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Week 88

Topic

“Caught you”

Is one allowed to stage a worker, to see if he is a thieve?

It was an unexpected phone call that the Kallah teacher received. A young lady had engaged
her to prepare her in halacha. And now, the young lady’s future mother-in-law was on the
phone.

The woman said, “Our side is about to break-off this shidduch. We have been made aware that
the young lady is a kleptomaniac. This is not something that we wish to deal with in our family.
We also do not wish even to risk it. On the other hand, we did not wish to listen to false rumor
without foundation.

This is our request of you. We would like you to leave a one-hundred-dollar bill in a position
where it appears to have been dropped by accident and is unnoticed to you. We would like you
to leave the room. In this manner, you can test her to see if indeed she is a thief. Once again,
we understand if you do not wish to involve yourself. But this is the last chance for this
shidduch — as we have exhausted all other avenues of investigation.”

The Kallah teacher was in a quandary. She had no desire whatsoever to be involved in this
skulking and underhanded activity. On the other hand, if she could possibly save the shidduch
of the young lady, perhaps she should do it. She decided to pose the question to Rav Yitzchok
Zilberstein.
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The Gemara makes another attempt to prove whose assets are used to provide the father’s
needs:
vpw xn — Come, learn the answer from a Baraisa: 11y'9K 137 N 19XW — THEY ASKED R’
ELIEZER: QN] 32X T2 1911 TV — TO WHAT EXTENT IS one obligated to HONOR his FATHER AND
MOTHER? O1% 70X — HE ANSWERED THEM: 127921 12X] 192 0% 13p711 pI1x 5ivnw 13 — 1o
THE POINT THAT IF [ THE FATHER] TAKES A WALLET AND THROWS IT INTO THE SEA IN [ HIS SON’
S] PRESENCE, [ THE SON] DOES NOT EMBARRASS HIM. '/ ax bwn nanx 11 — But if you say
that only the father’s assets need be used to provide his needs, mam m% xpo1 1xn — what
is the difference to [the son]? ['7

The Gemara refutes the proof:
juM1Y5 nx1a — The Baraisa refers to the potential heir, who is adversely affected by any
loss incurred by his father."™

The Gemara records such an observance of honoring the father:
NRI1IT 27 N2 12T KO 01 — And this is similar to that which occurred to Rabbah bar Rav
Huna. M2 127 DIR2 WMWY vy KRN0 277 — For Rav Huna once tore silks in the
presence of Rabbah his son, nn1 X% *X nn1 'K 11MX 5IMX MK — saying to himself: Let
me see if he gets angry or if he does not get angry. ¥

The Gemara questions Rav Huna’s conduct:
“Swon tnn &% My %, X N2ayRY NN 85T — But perhaps [Rabbah] would have gotten
angry, and his father [Rav Huna] would thereby have violated the Biblical prohibition:
Before a blind man you shall not place a stumbling block.”” — 7 —

The Gemara answers:
mp's M5 5T — [Rav Hunal waived the honor [due him]. 2

The Gemara raises another objection to Rav Huna’s conduct:
mnwn 53 own "ayp X — But [Rav Hunal violated the command not to destroy useful
possessions!®? — ? —

The Gemara answers:
1Al MY 1ayT — He did it along the seams. &

The Gemara objects:



mn7 X% 17 own X% — But perhaps that was the reason [Rabbah] did not get
angry! What did the test prove??!

The Gemara answers:
mnn™ nywa mb 1ay1 — He did it at a time of [Rabbah’s] anger. &

18. The son is interested in protecting his father’s assets because he will eventually inherit them. The
Baraisa therefore teaches that if the father attempts to throw away his money, thereby diminishing his

son’s inheritance, the son is nevertheless required not to embarrass his father to prevent the loss.

19. Rav Huna wanted to test his son in order to guide him in the observance of the mitzvah to honor one’s
father (Meirz).

20. Leviticus 19:14. [This verse is interpreted by the Gemara in several places (e.g. Pesachim 22b) to
prohibit any act that could cause another person to violate a law.] Here, if Rabbah had gotten angry, he
might have said something disrespectful to his father [in violation of the mitzvah to revere him]. By
causing his son to sin, Rav Huna would have personally violated the prohibition of =y "8% (Rashi; see
Meiri).

21. The Gemara below will state that a father may absolve his son of the obligation to honor him. Since
Rav Huna did so before tearing the silks, even if Rabbah had reacted in a disrespectful manner, he would
not have violated the law to honor his father. Consequently, Rav Huna did not risk causing another person

to sin.

22. In describing the laws of warfare, the Torah writes (Deuteronomy 20:19): o ovan nmy y-5x Myn-a
mYy nx nnwnexS nvanb by, When you besiege a city for many days to wage battle against it to take it,

you shall not destroy its trees. As evident from this Gemara, that prohibition applies at all times, not only
during wartime, and it applies to the destruction of any useful article (see Rambam, Hil. Melachim 6:8
with Kesef Mishnah). The Gemara therefore asks how Rav Huna was permitted to tear the silks.

23. Le. he tore them in a way that did not depreciate their value [since they could be sewn back together]

(Rashi).

24. If Rav Huna was not tearing the clothes in a destructive manner, what cause would Rabbah have to get
angry? Hence, even though Rabbah did not act disrespectfully in this instance, this did not demonstrate
anything.

25. Since Rabbah was upset [over some other matter], he would not notice that Rav Huna was tearing the

silks only along the seams. It was therefore a legitimate test of Rabbah’s reactions.
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Summary: Tosafot clarifies the case.
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Clarification: We must say that he informed him in advance ...

... 'N70 "W 1T A rn [wa] 7N pm' ind o XY

Reason: To avoid it being akin to 'Someone who intends to eat the pork meat and he picked up a piece
of lamb' ...

21921 2'7'NN XY ((R9 1) XINA '9] 7?7 IXT

Reason: About which the Gemara says later in the last Perek (Daf 81b) that it requires forgiveness and
atonement.

Sridei Aish (Vol. | #58) regarding a business owner who wish to test one of his employees - as
to whether or not he was trustworthy. He wished to place money in a hidden spot and see if the
employee would seek to find the owner or pocket it. The Sridei Aish cited a Tosafot in
Kiddushin 32a that one is still in violation of Lifnei Iver — even if at the outset, the owner of the
money was mochel.



CONTRADICTION

Gemara #1: Nedarim 62a:

(77,07 RIPY) R2IRT OWN 299 K192 'R X711 929 770127 RaR RU77 7799 797 OwWN 20
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The Gemara relates that Rav Ashi had a particular forest, and he sold it for its wood to the
temple of fire worship. Ravina said to Rav Ashi: Isn’t there the prohibition: “You shall not put
a stumbling block before the blind” (Leviticus 19:14), which prohibits assisting others in
committing transgressions? And yet you are providing assistance to an idolatrous cult. He said
to him: Most of the wood they use is for kindling, not for their ritual service. Consequently, |
need not be concerned that the particular wood that | have sold them will be used for idolatry.

There is a concept known in halacha as Tliya — that whenever it is possible to assume a
permitted purpose, even if that possibility is statistically, or factually dubious, we do so.

The Gemora tells us that Rav Ashi had an Avah, a forest, that he sold to an Avodah Zarah fire
temple. When asked about Lifnei Iver he responded that most of the wood would be for
ordinary heating and not Avodah Zarah. The Ran explains that it is permitted because of
Teliya- “we can assume”



Gemara #2: Baba Metzia 75b

On the other hand, there are other passages in the Gemorah that indicate that there is a
prohibition of Lifnei Iver whenever a strong likelihood of a violation exists.
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The Gemara cites a related incident: The Sages said to Rav Ashi: Ravina fulfills all of the
directives that the Sages say. Seeking to test him, Rav Ashi sent a messenger to him close to
sunset on the eve of Shabbat, at the busiest time of the week, with the following request: Let
the Master send me ten dinars as a loan, as | have happened upon a small piece of land for an
acquisition and | need the money. Ravina sent a message to him: Let the Master bring
witnesses and we will write a written document for this loan. Rav Ashi sent a message to him:
Even |, as well? Do you suspect even me of shirking payment? Ravina sent a message to him:
All the more so it is necessary to document a loan to the Master, who is occupied with his
studies and therefore very likely to forget, and | will thereby bring a curse upon myself.

2ITY2 ROW JNIN TR NIDR I9 WO 9 3T PR PV JIORY PRYIN TRPR 129 10
PhY NP INWRR Y MIYD PNTIR PN

The Sages taught in a baraita: There are three who cry out and are not answered, as they are
responsible for their own troubles. And they are: One who has money and lends it not in the

presence of witnesses, and one who acquires a master for himself, and one whose wife rules
over him.

19125 19923 2NID7 MART ROINR 232 021 779N ART RO K7 ONM 1MIYY NI 1P
NNOIIR RNAY 99IR XDY RN RT3 5709 o327 S9AKRT XK 19972

The Gemara clarifies: One who acquires a master for himself, what is it? There are those who
say that it is referring to one who attributes his property to a gentile. He falsely claims that his
possessions belong to a gentile in order to evade his obligations, thereby inviting the gentile to
take advantage of this declaration. And there are those who say that it is referring to one who
writes a document bequeathing his property as a gift to his children in his lifetime, as he
becomes financially dependent on them. And there are those who say that it is referring to one
who has bad fortune in this town but does not go to a different town. He is consequently
responsible for his own misfortunes.

We see that it is a violation of Lifnei Iver to loan money when there are no withesses. Why not
Toleh- assume- he will pay?



TWO APPROACHES TO RESOLVE THE CONTRADICTION

#1: RAV ZILBERSTEIN’S RESPONSE:
Based on Taz in Yoreh Deah Siman 151-
X "0 X3 [n'o YT NMI' T'0
N0 NN NN NP7 1NN 21 K217 [1'7TR IR N2T7 IR Y'Y 777X7 'R 791010 12T DX ynwn

If one is selling an item and is unsure if the buyer will use it for Avoda Zara, one can be lenient
and sell him.

This is also the approach of Rav Zilberstein in the above case of the suspecting mother-in-law.
Rav Zilberstein responded- that she should first investigate with the Kallah'’s friends.

o If they tell her that the concern is far-fetched and remote — then the Kallah teacher
should conduct the test — just to prove to the would-be mother-in-law that all is in order.
e But if the friends respond that there is substance to the allegation — she should not
involve herself in the test.
Whenever there is a greater probability of a violation than a non-violation- then we do
not assume a permitted purpose, and there is lifnei lver.

The underlying question of course was the concept of Lifnei Iver — is it permitted to place
a stumbling block before the employee. Rav Zilberstein concluded that if the possibility
of the infraction occurring is remote, it is permissible to test.

#2: RAV FEINSTEIN’S RESPONSE:

Rav Dovid Feinstein zt’l related his approach to resolving the contradiction. He explained that
that if the action being performed will directly lead to a violation on the part of the recipient, and
without him the recipient would not have had the desire to violate Halacha — then it is a violation
of Lifnei Iver. Rav Feinstein’s view is recorded in this author’s Sefer on Lifnei Iver entitled
“Misguiding the Perplexed” on page 97.

CONCLUSION:

It is this author’s view that Reb Dovid Feinstein zt”l would not have agreed to Rav Zilberstein’s
psak. He would have instead ruled that the Kallah teacher would not have been permitted to
test the Kallah if she would steal even if her friends had reassured her that there is no basis to
the rumors. It just highlights the different approaches we find in halacha and in understanding
of Gemorah.



