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There are a number of mitzvos 
that are unique to the month 
of Tishrei: shofar, fasting on 

Yom Kippur, sukka and lulav. While 
listening to the shofar is relatively easy 
for a child to perform, the other three 
mitzvos can be more challenging for 
children. As we explore the Talmudic 
discussions surrounding these three 
mitzvos, we can learn an important 
principle regarding chinuch (training) 
and the nature of a child’s obligation 
to perform mitzvos. 

Sukka

אמר רבי יהודה מעשה בהילני המלכה בלוד 
שהיתה סוכתה גבוהה מעשרים אמה והיו זקנים 

נכנסין ויוצאין לשם ולא אמרו לה דבר אמרו 
לו משם ראייה אשה היתה ופטורה מן הסוכה 

אמר להן והלא שבעה בנים הוו לה ועוד כל 
מעשיה לא עשתה אלא על פי חכמים למה לי 
למיתני ועוד כל מעשיה לא עשתה אלא על פי 
חכמים הכי קאמר להו כי תאמרו בנים קטנים 
היו וקטנים פטורין מן הסוכה כיון דשבעה הוו 
אי אפשר דלא הוי בהו חד שאינו צריך לאמו 
וכי תימרו קטן שאינו צריך לאמו מדרבנן הוא 
דמיחייב ואיהי בדרבנן לא משגחה ת”ש ועוד 

כל מעשיה לא עשתה אלא ע”פ חכמים.
Rabbi Yehuda said: There was an 
incident involving Hilani the queen 
in Lod who had a sukka higher than 
twenty cubits. The rabbis frequented the 
sukka and didn’t say anything to her. 
[Chachamim] said to [Rabbi Yehuda]: Is 
that a proof [that a sukka can be higher 
than twenty?] Hilani was a woman and 
women are exempt from the mitzva of 
sukka. [R. Yehuda] said to them: Did she 
not have seven children? Furthermore, 

everything that she did was in accordance 
with the rulings of the rabbis. Why does 
it say, “Furthermore, everything that she 
did etc.”? This is what R. Yehuda meant: 
If you tell me that the children were 
minors and minors are exempt from the 
mitzva of sukka, since there were seven 
children, it is impossible that there wasn’t 
at least one who wasn’t dependent on 
his mother [and therefore obligated to 
sit in the sukka]. And if you tell me that 
the obligation regarding a child who isn’t 
dependent on his mother is only rabbinic 
in nature and she didn’t follow rabbinic 
law, come and hear, furthermore, 
everything that she did was in accordance 
with the rulings of the rabbis.
Sukka 2b

Hilani the queen had a sukka higher 
than twenty amos in which her 
educable sons sat. Since she was 
scrupulous even regarding rabbinic 
obligations, such as training a child 
that he be accustomed to mitzvos 
(Rashi), her actions can be seen as 
proof that a sukka higher than twenty 
amos is valid.

R. Akiva Eger, Gilyon Hashas ad loc., 
asks a powerful question (tzarich 
iyun gadol). Tosafos Yeshanim, Yoma 
82a, state that Hilani’s obligation 
to train her children was a “mitzva 

b’alma,” a mere voluntary good deed, 
implying that there is no obligation 
of chinuch on the mother. This seems 
to contradict the Gemara’s statement 
that Hilani was rabbinically obligated 
to train her sons. How can Tosafos 
Yeshanim state that her obligation was 
a mitzva b’alma?

The Kehillos Yaakov, Sukka no. 2, 
answers that there are two obligations 
of chinuch. The first is an obligation 
on the father. This is evidenced by 
his ability to impose the status of a 
nazir on his son, in order to train him 
for mitzvos (Nazir 28b). The Mishna 
states that a mother cannot impose the 
status of nazir on her son. The Gemara, 
Nazir 29a, explains that the difference 
between the father and the mother is 
that the father has an obligation to train 
his son in mitzvos. It is clear from the 
Gemara that only a father is obligated 
in this aspect of chinuch.

A second obligation of chinuch 
emerges from a comment of Tosafos, 
Berachos 48a-b. Tosafos cite Rashi 
that only the father is obligated to 
train his son. The son has no inherent 
obligation to perform the mitzvos. 
Tosafos disagree with Rashi and prove 
that the son himself is also obligated 
to perform the mitzvos when he 
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reaches the age of chinuch. Therefore, 
in addition to the father’s obligation 
to train his children, the children also 
have their own obligation to perform 
mitzvos. 

The Kehillos Yaakov suggests that 
Hilani, as a “mitzva b’almah,” saw to 
it that her sons would fulfill their 
inherent obligation to sit in the sukka. 
When the Gemara states that Hilani 
was scrupulous regarding rabbinic 
obligations, it is referring to her 
arranging that her sons fulfill their 
rabbinic mitzva properly. Arranging 
for her sons to fulfill their mitzva was a 
voluntary good deed, a mitzva b’alma. 

Lulav

א”ר זירא לא ליקני איניש הושענא לינוקא 
ביומא טבא קמא מ”ט דינוקא מקנא קני 

אקנויי לא מקני ואשתכח דקא נפיק בלולב 
שאינו שלו.

R. Zeira said: Don’t give (as a gift or 
sale) to a child [the four species] on the 
first day of Sukkos. Why not? Because a 
child can legally acquire but he cannot 
sell (or give a gift) and [the adult] will 
be attempting to fulfill the mitzva with a 
lulav that is not his.
Sukka 46b

Why would someone want to give 
the four species to a child as a gift? 
Ostensibly because on the first day 
of Sukkos, one must own the four 
species in order to fulfill the mitzva.  
There is a famous dispute as to 
whether a father can fulfill the mitzva 
of chinuch on the first day of Sukkos 
by lending his lulav to his son.  As a 
matter of practical halacha, the Mishna 
B’rura (658:28 and Sha’ar Hatziyun 
34) cites the Magen Avraham, Pri 
Megadim and Chayei Adam, who rule 
that the father does not fulfill the 
mitzva of chinuch since one cannot 
fulfill the mitzva on the first day with 

a borrowed lulav (Shulchan Aruch, 
OC 658:3). Only one later authority 
(Bigdei Yesha cited in Sha’ar Hatziyun 
35) disagrees.

However, the Mishna B’rura is 
inclined to be lenient based on early 
authorities, specifically the Mordechai 
(Sukka 759) and Ra’avan, the source 
of the ruling in Shulchan Aruch, 
OC 658:6, who state that it is fine 
(shapir dami) if the son takes the 
lulav without acquiring it. The Mishna 
B’rura explains (Sha’ar Hatziyun 36) 
that the mitzva of chinuch is on the 
mitzva itself, but not on the details of 
the mitzva.

Rav Moshe Feinstein (Igros Moshe, 
YD 1:234) explains that in order to 
accustom the son to perform mitzvos 
after becoming bar mitzva, a borrowed 
lulav suffices. However, if the nature 
of chinuch is that the son fulfills the 

mitzva properly, the son must own the 
lulav himself.

The Ritva (Sukka 2b) cites a 
“mistaken” view that permits chinuch 
with a borrowed lulav. The Gemara 
that rules that a sukka which is too 
high is invalid for chinuch (in the case 
of Hilani) clearly rejects this view.

We can answer as follows: The father’s 
obligation is to train his son. Any 
sukka or lulav suffices to accustom the 
son to perform mitzvos. However, the 
son’s own obligation is to fulfill the 
mitzvos properly. Hilani, as a mother, 
only had a mitzva to assist her sons to 
perform their own obligation. Hence, 
an invalid sukka would have achieved 
nothing for Hilani. This is why the 
Gemara focused specifically on 
having a valid sukka. A father has the 
additional mitzva of training the child 
to become accustomed to performing 

Chinuch and Teaching Honesty  
R. Zeira’s instructions not to give (as a gift) the four species to a child are 
followed immediately by another directive of R. Zeira:

וא"ר זירא לא לימא איניש לינוקא דיהיבנא לך מידי ולא יהיב ליה משום דאתי לאגמוריה שיקרא.
R. Zeira also said, Don’t tell a child “I will give you something” and then fail to 
give it to him because it will cause him to learn how to lie. What is the connection 
between the two statements of R. Zeira? R. Yaakov Etlinger, Aruch LaNer 
ad loc., notes that on the one hand, the minor needs to own the lulav. On 
the other hand, once he acquires it, he can’t transfer it back because a minor 
can’t give something away. R. Etlinger suggests that there is ostensibly a 
simple solution to this problem: Give the lulav to the child and tell him that 
it is an absolute gift while having in mind that you are not really giving him a 
gift. The minor thinks that he owns the lulav, so from the perspective of the 
mitzvah of chinuch, he is being trained properly and the adult doesn’t have 
to worry about the issue of reacquiring the lulav. The only problem is that 
at some point in the child’s life, his father will have to teach him the halacha 
that one can’t give a lulav to a child and the father will have to explain that all 
these years, he had been using this trick. The child will then conclude that we 
can use trickeries in everyday transactions as long as we don’t lie explicitly. 
We don’t want to send such a message to our children, and therefore, this 
solution should not be employed.
Torah To Go Editors
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mitzvos. This aspect of chinuch can be 
achieved even if the lulav is borrowed. 
Therefore, it is preferred that the son 
own the lulav in order to achieve both 
aspects of chinuch. However, there is 
an aspect of chinuch that is achieved 
even with a borrowed lulav.

Yom Kippur

The Gemara (Yoma 82a) discusses 
chinuch for boys and girls regarding 
fasting on Yom Kippur. The Rambam 
(Sh’visas Asor 2:10) writes:

קטן בן תשע שנים ובן עשר שנים מחנכין אותו 
לשעות. כיצד היה רגיל לאכול בשתי שעות 
ביום מאכילין אותו בשלש. היה רגיל בשלש 
מאכילין אותו בארבע. לפי כח הבן מוסיפין 

לענות אותו בשעות. בן אחת עשרה שנה בין 
זכר בין נקבה מתענה ומשלים מדברי סופרים 

כדי לחנכו במצות.
A boy of 9 or 10 years should be trained 
for a few hours. How so? If he normally 
eats in the second hour of the day, 
he should eat in the third hour. If he 
normally eats in the third, he should eat 
in the fourth. Depending on the energy 
of the son, the number of hours should be 
increased. An 11 year old, whether a boy 
or a girl, should complete the fast because 
of the rabbinic mitzva to train the child 
to perform mitzvos. 

The implication is that only a boy 
should fast for a few hours, but when 
they reach the age when they can fast 
the whole day, both boys and girls 
should fast. Rabbeinu Mano’ach ad loc., 
based on the language of the Gemara, 
Yoma 82a, (trei chinuchei havu), notes 
that there are two types of chinuch. 
One is a general obligation on all 
fathers to teach their sons Torah and 

to train them in mitzvos. We see from 
the Gemara (Nazir 29a) which states 
that a father can only impose the nazir 
status on his son, not his daughter, 
that this general obligation doesn’t 
apply to daughters. Therefore, there is 
no requirement for a daughter under 
11 to fast at all. At age 11, there is a 
rabbinic obligation on boys and girls 
to fast the entire Yom Kippur. Boys 
and girls are treated equally. Both must 
fast according to rabbinic law. When 
the Rambam wrote that “a boy of 9 or 
10 years should be trained for a few 
hours,” he did not write “because of the 
rabbinic mitzva.” There is no rabbinic 
mitzva to fast for a few hours. The 
mitzva is to fast all day and perform the 
mitzva according to all of its laws.

Rabbeinu Mano’ach’s explanation 
reflects our earlier analysis. The Torah 
paradigm of teaching and training 
is limited to fathers and their sons 
(Kiddushin 29b). This allows for a 
borrowed lulav or a partial fast. The 
more rigorous obligation that applies 
equally to boys and girls is fulfilled 
only by fulfilling the mitzva according 
to all of its laws. Daughters age 11 are 
obligated to fast all day on Yom Kippur 
and mothers have a mitzva b’alma to 
ensure that their daughters and sons 
fulfill this obligation and perform all of 
the details associated with the mitzva.

The Ran (Yoma 3b) notes that a boy 
must fast all day two years before bar 
mitzva, and a girl only one year before 
bas mitzva:

ואע”פ שגדלותה של תינוקת קודם לזמן 
גדלותו של תינוק שנה אפ”ה לא ראו חכמים 
להחמיר על התינוקת יותר מן התינוק משום 

דעיקר חינוך לתינוק הוא כדאמרינן במסכת 
נזיר )דף כט א( בנו חייב לחנכו במצות בתו 

אינו חייב לחנכה.
Even though a girl reaches maturity a 
year before a boy, the rabbis did not want 
to impose a greater stringency on a girl 
because the primary obligation is for a 
boy, as it states in Maseches Nazir, one 
must train one’s son to perform mitzvos 
and there is no obligation to train one’s 
daughter.

The Ran adds that the year before 
bar or bas mitzva, there is a special 
status of “mufla hasamuch l’ish,” which 
means that vows taken in that year are 
binding (Nida 45b-46a).

Perhaps what the Ran means is that 
a child’s fast requires an acceptance 
for it to be meaningful. A girl, whose 
obligation is a function of the technical 
requirement to fast, begins only at age 
11, when she is old enough to take a 
vow and old enough for her acceptance 
of the fast to be meaningful. For a 
boy, a fast at the age of 11 provides 
for two years of general training. At 
age 12, when he is old enough for his 
acceptance of the fast to be meaningful, 
he fasts all day, not to train but to fulfill 
his technical obligation.

In summary, a father is obligated to 
train his son, based on the Torah 
paradigm of teaching him Torah, 
even if the mitzvos can’t be performed 
with all of their details. An additional 
aspect applies equally to sons and 
daughters, who are personally 
required to fulfill all details of the 
mitzva. Fathers and mothers alike are 
supposed to ensure and facilitate their 
complete observance of mitzvos.
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