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1) An application of the dispute between R’ Yehudah and
Rabanan (cont.)

Rava concludes rejecting the suggested application of the
dispute between R’ Yehudah and Rabanan.

2) Delivering a v that was written on a boat (cont.)

R’ Nachman bar Yitzchok suggests that the dispute re-
garding a V) written on a boat relates to a boat in the
Mediterranean but a V) written on one of the rivers of Eretz
Yisroel does not require the agent to make a declaration.

A Baraisa is cited that supports this assertion.

A short exchange between R’ Yehudah and Rabanan
about R’ Yehudah'’s exposition is cited.

3) The status of Suria
A Baraisa teaches that in three ways Suria is similar to
the Diaspora and in three ways it is similar to Eretz Yisroel.
The Gemara clarifies the three ways in which Suria is
similar to Eretz Yisroel.

4) A slave’s emancipation document

A Baraisa teaches that if a slave brings an emancipation
document that declares that the slave is given his body and
the owner’s possessions he only acquires himself but not the
owner’s possessions.

The Gemara inquires whether the halacha would be dif-
ferent if the owner wrote that he was giving all his posses-
sions.

Abaye answers that once he acquires himself he acquires
the property as well.

Rava successfully challenges this position and Abaye is
forced to change his answer and conclude that since the slave
does not acquire the possessions he does not acquire himself.

Rava rejects the position as well and offers his own expla-
nation.

R’ Ada bar Masna begins to formulate a challenge to Rava’s
explanation since it indicates that Rava accepts the principle
of R’ Shimon that we can divide a statement. W

REVIEW

1. What is the Western border of Eretz Yisroel?

2. In what way is Suria similar to the Diaspora?

3. What type of document may be written on Shabbos?

4. Explain 871207 1759,

PH? V1323 and 039 V1323
VI2YD NNV TN W10 710D

The Rishonim discuss the definition of ©37 vh29 (a
conquest by the community) and TN v125 (a private
conquest), and also why the capture of Suria by King David
is deemed a private conquest.

Rashi explains that the battle in which King David an-
nexed Suria was a private conquest because “not all the
Jews were together” as they were, for example, at the time of
Yehoshua. Furthermore, the battle of Yehoshua was waged
for the sake of the entire nation, before the land was divid-
ed into tribal units. This was in contrast to the battle for
Suria, which King David fought “for himself”. Rashi in Ge-
mara Avoda Zara (20b, N0 1“7) explains that the
conquest of Suria was done without divine sanction of the
Urim V’tumim, and without a full army of 600,000.
SNINY 17 MWW notes that Rashi here seems to say that
there are two factors necessary for a battle to be ©»17 v122:
The entire nation must be represented in the army, and
that the battle be for the sake of the entire nation as a
whole.

Tosafos (V1299 N*“T) cites the Sifrei, that King David’s
At that

time, not all of Eretz Yisroel itself was fully occupied, and

conquest of Suria was done “out of sequence.”

some areas were still under foreign control. King David
would have been authorized to conduct further battles and
have them designated as D27 ¥12>5 only after the entire
land was captured and under Jewish control. At that point,
even areas captured as TN ¥1223 would have had full status
as being holy. Ramban to Devarim 11:24 seems to suggest
that Suria was a private conquest because King David went
to battle without consulting the Urim v'Tumim and with-
out seeking approval from the Sanhedrin. Because he did
not follow the procedure outlined in the Torah, some opin-
ions hold that his success was not officially sanctioned as a
valid conquest (¢¥12>3 PnVY NY), while other say that Tay> T2
that area does have the status of having the holiness of Er-
etz Yisroel.

Rambam (Hilchos Terumos 1:2-3) explains that when
King David conquered Suria, he did consult with the San-
hedrin, but it was deemed a personal battle because he cap-
tured the land for his own personal advantage, and not for
the nation. In fact, even if a king would conquer land with-
in the original area promised to Avraham, Rambam rules

that it would not necessarily have the designation of Eretz
(Continued on page 2)



Number 1236—n PV

HALACHAH

Violating Shabbos to settle Eretz Yisroel
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Because of the mitzvah to settle Erety Yisroel the Rabbis did not
issue a decree

The Gemara teaches that it is permitted to instruct a non-
Jew to write a contract on Shabbos for the purpose of pur-
chasing land in Eretz Yisroel from a non-Jew since settling in
Eretz Yisroel is a mitzvah. Rivash! wonders why Chazal did
not also permit instructing a non-Jew to do melacha for the
purpose of fulfilling other mitzvos. He answers by noting that
there is a basic distinction between the mitzvah of settling in
Eretz Yisroel and the performance of other mitzvos. The
mitzvah of settling in Eretz Yisroel is a continuous mitzvah
that does not come to an end. In contrast, other mitzvos are
fulfilled within a given timeframe and then they come to an
end. Furthermore, the mitzvah of settling in Eretz Yisroel is
beneficial for all of Klal Yisroel in contrast to other mitzvos.
It is only regarding the mitzvah of settling in Eretz Yisroel,
that contains these two components, did Chazal find it ap-
propriate to allow instructing a non-Jew to do melacha on
Shabbos, but other mitzvos that do not possess these charac-
teristics are not afforded this leniency.

In a different teshuva, Rivash? was asked whether it is
permitted to travel to Eretz Yisroel by boat with non-Jewish

(Insight. Continued from page 1)
Yisroel regarding all its mitzvos, unless it was captured by a
national leader, with the consent of most of the people
(OGN 21 nyTn), for the sake of the entire nation.
Rambam also adds that the land must be captured in a
proper sequence, meaning that Eretz Yisroel must be en-
tirely under Jewish control before foreign lands may be
conquered. W

sailors for the purpose of settling in the land. The one who
posed the question reasoned that based on our Gemara it
should be permitted. If our Gemara permits instructing a
non-Jew to write a contract to purchase land it should cer-
tainly be permitted to have non-Jewish sailors sail a boat on
Shabbos for the purpose of settling the land. Rivash rejected
this line of reasoning and prohibited traveling to Eretz Yis-
roel in this fashion. He asserts that there is a fundamental
difference between writing a contract to purchase land in
Eretz Yisroel and settling the land. Someone who purchases
land from a non-Jew does a greater mitzvah than one who
merely travels to the land because one who travels to Eretz
Yisroel does a mitzvah that is beneficial only to himself and
is temporary as opposed to one who purchases land for the
purpose of settling in Eretz Yisroel. Purchasing land in Eretz
Yisroel is an ongoing mitzvah that benefits Klal Yisroel there-

fore it is afforded greater leniency. M
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Yishuv Eretz Yisrael
7..3929 9% NO NIX DIV Own”

Someone asked his Rav if he was
permitted to have a non-ew perform
Torah prohibitions on Shabbos to ena-
ble him to move to Eretz Yisrael. His
Rav answered that he believed that this
was permitted.

“I think this is obvious from Gittin
8b which states that one may have a
non-Jew transgress even a Torah prohi-
bition to acquire land in Eretz Yisrael
since Chazal didn’t make a gezeirah re-
garding the mitzvah of yishuv Eretz Yis-
rael. Clearly ascending to do the actual
mitzvah of settling in the land may be

done in this manner.”

But since the Rav was not absolute-
ly certain, he decided to consult with
the Rivash, zt”l. He was surprised by the
Rivash’s answer. “Your analysis is incor-
rect. On the contrary, purchasing land
in Eretz Yisrael is a greater mitzvah than
aliyah. Settling in Eretz Yisrael merely
concerns the person doing the mitzvah,
but purchasing land in Eretz Yisrael
concerns every Jew. Purchasing property
in the holy land removes non-Jews from
its environs and further ensures the
Jewish presence in the land. You can-
not learn from such a great mitzvah to
any lesser mitzvah such as merely travel-
ing to the land.”

The Tashbatz, zt”], disagreed, how-
ever. “If we are permitted to have a non
Jew do a Torah prohibition on Shab-

bos to merely purchase land, we are
surely able to do so to reach the holy
land itself. If one who is already in the
holy land may still have a non-Jew vio-
late Shabbos for him, surely one who is
still in impure chutz 'aretz may do so.”

When someone asked the Avnei
Nezer, zt”], whether there was a mitzvah
to purchase land in Eretz Yisrael even if
he was not able to actually move there
he received a very emphatic response.
“Absolutely. One who purchases land
in Eretz Yisrael even if he remains out-
side the land is doing a great mitzvah.
In doing so, he fulfills a lesser aspect of
the mitzvah of yishuv Eretz Yisrael. The
Ibn Ezra in Bereishis 33:19 writes that
merely owning a portion in Eretz Yisra-
el is likened to having a chelek in Olam
Haba!” ®
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