be paid
to continue nursing the baby. The orphans disagreed and
argued that she is obligated to nurse the child for twenty-
four months and had no claim to reimbursement. The
parties turned to Mahari ben Lev to decide which party
was correct in their claim.

Mahari ben Lev' began by stating that at first glance it
would appear that the orphans have the stronger claim.
The reason is that there are a number of differences
between a widow and a divorcée found in the Gemara
related to nursing. One difference is that a divorcee
cannot be compelled to nurse her baby, even if she will
be reimbursed, if the child does not recognize her and
will be able to nurse from a nursemaid? In contrast, our
Gemara indicates that a widow is obligated to perform
for the orphans all the tasks she was responsible to do
for her husband, and one of those tasks was to nurse his
children. A second difference is that a divorcée can collect
compensation for nursing if she is obligated to nurse
because the child recognizes her and refuses to nurse from
a nursemaid®. On the other hand, there is no source that
indicates that a widow receives compensation for nursing.
These, in addition to other sources, indicate that a widow
is obligated to nurse under all conditions, and does not
receive compensation for nursing, regardless of whether
she has received payment for her kesubah or not.

Upon further review, however, this conclusion is
incorrect. Magid Mishnah?, in fact, writes explicitly that a
widow has the right to insist on compensation for nursing
and the rationale, explains Mahari ben Lev, is that once
the kesubah has been paid and she no longer receives
funding for her sustenance, there is nothing that prevents
her from being able to demand compensation since she is
no longer financially tied to the orphans
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he Gemorah teaches us that if a Rav prevents his student 1IWNWON he
his holding back chesed removing from the student yiras shamyim.
Why is he holding him back chesed and yiras shamayim? Can't the
talmid learn these concepts from studying mussar sefarim and Shas?
In the introduction to Alei Shor Chelek 1, Rav Wolbe explains how a person
can learn Torah and do mitzvos, yet still be missing the whole essence of what
we are supposed to be in this world. When a person learns Torah, one is
primarily involving one’s intellect. However, when one experiences someone
who lives the Torah ideals, this experience is not something that one can
describe in a sefer. It can only be understood by witnessing the life of a true
Talmid Chacham. Rav Wolbe compares a person to a tall building with many
floors. Most people live their lives on the bottom floor without even being
aware that there were more floors to ascend to. When a person experiences
a talmid chacham, they understand the potential a human being has and can
see first hand the “many floors” of development that a person can grow into.
Therefore, if the Rav prevents a talmid IwnW9N, he is denying him the ability
to learn and experience what true chesed and yiras shamyim is really about -
something he could never understand from simply reading a sefer.
Whenever a person has an opportunity to spend time privately with a talmid
chacham, one should seize the opportunity to experience how the Torah and
the middos can be expressed in a person.

PARSHA CONNECTION

In this week’s daf the XD discusses NIITN which a NININ is entitled
to receive from the estate. NpN NWND deals with the NIITN including wa-
ter which Y98 W' 99D received in the 127N, The NNA tells us that the |N
was NYN NID1 while the water was DN NIDT2. When DN was 10D),
and 98wt 12 didn't honor her properly, the water stopped and they com-
plained to 1221 NWN that they are going to die of thirst. Shortly after the
water came back 98 W' 99D sung the song about the well like we find in the
NYI5: NINN 12TNNI DNIVYWNI PPNN2 DVN 2T NIND DY NINDN IR
(N' PIOD KD PO 12TNL) the WTIPN D''NN IR asks why did they sing this
song about the water, but didn't sing about the |n. Both were gifts given to
them in the desert and sustained them for 40 years. Due to this question the
D"NN 1IN learns that this song is actually about the NN which is compared
to water. The difficulty with this understanding is that the D'PIDD seem to
only talk about water, and secondly why would they sing about the NN
now, approximately 40 years after they received the NIN? The 1p! 192 offers
the following explanation to address all of these questions. The water was
originally given to them DN NIDTY, but after her death, it came back NI>12
1227 NN like the RINA says in NIYN. The NIDT of NWN is the NIINN NIDT
which 1127 nwN had which is why the PIDD mentions PPNN2 which refers
to 1221 NWN. With this we understand that both are true, they sung about
the water, but also about the NINN NIDTwhich is why the water well came
back. They are not referring to receiving the NN itself 40 years earlier, but
rather the merit of the N1IN which brought back the water.
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