®Roth&Co

THE BERNIE DIMONT FAMILY EDITION

S
{Matl:ers

1"y NYNN NDR N2 Y nMmax 1”yH

22 97T 0’7171 N2Pn | INI%yNl1 Nwia wTip naw

This week’s newsletter has been dedicated pnx’ nwn 0’p ‘112 2pyY’ 1N 17YH

INSIGHTS FROM Reeeiving payment or a reward
OUR CHABUROS for returning a lost ohject
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he Mishnah presents the details of a person, Reuven, who issued a neder not to

provide benefit to another person, Shimon. The Mishnah rules that Reuven may

still return a lost object of Shimon to its owner. This is not considered as if he

is providing a benefit to Shimon, who had lost his item, because all he is doing
is to give him back his object which he already owns, and he is not giving him anything
new. Shitta Mikubetzes explains that this halacha is only valid if Reuven does not have
to search and toil in retrieving the object. If he exerts a significant effort in finding and
returning the object, the benefit to Shimon is substantial, and this would be prohibited.
The Mishnah mentions that there were places where a reward was paid to anyone who
found a lost object and returned it to its owner. What was the nature of this reward?
There are differing opinions among the Rishonim to explain this.

|7 notes that the financial gift was actually remuneration for any lost productivity which the
finder might have experienced in dealing with the finding and returning of the object. This is
in accordance with the Gemara (Bava Metzia 30b) which rules that any lost wages which the
finder suffers must be reimbursed by the owner of the object. Rambam (in his Commentary to
the Mishnah) explains that the Mishnah is referring to a custom of some communities to pay
a reward to someone who did this mitzvah. Our Mishnah rules that Shimon, the owner, must
pay this money as a donation to the Beis Hamikdash. Actually, there really should not be any
problem with his giving the money to Reuven, as the only prohibited benefit is from Reuven to
Shimon. Yet, |"Yexplains that if Reuven does not want to take this money, then Shimon cannot
simply keep it for himself. This would constitute his getting his object back without paying the
reward money, which would mean his realizing a benefit due to Reuven. Therefore, in this case,
the money should be given to the Beis Hamikdash.

Tiferes Yisroel notes a practical difference between the two explanations we have presented,
that of |7 and Rambam. According to |7, the words of the Mishnah which read ['901w DIpN
10w NV refers not to a specific place where payment is given for returning objects, but it
rather refers to a condition— where the finder experienced a loss of wages, etc. Rambam,
however, learns that it refers to those places where a reward was given for returning objects.
The rule of the Mishnah applies in such places, but not in others.

POINT TO PONDER

The Gemara brings a NpIYNN between [IN and D'I7A D'IND 12 regarding
someone who provides food to someone else’s wife while he is away. How can we
understand the position of |IN? At the end of the day he benefited him, so why
shouldn’t he pay? If someone makes improvements to someone else’s property
without his consent he still gets paid.

Response to last week’s Point to Ponder:

The Gemara says that |OWN adds up to 364 indicating that he is in control every
day of the year except 119" DI'. The word |OW is 359, so why is the “N" counted
even though it's not part of his name?

The N"wANN explains that wherever the |OW is mentioned it's always with a 0. For
example in the beginning of 2I'N it says [OWN DA NI2'l . This is why the N is included.
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fire broke out in Metz during the
year 1689. It started in one house
but quickly spread to virtually all
the other houses near the Jewish
quarter. One man lived on the top floor at
the end of a street. He realized that the
only way the fire could spread to his house
was via the adjacent rooftops. With great
foresight he demolished the parts of his
roof that were in danger of connecting his
house to the inferno and saved his home.

After the fire, this man demanded that the
two families living below him pay their fair
share of the cost of repairing his roof. Much
to his surprise, however, they refused to pay
a penny. “Thank you so much for saving our
houses from destruction. However, we owe
you nothing. This situation parallels one who
chased a lion away from his friend’s property.
In Nedarim 33 it states that the owner of the
saved property need not pay his benefactor,
so although you have our thanks and
warmest admiration, unfortunately we can
not afford to help pay to repair your roof.
You have money, fix it yourself!”

This case was brought before the Shvus
Ya'akov, zt"l, the Rav of their town. After
hearing both sides, he ruled, "All three
tenants must split the cost of repairing the
roof. The case of ‘chasing away a lion" in
which one need not pay is only if the lion may
not have destroyed the property. If it is fairly
obvious that the property would have been
destroyed if not for the actions of the savior,
he should be compensated for whatever his
quick-thinking cost him. The Shvus Yaakov
concluded, “Since we find in Bava Kama 60
that fire is halachically sh'chiach, a common
cause of likely damage, they must all share
the cost of the roof.




HALACHA Sending clothing for
HIGHLIGHT mishloach manos
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Rava said it refers to where one prohibited any
benefit that could lead to food.

erumas Hadeshen' was asked whether

one fulfills the mitzvah of mishloach

manos by sending a friend clothing.

He responded that since the primary
purpose of the mitzvah of mishloach manos is
to have food for the Purim meal, it is logical that
one would not fulfill the obligation of mishloach
manos by sending clothing. Additionally, we
never find the term NIIN used in reference
to clothing, only in reference to food. Since
Terumas Hadeshen maintains that one will only
fulfill the mitzvah of mishloach manos with food
it is logical that the mitzvah is not fulfilled by
sending money either?.

Teshuvas Halachos Ketanos® disagrees and rules
that anytime the item received can be immediately
transformed into cash to use towards the purchase
of food, the mitzvah of mishloach manos is
fulfilled. One proof that he brings is our Mishnah
that distinguishes between a vow not to derive any
benefit from a friend and a vow against deriving
food benefit. The Gemara explains that included
in the restrictions against deriving food benefit are
those items that are used for food preparation.
Accordingly, the same guideline could be used for
mishloach manos, and any item that could be sold
and the proceeds used for food preparation could
be used for the mitzvah.

Other authorities* challenge this proof because
the Gemara challenges the Mishnah’s ruling that
vowing against food includes kitchen utensils.
Why should kitchen utensils be included in the
vow against food? The Gemara answers that the
Mishnah refers to where the vower declared that
he is prohibiting any benefit that could lead to
a food benefit. From this it is evident that when
referring to food only food is included rather than
food-related utensils. Therefore, since the term
“manos” refers to food rather than other objects,
the mitzvah will be fulfilled only when one sends
food. Mishnah Berurah® rules in accordance with
Terumas Hadeshen that one fulfills the mitzvah
of mishloach manos only with food and not by
sending clothing.
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Small acts, big impaet

he Gemara discusses a case where one person prohibits themselves from receiving

hana'ah (benefit) from another. The question is: what kinds of benefits fall under

this prohibition? Rabbi Eliezer holds that even benefits people typically don't

mind sharing, such as letting someone walk through their yard or giving away
extra produce that a person would have given to anyone—are still considered hana'ah and
are therefore forbidden. The Rabbanan disagree. The Ran explains that they reason that
only benefits which one is generally makpid (particular) about—things that one does not
usually give freely—are considered true hana‘ah. If the giver doesn't care and would give
it to anyone, it is not seen as a personal benefit to the receiver. But what is the deeper idea
behind the Rabbanan'’s position?

Rav Dessler (Kuntres Hachesed) offers a profound insight into the nature of love (ahavah).
He explains that the root of the word N2NK (ahavah) comes from the word “2N" — to give.
Love is born from giving. The more | give of myself, especially when | give something that
costs me, something meaningful—the more | am expressing love. And the more the receiver
senses that the gift was personal and sacrificial, the more they feel loved and valued. This
idea also clarifies the view of the Shagas Aryeh. He explains that the hana'ah in the Gemara
according to the Rabannan is not just about receiving material benefit from another’s
property, it's about receiving benefit from the other person themselves. When someone
gives something that truly matters to them, they are not just giving a gift; they are giving
themselves. And it is precisely this personal giving, this act of love, that the Rabbanan identify
as the essence of true hana‘ah. In relationships—whether with family, friends, or Hashem, it
is not the grand gestures that define love, but the personal ones. The moments when we
give what is hard to give, when we offer what we usually keep for ourselves, those are the
acts that build true connection, and those are the acts that count as real hana‘ah in the eyes
of the Rabbanan.

PARSHA CONNECTION

In this week’s daf, the Gemara discusses someone who makes a 11 that they will
not derive food related pleasure from someone else. This week’s parsha contains
the story of the D'1INNN who complained about the food in the 12TN. The Possuk
(TPIOD X' PAD 12TNI) in the beginning of the story says: 127P2 TWK HODONNI

W2 190K ' NIRRT ORIY! 112 DA 122! 1RW NIRN IRDN. Rashi explains that
OIDDON refers to the 21 21V, who started to complain and then incited 98 W' 112
to join them. The double wording of NINN IIXNN is assumed by most D'WI9N to
be referring to the food, with some explaining that they were missing the “craving
for food" in addition to the food itself. (Similar to one who complains about a lack
of appetite). The Possuk (' PIDD K' P19 12TN2) then says the following: NWN ynY!|

V2 NYN 'Vl TRD NN N NN NNDY W'R I'MNBWNI 122 DYNNN. The
people were crying at the entrance to their tents and N"2pn got very upset and in
the eyes NWN it was bad. How is it possible that N"2pPn was very upset, yet nWN
wasn't as upset, like it says Y7, and not |NN which a very strong anger? The 'W9N
WITPN explains that when they started complaining they were complaining about
two things at once, the food and the relatives which now became 1IDX to them
(see "YN's explanation on the word “I'MINDWNY"). Because they were embar-
rassed to complain about the NIMY they initially only talked about the |, but the
double wording of “NINN INNN" is telling us that they had a dual agenda. This is
why it says, TRD ‘N AN NI, because N"2pPN who knows everyone's thoughts, knew
all along that they were complaining about NI'y. On the other hand, NnwnN didn't
initially understand their dual complaint and this is why he only realized when he
heard them crying and he got upset, but not to same extent as N"2pPN.
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