
 
 

Today’s Daf In Review is being sent l’zecher nishmas Habachur Yechezkel Shraga A”H ben R’ Avrohom 
Yehuda 
 

Kesubos Daf Ayin 
 

PEREK HAMADIR -- PEREK SHEVI’I 
 
MISHNA 

• If one makes a vow prohibiting his wife to benefit from him (financially) for up to 30 days, he 
must set up a person to see to her support. If the vow was for longer than 30 days, he must 
divorce her and pay her the kesubah. R’ Yehuda says, if he is a Yisrael, this is the case. However, 
if he is a Kohen, we don’t force the divorce unless the vow is for more than 2 months.  

• If one makes a vow (he confirms a vow made by his wife) prohibiting his wife from eating a 
particular fruit, he must divorce her and give her the kesubah. R’ Yehuda says, if he is a Yisrael, 
then if the vow is for one day he should keep her as a wife, but if it extends into a second day he 
must divorce her and pay the kesubah. If he is a Kohen, then if the vow is even for 2 days he 
should keep her, but if it extends to a third day he must divorce her and pay the kesubah.  

• If one makes a vow prohibiting (he confirms a vow made by his wife) a certain perfume for his 
wife, he must divorce her and pay her kesubah. R’ Yose says, in the case of poor women, he only 
must divorce her if the vow had no time limit. In the case of wealthy women, he only must 
divorce her if the vow went beyond 30 days.  

 
GEMARA 

• Q: How can a husband vow not to financially benefit his wife when he is obligated to do so!? We 
find that a Mishna says that if a wife vows not to financially benefit her husband, he need not 
annul the vow since she is obligated to give him her earnings! The same should be with a vow of 
the husband!? A: Since a husband has the ability to tell his wife that she should keep her earning 
and he will not support her, by him making the vow it is as if he has said so, and that is why it 
takes affect.  

o Q: We find that R’ Huna in the name of Rav said, that a wife may tell her husband, I do 
not want your support and I will keep my own earnings. Based on this, when a woman 
makes the vow in the Mishna quoted above, the husband should have to annul the vow, 
because it should be as if she said this as well!? It must be that our Mishna is discussing 
where he actually said to her that she should keep her earnings and will not be 
supported. If so, why does he need to set up a person to see to her support? He has no 
obligation to support her in that case!? A: The Mishna is discussing where she does not 
earn enough to support herself. 

▪ Q: If she can’t support herself then he is obligated to support her, and we are 
back to the original question!? A: R’ Ashi said, the case is where she has enough 
to support herself for the staple necessities, but not enough for some luxuries.  

▪ Q: If she is accustomed to these luxuries, then he is obligated to give them to 
her and can’t make such a vow!? If she is not accustomed to them, why does he 
need to set a person to see that she gets these items? A: She was accustomed 
to them in her father’s house, but never demanded them from her husband as 
long as they were living together. Now that he made this vow, she refuses to go 
along without them. Therefore, he must set up a person to see that she gets 
these items. The reason why the vow may be made for 30 days is because up 
until 30 days people would not hear of the vow and she would not be 
embarrassed because of it. 

o A: We can also say that the vow was made while she was an arusah, when there was not 
yet any obligation to support her. 



▪ Q: If so, why does he need to set up a person to see to her support (an arusah is 
not entitled to support)? A: The case is where the nissuin was delayed, in which 
case he must support his arusah. 

• Q: Why is it only allowed for 30 days? A: Beyond 30 days we are 
concerned that a messenger will not do his job, and the support will not 
be there. 

o A: We can also say that he made the vow when she was an arusah and they then 
entered nissuin. The vow takes affect, because it was made at a time when there was no 
obligation to support.  

▪ Q: If she entered nissuin with this vow in place, she has accepted him with this 
vow, so why can she force a divorce? A: She says, I thought I would be able to 
live with this vow, but I now see that I cannot.  

• Q: We only say that someone didn’t fully appreciate living with the 
consequences of a situation when we are dealing with a mum, not with 
things like means of support!? A: We must use one of the previous 
answers.  

AHD SHLOSHIM YOM YAAMID PARNAS 

• Q: The appointed person is doing the husband’s shlichus, so how is that permitted under the 
vow? A: R’ Huna said, the husband announces, whoever provides for my wife will not lose by 
doing so. The person who does it is considered to be acting on his own, and is not a shliach of 
the husband.  

o Q: A Mishna says that when one who is trapped in a pit announces that whoever hears 
me should write a get for my wife, the person who hears may write and give the get to 
that person’s wife. If it is considered a clear direction in this case, it should be 
considered so in the case of support as well!? A: In that case he gave the instruction 
“write”. In this case he just says “whoever supports her will not lose”. 

o Q: We find that R’ Ami using this approach only to entice a goy to put out a fire on 
Shabbos. This suggests that it may not be used in our case of support!? A: That was 
meant to exclude using that approach to circumvent any other melacha on Shabbos, but 
not meant to exclude the case of support.  

o Q: Rabbah asked, a Mishna says that if one vowed not to benefit a friend, and that 
friend now has nothing to eat, the person may tell the local grocer, I am not allowed to 
benefit my friend so I don’t know how to help him. The grocer may then provide for the 
friend and collect payment from the first person. Presumably it must be done in this 
way, because using the approach of “whoever supports her will not lose” is not 
allowed!? A: The case of “whoever supports…” will surely be allowed. The chiddush is 
that even the case of using the grocer is allowed, even though the parties know each 
other and it seems that he is almost using him as a shaliach.  

▪ The Mishna quoted by Rabbah continues, that the same approach may be used 
when the friend needs something built, and the person goes to workers that he 
knows and says the same thing. Also, if the 2 friends are travelling and the 
friend has nothing to eat, the first person may give food to a third person as a 
present, and he may then give it to the friend. If there is no third person, he may 
put food on the ground and declare it hefker, at which time the friend may then 
take the food. R’ Yose does not allow this last method to be used. 

• Rava explained, R’ Yose does not allow this, because although he is 
making it hefker, he is doing so only so that his friend should get it, and 
it therefore does not seem sincere. 

 


