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OVERVIEW of the Daf Gemara GEM 
Consultation with Torah Leaders 

 רבי אליעזר אומר לא מתו בי אהרן עד שהורו הלכה בפי משה רבן 

“And the sons of Aharon, Nadav and Avihu, each took his censor, 

and put fire in it and laid incense on it, and offered strange fire before 

G-d, which He had not commanded them."  Vayikra 10:1 

T here are various reasons given as to why Nadav and Avihu 
died.  One reason is that they chose not to get married.  An-

other reason is that they said:  “When will Moshe and Aharon 

die so that we can lead Bnei Yisrael!”  The Gemara relates that 

once Moshe and Aharon were walking along, with Nadav and 

Avihu behind them, and all Israel following in the rear.  Then 

Nadav said to Avihu, “Oh that these old men might die, so 

that you and I should be the leaders of our generation.”  But 

the Holy One, blessed be He, said to them, ”We shall see who 

will bury whom.”   

The Ksav Sofer explains that these two reasons are actually 

one and the same.  Nadav and Avihu contemplated that even-

tually they would be the next leaders of Klal Yisrael.  By observ-

ing Moshe and Aharon, they came to the conclusion that 

Moshe, who had dedicated an excessive part of his time for 

communal needs, unfortunately had little time for his own 

family.  Aharon had spent less time  in communal affairs, and 

his family thrived, with each of his sons being quite promi-

nent.  Nadav and Avihu therefore felt that, as future leaders of 

the nation, they would not be able to raise children properly, 

so they did not get married.  This is why the Pasuk says: “And 

they died before Hashem,” for all their intentions were for the 

sake of Heaven. However, this was “the strange fire” - that they 

were not supposed to bring before Hashem - “which He had 

not commanded them.”  They had never been commanded to 

lead the people, but they had been commanded to marry and 

have children. 

(Continued on page 2) 

1)  Issuing a psak in his teacher’s vicinity (cont.) 

The Gemara continues its discussion of issuing a psak 

in the vicinity of one’s teacher, specifically regarding the 

custom of bring a slaughter knife to the rov for inspection. 

Rava ruled: A student may issue a ruling in his teach-

er’s vicinity to prevent another from sinning. 

Rava stated: If a student issues a ruling in his teacher’s 

presence he is liable to death.  If he issues a ruling when 

not in his teacher’s presence he has violated a prohibition 

but is not liable to death. 

Rava’s statement is unsuccessfully challenged. 

The severity of this prohibition is expressed in a num-

ber of different ways. 

The Gemara also presents the consequences for ruling 

in one’s teacher’s presence. 

Two reasons are presented to explain why Yehoshua 

died without children. 

The discussion concludes with the topic of the re-

striction against inhibiting marital relations. 

 

2)  Asking a non-Jew to rent out his rights in the chatzer 

Abaye ruled in a case where a non-Jew refused to rent 

out his rights to the mavoi to the other residents that they 

should relinquish their rights to one of the Jewish resi-

dents.  By doing so, it is a situation of one Jew and one 

idolater sharing a mavoi in which case there is no re-

striction. 

Abaye’s suggestion is challenged. 

 REVIEW and Remember 
1. Which student is permitted to rule in the vicinity of 

his teacher? 

2. What are the different consequences for one who 

rules in the presence of his teacher? 

3. How do we know that Torah study is greater than offer-

ing the daily korban? 

4. Why does the requirement to rent a non-Jew’s rights 

in a chatzer not apply when the Jewish residents re-

linquish their rights to one of the residents? 

זילו בטילו רשותייכו לגבי חד, הוה ליה יחיד במקום כרי ויחיד במקום 
 כרי לא אסר

T he picture depicts an 
incident in which a number 

of Jews shared a mavoi with a 

non-Jew who refused to lease 

his rights.  Abaye recom-

mended that the residents 

relinquish their rights to one 

of them so that it would be a 

situation of one Jew living 

with one non-Jew and no 

further action is required. 
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Giving tzedakah to numerous people rather than one large gift 

to one person 
 כל הותן מתותיו לכהן אחד מביא רעב לעולם

Anyone who gives all of his gifts to a single kohen brings hunger into the 

world 

R ’ Abba bar Zavda teaches that one who gives all of his 
priestly gifts to a single kohen brings famine to the world.  He 

cites Dovid HaMelech as proof, who gave all of his gifts to one 

person and as a result, the world experienced hunger.  Tosafos1 

writes that this principle is not limited to priestly gifts, it also 

applies to the distribution of one’s tzedakah and one should give 

tzedakah to many poor people.  Shulchan Aruch2 codifies this 

halachah and writes that one should not give all of his tzedakah 

to a single poor person. 

Someone once pledged to give money and clothing to poor 

people.  He inquired of Hagahos Mordechai3 whether he should 

distribute the actual clothing to poor people which will limit the 

number of people who will benefit from his pledge or whether 

he should sell the clothing so that he could distribute the pro-

ceeds to additional people.  He responded that a person may 

change his pledge (e.g. from clothing to money) the same way 

city leaders (tuvei ha’ir) may redirect pledges to another mitzvah 

purpose.  Rema4 also rules that one who pledges utensils may 

sell those utensils under the auspices of three expert appraisers 

and then give the proceeds of the sale to poor people.  Teshuvas 

Chazon Nachum5 proves that according to Rema not only is it 

permitted for one who pledges something to tzedakah to sell the 

item and distribute the proceeds to numerous poor people but it 

is considered a mitzvah to do so.  This is consistent with Ram-

bam’s comment to the Mishnah (Avos 3:15) that everything is 

judged according to the action involved (הכל לפי המעשה). 

Rambam explains that mitzvos are measured by the number of 

times a person fulfills a mitzvah rather than by how great the 

fulfillment is when he fulfills the mitzvah a single time.  In other 

words, it is better to donate numerous smaller amounts of tzed-

akah than to give a single large donation. 
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HALACHAH Highlight  

"The Master"  
רביא סר סכיא בבבל אמר ליה רב אשי מאי 

 טעמא עבד מר הכי

G enerally, the words אמר מר — The 

Master said — precede the Gemara's anal-

ysis of the statement of a Tanna. Yad 

Malachi (Aleph §73) inquires as to 

whether we ever find the honorific Mar 

associated with an Amora. Halichos Eli 

(§83) notes that there is a case (Avodah 

Zarah 50a) in which R' Yochanan is af-

forded that title, but that may be an ex-

ception, as R' Yochanan is considered by 

some authorities to have had the status 

of a Tanna. He does note, however, that 

we do find Rav Huna addressed as Mar. 

The Yad Malachi himself notes that in 

Rosh HaShanah (20b) we find that R' 

Zeira is addressed as Mar, and he pro-

ceeds to cite other instances in which 

Amoraim received the title. (He also 

notes that elsewhere he has demonstrat-

ed that R' Yochanan does not have the 

status of a Tanna.) 

In his notes to this Klal, the Yad Mal-

achi cites other cases in which the honor-

ific is given to Amoraim. So who does get 

the honorific? He cites a gloss to the 

Peirush HaMishnayos of the Rambam 

that Mar is always the title given to the 

Rebbe in a Rebbe-Talmid dialogue. How-

ever, asserts the Yad Malachi, our Gema-

ra contradicts that position, as here Rav 

Ashi— who was senior — addresses 

Ravina— who was junior — as Mar. (He 

brings other proofs to contradict the 

aforementioned gloss.) Evidently, then, 

Mar is used inconsistently, at the discre-

tion of the one person addressing anoth-

er person. 

Distinctive INSIGHT 

In his Oznaim LaTorah, Rabbi Zalman Sorotzkin, zt”l, 

notes that we see from this incident the difference between 

older, experienced teachers, and the younger ones, who, even 

though they have the talent to become the leaders of Klal Yis-

roel, have not learned the ways of leadership from the previ-

ous generation.  The Midrash tells us that Nadav and Avihu 

were impatiently awaiting for Moshe and Aharon to pass from 

the scene so that they could take over the reins of Klal Yisroel.  

Certainly, Moshe and Aharon were concerned that after the 

completion of the eight days of מילואים, the Divine Presence 

had not appeared in the Mishkan, yet their course of action 

was to enter the Ohel Moed to pray that Hashem should ac-

cept their Avodah and cause his Presence to dwell among his 

people.  However, the younger leaders, despite their greatness 

in Torah and righteousness, took upon themselves a plan of 

action which was neither warranted by the Torah, nor by con-

sultation with the leaders of the generation.  Even though they 

argued logically that by offering fire in the Holy of Holies, the 

fire from Heaven would descend upon the altar, still, the prop-

er way would have been to do everything within the dictates of 

the commands of Hashem, and then to request Hashem’s mer-

cy that it be accepted as a fulfillment of His will. The way of 

leadership, like all other aspects of Torah life, is a function of 

the traditions and methods perfected in the earlier genera-

tions. 

(Gem...Continued from page 1) 


