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        Maseches Kesubos, Daf  אק  – Daf זק  

 

Daf In Review is being sent l’zecher nishmas R’ Avrohom Abba ben R’ Dov HaKohen, A”H  
vl’zecher nishmas Habachur Yechezkel Shraga A”H ben R’ Avrohom Yehuda 

 

---------------------------------------Daf אק ---101--------------------------------------- 
V’LO B’LA’OS 

• R’ Huna bar Chiya said to R’ Kahana, you told us in the name of Shmuel, that the Mishna’s Halacha (that she 
doesn’t get the worn out clothing) is only true regarding melog property. However, regarding tzon barzel 
property she is entitled to the worn out clothing.  

o Q: R’ Pappa asked, with regard to which of the women mentioned in the Mishna did R’ Kahana say this? 
If it was said about the girl who does mi’un, then if the clothing is in existence at the time of the mi’un, 
she should take it whether it is melog or tzon barzel!? If they are not in existence, then in either case she 
should get nothing!? If he was referring to the ailunis, then if the clothing is in existence at the time of 
the divorce, she should take it whether it is melog or tzon barzel!? If they are not in existence, then if it 
is melog, which is in her possession, she should get it, and if it is tzon barzel, which is in his possession, 
she should not get it!? A: He is referring to the case of the D’Rabanan ervah. In that case, because the 
marriage is assur, the Rabanan penalized her that she cannot get what she should deserve (i.e. the worn 
out clothing of the melog property) and penalized him that he cannot keep what he deserves (i.e. he 
must pay for the tzon barzel property that he really should be able to keep). 

o R’ Simi bar Ashi said, from the fact that R’ Kahana says that in this case (of an unlawful marriage) the 
husband may keep the clothing of the melog property, it would seem that in a lawful marriage he would 
not be able to do so. This would mean that the wearing of the clothing is considered to be a use of 
principal, and not a use of produce.  

▪ This argues on R’ Nachman, who said that the use of clothing is considered to be produce, and 
not principal.  

EIN LAHEN KESUBAH 

• Shmuel said, these women only lose their rights to the standard kesubah. However, they would be entitled to 
any additional amount that was promised. 

o A Braisa says this as well. The Braisa says, women who the Rabanan said don’t get their kesubah, like 
the girl who does mi’un and the others in her group, do not get the basic kesubah, but do get any 
additional amount that was promised to them. Women who the Rabanan said must be divorced and 
leave without their kesubah, such as a woman who doesn’t follow the halachos and the others in her 
group, even lose any additional amounts promised in their kesubah. A woman who is divorced because 
of rumors of zenus, she takes her melog property and leaves.  

▪ The last part supports R’ Huna, who says that a woman who was mezaneh still gets the worn out 
clothing (the melog property). 

• A Brasia was taught to R’ Nachman that said that she is not entitled to the melog 
property. R’ Nachman said this is wrong and should be changed to say that she does not 
lose her melog.  

IHM MITECHILA NESA’AH… 

• R’ Huna said, an ailunis is sometimes considered to be a full-fledged wife and sometimes not – if the husband 
didn’t know she was an ailunis she does not get a kesubah and if he did know, she is considered to be a full-
fledged wife and does get her kesubah – whereas an almanah who marries a Kohen Gadol is always considered 
to be a full-fledged wife – even if he didn’t know she was an almanah she still gets her kesubah. R’ Yehuda says 
that both of these women are sometimes considered to be a full-fledged wife and sometimes not (depending on 
whether the husband knew of her status).  
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o Q: A Braisa says, if a Kohen Gadol married a woman thinking she was an almanah, and she turned out to 
be an almanah, she gets her kesubah. This suggests that if he married her without knowing her status 
she would not get her kesubah!? A: The inference is incorrect. The inference should be that if he 
married her believing that she was not an almanah and it turns out that she was an almanah, that is 
when she would not get her kesubah. 

▪ Q: This would mean that if he married her without knowing her status she does get her kesubah. 
If so, why does the Braisa give the case of where he thinks she is an almanah as a case when she 
gets her kesubah? Why doesn’t it give the case of where he had no knowledge of her status, 
since there too she would get her kesubah, and we would know that in the case where he is 
aware of her status she would certainly get her kesubah!? Q: A Braisa clearly says that if he 
married her without knowing her status and she was then found to be an almanah, she does not 
get her kesubah!? This refutes R’ Huna! 

• R’ Huna’s view was based on a misunderstanding of our Mishna. He thought that since 
the Mishna states that the ailunis only gets the kesubah if her status was known, and 
then mentions nothing about the almanah, it must be that the Mishna thereby teaches 
that an almanah is different and would get the kesubah even when her status was not 
known. However, the Mishna means to say that the same difference as ailunis would 
apply, and the almanah would only get her kesubah if the Kohen Gadol knew of her 
status before marrying her.  

 
HADRAN ALACH PEREK ALMANAH NIZONES!!! 

 
PEREK HANOSEI ES HA’ISHA -- PEREK SHNAYIM ASSAR 

 
MISHNA 

• If a man marries a woman and agrees to support her daughter for 5 years, he must support her for 5 years. If the 
woman gets divorced and marries another man who also agrees to support her daughter for 5 years, the first 
husband must still support for the 5 years that he agreed to. He cannot say that he agreed to support the 
daughter only as long as he was married to her mother. Rather, he must send her support to where she lives, 
with her mother. Also, the 2 husbands can’t decide to split the support. Rather, one can give her the food to 
support and the other must give her money equal to the food she would need for support.  

o If the daughter gets married, her husband gives her the food for support and her mother’s two 
husbands must give her money equal to her support.  

o If the mother’s two husbands die, their own daughters are only supported from unencumbered 
properties of the estate, but this girl is supported even from encumbered properties, because she is like 
any other creditor.  

• The smarter people would write that they only agree to support the daughter for the 5 years for as long as he is 
still married to that girl’s mother. 

 
GEMARA 

• We learned, if someone says to his friend, “I owe you a maneh”, R’ Yochanan says he would be chayuv a maneh 
to him, and Reish Lakish says that he would not be chayuv.  

o Q: If he called people to witness his admission, why would Reish Lakish say that he is patur? If he did not 
call people, why would R’ Yochanan say that he is chayuv? A: The case is where he admitted to it in 
written (although unsigned) form and handed it over in front of witnesses. R’ Yochanan says this is as 
strong as calling people to witness the admission, and he therefore is chayuv. Reish Lakish says that it is 
not, and he is therefore patur.  

o Q: Our Mishna says that when the husband agrees to support the daughter for 5 years, he must do so. 
Clearly this is not a case where there was a signed document to this effect, because then what is the 
chiddush of the Mishna? It must be where he admitted in an unsigned writing that was given over in 
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front of witnesses, and we see that he is chayuv to pay, like R’ Yochanan said!? A: The Mishna is 
speaking where this was written in the “tna’im” for their marriage. The chiddush is, that although no 
formal kinyan was made for the obligation, the obligation takes effect, because the “tna’im” take effect 
even without a formal kinyan, once the kiddushin takes place.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf בק ---102--------------------------------------- 

• The Gemara had brought a machlokes regarding a case where one admits to owing money, and admits so in an 
unsigned document given over in front of witnesses. R’ Yochanan said the person would be chayuv, and Reish 
Lakish said the person would be patur.  

o Q: Maybe we can bring a proof to R’ Yochanan. A Mishna says, if a person writes to a Kohen “I owe you 
5 sela’im”, he is chayuv to give 5 sela’im to the Kohen, but the person’s bechor is not considered to be 
redeemed with those 5 sela’im. We see that the written document is considered to be an admission of 
an amount owed!? A: Reish Lakish would say that the written document in this case is a valid admission, 
because it has the strength of the D’Oraisa obligation to redeem one’s bechor.  

▪ Q: If so, why did he have to write the document altogether? A: He did so to officially choose the 
Kohen that he wanted to redeem his son from. 

▪ Q: If so, why does the Mishna say that the bechor is not redeemed? A: The Rabanan said the 
bechor is not redeemed so that people not redeem a bechor with the use of third party 
documents. 

o Rava said, the machlokes between R’ Yochanan and Reish Lakish is actually a machlokes between 
Tanna’im. A Mishna says, if after the signatures on a document it states the name of someone as 
guarantor, and the person admits to being guarantor, the creditor may collect from the unencumbered 
properties of the guarantor. The Mishna says that such a case was brought to R’ Yishmael, and he said 
this Halacha as well. Ben Nanas said to him, this unsigned guarantee is not considered to be an 
admission at all, and therefore nothing can be collected from the guarantor. We can say that R’ 
Yochanan holds like R’ Yishmael, and Reish Lakish holds like Ben Nanas! 

▪ The Gemara says that according to Ben Nanas all would agree that he holds that an unsigned 
note cannot make someone liable. However, according to R’ Yishmael there would be a 
machlokes. R’ Yochanan can simply hold like R’ Yishmael. Reish Lakish would say that he can 
also hold like R’ Yishmael. He would say that regarding a guarantee, which D’Oraisa can be 
made with an oral statement, an unsigned document can be sufficient as well. However, 
regarding a regular loan document, even R’ Yishmael would agree that an unsigned document is 
insufficient, just as an oral statement would be insufficient.  

• The Gemara earlier quoted a statement from R’ Gidal in the name of Rav, that the matters of the “tna’im” (the 
financial arrangement between the parents of the couple to be married) become binding just through verbal 
statements and the kiddushin.  

o Rava said, it would be logical to say that Rav’s statement was made when marrying off a naarah. Since 
the father gets benefit (i.e. the kiddushin money), that acts as a kinyan. However, when he is marrying 
off a bogeres, words alone would not obligate him to the deal. However, Rav made his statement even 
in regard to a bogeres, for just as the chosson’s father becomes obligated although he gets no benefit, 
the same would be for the father of a bogeres. Rava said, it must be that the pleasure that they have 
from marrying off their children to each other is enough to have them considered as entering into a full 
kinyan for the deal. 

o Q: Ravina asked R’ Ashi, may the tna’im be written into a document thereby allowing one to collect 
from encumbered properties or not? A: R’ Ashi said it may not be put into writing.  

▪ Q: Our Mishna said, the smart people would write that they are only supporting their wife’s 
daughter for as long as he is still married to that woman. This is a matter of the tna’im (a pre-
marital agreement) and the Mishna says that he would “write” it!? A: The Mishna means that he 
“says” this. We find that there are times that a Mishna refers to “speaking” as “writing”. 
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▪ Q: A Mishna says that documents of eirusin or nissuin may not be written unless agreed to by 
both parties. Presumably, this refers to a tna’im, and this suggests that when both parties agree, 
it may be written!? A: The Mishna is referring to a document that makes the eirusin. As we find 
that there are those who say that a document written before she consents to it cannot create an 
effective kiddushin.  

▪ Q: Our Mishna said that if the mother’s husband dies, the husband’s own daughters only collect 
from unencumbered properties, but the wife’s daughter collects her support payment even 
from encumbered properties. Now, she could only do that if she had a written document. 
Presumably, this would be a written tna’im from her mother’s marriage. We see that a tna’im 
can be written!? A: There was no written document, but a full kinyan was made. When a full 
kinyan is made, collection may be had even from encumbered properties.  

• Q: If so, why can his own daughters only collect from unencumbered properties? A: He 
only made a kinyan for her daughters, but not for his daughters.  

o Q: The Mishna seems to make a general rule that the collection of his daughters 
is always different than the collection of her daughters!? A: The wife’s daughter 
was alive at the time of her mother’s marriage to this man, and therefore the 
kinyan is effective to allow her to collect from encumbered properties. His 
daughters (from this marriage) were not around at the time of the marriage, 
and therefore a kinyan made then cannot be effective to allow them to collect 
from encumbered properties.  

o Q: Maybe the Mishna is talking about where they were married, had daughters, 
got divorced, and then got remarried, in which case they were around at the 
time of the marriage!? A: His daughters are supported as a condition of Beis Din, 
and as such a kinyan will not be effective for them. The step-daughter is not 
supported by a condition of Beis Din, and therefore the kinyan will help for her. 

o Q: Why should the fact that there is a condition of Beis Din make it worse for his 
daughters? A: It must be that the reason that the daughters can’t collect from 
encumbered properties is that since he must support his daughters under a 
condition of Beis Din, we are concerned that he may have left them a bundle of 
money to pay this obligation. Therefore, we do not allow them to collect from 
encumbered properties.  

LO YOMAR HARISHON 

• R’ Chisda said, we see from here that a daughter’s place is with her mother (and she therefore can’t be forced 
by the heirs to move in with them to reduce her cost of support).  

o Q: Maybe the Mishna is specifically referring to a minor, who we allow to stay with the mother, because 
of a story that happened where a minor in this case was killed by his older brothers. However, maybe a 
girl who is not a minor can be forced to live with her brothers? A: From the fact that the Mishna says 
that the support must be brought “to the place of her mother” and doesn’t say “to the place that she 
is”, we can learn that a daughter’s place is with her mother, and she cannot be forced to live elsewhere. 

LO YOMRU SHNEYHEM… 

• It once happened that a person rented a mill and would pay rent in the form of grinding for the owner of the 
mill. The owner then bought a new mill with a donkey and no longer needed the renter to grind for him. He 
therefore asked to be paid in cash. The renter wanted to continue paying with grinding services. Ravina thought 
to say that this is like our Mishna, where the daughter can tell one of the husbands to pay her in cash rather 
than in food. R’ Avira told him, in our Mishna it is different, because there is only one need for food, not for 
double food. In this case of the story, the renter can tell the owner, use your new mill to grind for sale and allow 
me to grind for your personal use.  

o The Gemara says, we would only allow the renter to do this if he has empty time to fill his use of the 
mill. However, if he has other uses for the mill, we make him use the mill for the other uses and then 
pay the owner in cash.  
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---------------------------------------Daf גק ---103--------------------------------------- 
MISHNA 

• If a widow says she does not want to leave the house that she lived in with her husband, the heirs cannot tell 
her to leave and they will support her in her father’s house. Rather they must allow her to stay in his house, 
support her there, and give her accommodations befitting her status. 

• If she says she wants to live in her father’s house, they can tell her, if you live with us in your husband’s house 
we will support you, but if you go to your father’s house we will not.  

o If she says that she doesn’t want to live with them because she is young and the heirs are young, and it 
would therefore be improper to live together with them, she can go live in her father’s house and she 
must be supported there.  

 
GEMARA 

• A Braisa says, she is entitled to live in the house as she did during her husband’s lifetime. She gets servants as 
she did then, she gets bedding as she did then, and she gets use of silver and gold utensils as she did them. This 
is based on the kesubah, in which a husband writes, “you can live in my house for as long as you are a widow…”. 
“My house” means the way you lived during my lifetime.  

o R’ Yosef taught a Braisa, that the words “my house” also teach that if the husband had very cramped 
living quarters, she is not entitled to remain there. 

o R’ Nachman said, if the heirs sell the house while the widow is living there, the sale is ineffective.  
▪ Q: Why is this different than the case of where a small estate (which is supposed to be given to 

the daughters over the sons) is sold by the sons, in which case R’ Assi in the name of R’ 
Yochanan said the sale would be effective!? A: The daughters did not have the estate pledged 
to them during the father’s lifetime. The widow did have these rights during his lifetime.  

o Abaye said, we have a tradition that if the house collapsed, the heirs would not be obligated to rebuild it 
for her to live in.  

▪ A Braisa says this as well, and then adds that even if the widow wants to rebuild with her own 
funds, we do not listen to her. 

▪ Q: Abaye asked, what if she repairs the house and prevents it from collapsing? Is she allowed to 
remain living there? TEIKU. 

AMRAH EE EFSHI 

• Q: Why don’t we make them support her if she lives in her father’s house? A: This is based on the concept of R‘ 
Huna, that more people in the house brings more bracha to the house (based on more mazel and less expenses 
per person).  

o Q: Why don’t we make them support her, and just allow them to decrease the amount by the amount 
that they would have saved had she lived with them? A: That is actually what the Mishna means.  

o R’ Huna said, when the Chachomim teach us halachos, we often find other teachings, regarding bracha, 
wealth, and healing, in the statements as well. 

▪ We have just shown how our Mishna’s Halacha teaches that bracha increases with the increase 
of people in the house. 

▪ When teaching regarding the halachos of kinyan, they teach how a kinyan should be made to 
help one attain or keep his wealth. 

▪ When teaching regarding the halachos of chametz, they teach that chewed up grain has healing 
benefit when placed onto a wound.  

• A Braisa says, at the time of Rebbi’s death, he asked for his sons. He told them: 1) be careful to honor your 
mother (the Gemara explains that he was referring to his wife, not their mother, and although the obligation to 
honor a father’s wife is D’Oraisa, that is only during the father’s lifetime); 2) make sure than my lamp remains lit, 
and that my table and bed remain set (after his death, Rebbi would return to make Kiddush for his family every 
Friday night, and continued to do so until someone outside the family found out about it, at that point it 
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stopped so as not to make it look like other tzaddikim were not as great as he was); 3) Yosef of Chaifa and 
Shimon from Ephraim served me during my life and should do so after my death (the Gemara explains that they 
died when Rebbi died and he wanted people to realize they died not because they were in any way bad, but 
rather so that they can continue to serve him in Olam Habbah). 

o The Braisa continues, Rebbi then asked for the Rabanan. He told them: 1) do not make hespeidim for 
me in the small cities (he wanted there to be larger, centralized hespeidim, which would serve to 
increase the honor for the Torah); 2) make sure to resume the Yeshiva learning after 30 death of my 
death (stop the hespeidim and return to learning – the Gemara says that Rebbi felt it would be wrong to 
make hespeidim for longer than that, because 30 days was the amount of time that they mourned for 
Moshe Rabbeinu. After 30 days of Rebbi’s death they either made hespeidim by day and learned at 
night, or made hespeidim at night and learned by day, returning to a full schedule of learning only after 
12 months from his death); 3) my son Shimon is wise, my son Gamliel should be the Nasi, and Chanina 
bar Chama should become the Rosh Yeshiva. 

o The Gemara says, the day that Rebbi died, a bas kol went out and said that whoever was there with 
Rebbi (i.e. at the funeral and eulogies) is prepared to go into Olam Habbah. There was a launderer who 
would visit Rebbi every day, but was not there that day. When he heard of the bas kol, he went and 
threw himself off a roof. A bas kol went out and said this person is also prepared for Olam Habbah.  

o When Rebbi said his son Shimon is wise, he meant to say that although he is the wisest, still his son 
Gamliel should become Nasi, because he is the oldest. For although he was not the wisest, he had the 
most fear of sin, and that is a characteristic that is of utmost importance for one in a position of power.  

o Although Rebbi said that R’ Chanina bar Chama should become Rosh Yeshiva, R’ Chanina bar Chama 
refused to take that position, because he felt it would be disrespectful to take it over R’ Afeis, who was 
older than he was. R’ Chanina would therefore learn outside the Beis Medrash and Levi would learn 
with him there. When R’ Afeis died, R’ Chanina bar Chama then took over, and Levi went to Bavel to go 
learn there.  

o Q: Why didn’t Rebbi appoint R’ Chiya to become Rosh Yeshiva instead of R’ Chanina bar Chama, since 
he was greater? A: R’ Chiya died before Rebbi.  

▪ Q: We find that R’ Chiya said he cried over Rebbi’s death, and made comments with respect to 
Rebbi’s death!? A: We must say that it was Rebbi who cried and made comments over R’ 
Chiya’s death.  

▪ Q: We find that R’ Chiya had a conversation with Rebbi when Rebbi was on his deathbed!? A: 
Either we can say that it was when R’ Chiya was on his deathbed, and not Rebbi, or we can say 
that although R’ Chiya was around, because he was so great in his performance of mitzvos, 
Rebbi did not want to burden him with a leadership role that would take him away from doing 
the mitzvos.  

• We find stories of how great and detailed he was in his performance of mitzvos, and to 
what great esteem Rebbi held his performance of mitzvos.  

o The Braisa continues that Rebbi then called for his younger son, R’ Shimon, and taught him keys to 
wisdom. He then called for his older son, R’ Gamliel, and taught him the keys to leadership. He told him 
to surround himself with exalted people, and to cast fear upon the talmidim.  

▪ Although we find that even kings should show respect to talmidei chachomim, that is only in 
private. In the public’s eye he must cast fear onto others.  

o A Braisa says, Rebbi died in Tzipori and was then taken to be buried in Beis She’arim.  
▪ The Gemara says, he used to live in Beis She’arim. When he got sick he went to Tzipori, where 

the air was fresher. He ended up dying there.  

 

-------------------------------------Daf דק ---104--------------------------------------- 

• On the day of Rebbi’s death (when he was very ill), the Rabanan were goizer a fast and said that whoever tells 
them that Rebbi has died will be killed (they wanted to continue davening for his recovery and would have to 
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stop if they knew he had died). Rebbi’s maidservant went to the roof and said, the Heavens want Rebbi and the 
people on earth want Rebbi, let it be the Will of Hashem that the people on earth should win out. When she saw 
that Rebbi was suffering greatly, she said, let it be the Will of Hashem that the Heavens win out. She saw that 
the Rabanan would not stop davening, and this was preventing Rebbi from dying. She took a keili and threw it 
off the roof. When it shattered, the Rabanan stopped daveneing for a second. In that second Rebbi died. When 
that happened, the Rabanan sent Bar Kappara to check on Rebbi. When he saw that he had died he tore his 
clothing and turned the tear to the back. Then he went to the Rabanan and told them, the Malachim and the 
tzaddikim are fighting for the Aron HaKodesh, and the Malachim have won. They asked him, has he died? He 
answered, it is now you who have said that, and not me.  

• As Rebbi was dying, he lifted his 10 fingers towards Heaven and said, Hashem, you know that I toiled in Torah 
with my 10 fingers, and that I have not benefitted from this world even in the amount of my little finger. May it 
be Hashem’s Will that I have shalom in the place that I am going. A bas kol went out and said “yavo shalom 
yanuchu ahl mishkivosam”. 

o The word in the pasuk “mishkivosam” is plural. This teaches that when a tzaddik passes away, all the 
tzaddikim who have passed come out to greet him and then return to their resting places in peace. 

 
MISHNA 

• R’ Meir in the name of R’ Shimon ben Gamliel said, if a widow is being supported while living in her father’s 
house, she may claim her kesubah forever. If she is living in her husband’s house, she may only claim her 
kesubah for up to 25 years. After than time she loses her right to collection of the kesubah, because we assume 
that within that time she likely used enough of the assets of the heirs for others, that it probably equals her 
kesubah payment. The Chachomim say, when she lives in her husband’s house she may claim her kesubah 
forever. When she lives in her father’s house she may only claim it up to 25 years (after which time we assume 
that she was mochel the payment). If she dies, her heirs must remind the other heirs of the kesubah obligation, 
and then retain the right to collect it for 25 years.  

 
GEMARA 

• Q: Abaye asked R’ Yosef, how can it be that the kesubah of a poor woman and that of a wealthy woman will 
both be equally used up after 25 years of using the assets (the kesubos are for different amounts)!? A: R’ Yosef 
said, the wealthy woman gives more assets to others over the 25 years, so they both end up using the 
equivalent of their kesubah in a 25 year period.  

• Q: According to R’ Meir, do we prorate the kesubah over the years of the marriage? TEIKU. 
VACHACHOMIM OMRIM KOL ZMAN 

• Q: Abaye asked R’ Yosef, does this mean that a minute before the 25 year mark she is not mochel, but a minute 
after she is? A: R’ Yosef said, all measurements of the Chachomim are given in absolute form, and therefore a 
minute before and a minute after are treated very differently.  

• R’ Yehuda in the name of Rav said, R’ Yishmael the son of R’ Yose said to Rebbi that his father said, that the 
Chachomim only said that she loses her claim after 25 years of silence in the father’s house when she no longer 
has the kesubah document. If she does have it, she can collect forever. R’ Elazar said, they would hold that she 
loses her claim after 25 years even if she still has the document.  

o Q: R’ Sheishes asked, a Braisa says that a creditor can collect a debt even if he was silent about it for 25 
years. Now, this must be talking about where he has a document (because if he doesn’t he could not 
collect), and seems to say that only a creditor with a document is not mochel through silence of 25 
years, but a woman would be deemed to have been mochel even if she still had the document!? A: R’ 
Sheishes answered, the Braisa may be talking about where the creditor does not have the document, 
and the reason he could collect is because the case is where the debtor admits to the loan.  

o Q: A Braisa taught by R’ Illa’a says that a divorcee is like a creditor in that 25 years of silence does not 
mean she is mochel. As explained above, this must be talking about where she has her kesubah 
document (if not, how can she make the claim), and suggests that a widow cannot make a claim after 25 
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years, even with a document!? A: Here too the Braisa is discussing where the debtor (the ex-husband) 
admits to the liability.  

o R’ Nachman bar Yitzchak said, R’ Yehuda bar Kaza taught a Braisa that says that if the woman has her 
kesubah document she can make the claim even after 25 years. This is a clear proof to Rav’s Halacha. 

• Q: R’ Nachman bar R’ Chisda asked R’ Nachman bar Yaakov, is the machlokes between R’ Meir and the 
Chachomim in the Mishna regarding a widow living in her father’s house only when she no longer has the 
document, or even if she has the document? Second, who do we pasken like? A: He answered, the machlokes is 
only where she no longer has the document, but if she had it all would agree that she could collect forever, and 
we pasken like the Chachomim. 

o In the name of Bar Kappara it was said that the Chachomim meant that after 25 years she loses her 
claim to the basic kesubah amount, but she would still have a claim to any amount promised above and 
beyond that. R’ Avahu in the name of R’ Yochanan said, she would even lose any claim to those 
amounts, because such amounts are considered stipulations to the kesubah, which are also considered 
to be part of the kesubah.  

▪ We find that R’ Huna in the name of Rav held like Bar Kappara, although R’ Abba held that Rav 
did not hold that way. 

o The Gemara tells the story of R’ Chiya Aricha, who supported his brother’s wife from his brother’s estate 
for 25 years and she made no claim for her kesubah. After the 25 years he stopped supporting her and 
told her she has lost all claims. They went to Rabbah bar Shila and R’ Chiya explained that he personally 
had brought her food for 25 years, but that now the period for claims has passed. Rabbah bar Shila said, 
the Chachomim say that even after 25 of silence it does not show that a woman was mochel when she is 
living with the heirs, because her silence is just because she is embarrassed to make a claim to the hand 
that is feeding her. Here too, this woman’s silence stemmed from embarrassment, and therefore she 
may still make the claim.  

▪ The Gemara continues the story and tells how R’ Chiya at first did not listen to the psak. He had 
a collection document issued against him. When the woman gave the document to Rava so that 
he enforce the collection, he explained that the language in the document was written 
incorrectly, which actually rendered the entire document to be invalid.  

 
HADRAN ALACH PEREK HANOSEI!!! 

 

---------------------------------------Daf ה ק  ---105--------------------------------------- 
PEREK SHNEI DAYANEI -- PEREK SHLOSHA ASSAR 

 
MISHNA 

• There were 2 judges of gezeiros in Yerushalayim – Admon and Chanan ben Avishalom. Chanan said 2 things 
that the Chachomim disagreed with, and Admon said 7 things that the Chachomim disagreed with. 

o If a man travelled overseas and his wife went to Beis Din and demanded support from his assets, 
Chanan said that she only needs to swear at the end (when she hears that her husband died and she 
asks for payment of her kesubah, she must swear that she hasn’t already gotten any form of payment), 
and she need not swear in the beginning (when she demands support). The sons of the Kohanim 
Gedolim argued and said that she must swear in the beginning and at the end. R’ Dosa ben Harkinas 
agreed with them. R’ Yochanan ben Zakai said, Chanan has spoken correctly, and she only needs to 
swear at the end.  

 
GEMARA 

• Q: A Braisa says that there were 3 judges of thefts in Yerushalayim – Admon ben Gadai, Chanan Hamitzri, and 
Chanan ben Avishalom. Our Mishna says there were 2, and our Mishna says they were judges of gezeiros not 
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“gezeilos” (thefts)!? A: Our Mishna only mentions the 2 of the 3 that it felt were more important. With regard to 
the differing titles, R’ Nachman bar Yitzchak said, they made gezeiros about thefts.  

o Q: Another Braisa says there were 3 judges of gezeiros in Yerushalayim – Admon, Chanan, and Nachum. 
Nachum was not a name listed in the previous Braisa!? A: R’ Pappa said, R’ Nosson is the one who says 
that Nachum was one of the judges (and this second Braisa follows him), but the Chachomim say he was 
not one of the judges.  

o Q: We find that were many, many more judges in Yerushalyim than just 3!? A: There were many judges, 
but these 3 were those who made gezeiros.  

o R’ Yehuda in the name of R’ Assi said, these special judges would get paid from the terumas halishka.  
▪ Karna, who was a judge, would take an equal amount from each party to the Din Torah for his 

wages.  

• Q: We have learned that a judge may not take a bribe, even if he takes an equal amount 
from both parties!? A: He was taking the money as wages, and not as a bribe.  

• Q: We learned that a judge may not take money for judging cases at all!? A: He took it 
for the time he spent and couldn’t do other work, not for the deciding on the case.  

• Q: We have learned that even such payment is considered to be improper!? A: It is only 
improper if it doesn’t look like the judge is being stopped from earning other money. 

• R’ Avahu said, judges who take bribes are so foolish. If a person has eyesight issues, he will pay money for a 
doctor to try and heal him, and the doctor is not always successful. Yet, a judge will take a perutah as a bribe, 
and thereby blind his eyes, as the pasuk says that taking bribes blinds the eyes of those who take it.  

o A Braisa says, the pasuk says that “bribery blinds the eyes of the wise”. How much more so it does to the 
eyes of the fools. The pasuk says that bribery “corrupts the words of the tzaddikim”. How much more so 
it does to the words of the resha’im.  

▪ Q: Fools and resha’im are not judges in a Beis Din!? A: The pasuk means that even if the judge is 
very wise, if he takes bribes he will eventually lose his wisdom, and that even if he is a tzaddik, if 
he takes bribes he will eventually have an unsettled mind. 

o R’ Dimi darshened a pasuk to mean, if a judge is like a king in that he feels like doesn’t need anything 
from anybody, he upholds the world. If he is like a Kohen who goes around accepting terumah from 
people, he corrupts the world.  

• Rabbah bar R’ Shila said, if a judge borrows things from people, he cannot judge them (he will not be impartial). 
However, if he has things that he can lend them as well (so he is not afraid to rule against them, because they 
need him as much as he needs them) he may judge them.  

o Q: We find that Rava would borrow thing from people? A: He did that to make them feel important.  

• Rava said, the reason a judge may not take a bribe even from the party that he finds to be the legitimate winner 
in a case is because taking the bribe makes him feel close to the giver, and they end up being as one person, and 
a person can never find fault in himself.  

o R’ Pappa said, a person may not be a judge in a case where there is someone that he likes (he will not 
find fault in him) or where there is someone who he dislikes (he will never see merit in his claims). 

o Abaye said, if people of a town like a certain of the Rabanan, it is not because he is nice to them, it is 
because he doesn’t give them enough mussar.  

o Rava said, I initially though that all the people of Mechuza liked me. When I became a judge, I figured 
that half of them like me (the winners of the cases) and half of them didn’t (the losers). When I saw that 
today’s losers may be tomorrow’s winners and visa-versa, I realized that they either all like me, or all 
hate me.  

• A Braisa says, from the pasuk we can learn that even if the bribe is of something other than money, it is assur. 
o We find that Shmuel felt that someone offering to hold his hand as he crossed a bridge was considered 

bribery. Ameimar felt that someone who removes a feather that had fallen on Ameimar’s head was 
considered to be a bribe. Mar Ukva considered it a bribe when someone covered saliva in front of him. 

o R’ Yishmael had a sharecropper who brought him his share a day early. R’ Yishamel refused to judge a 
case that the sharecropper was a party in, because of that gesture. He then found that as he listened to 
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the court case (being judged by other Rabanan) he still was partial to the sharecropper. He said, if I 
didn’t even take the bribe, and the bribe itself was mine to begin with, and still I am partial, how much 
more so are people who take true bribes.  

▪ A similar story happened to R’ Yishmael ben Elisha when he refused to be a judge after being 
offered “reishis hageiz” by one of the parties. 

o A man once brought R’ Anan some fish as a present and then asked him to be a judge. He said that he 
could no longer be a judge for him. He sent him to R’ Nachman to have his case heard there. When R’ 
Nachman realized that R’ Anan had disqualified himself, he figured that it must be because this person 
was a relative of his, and he therefore allowed his case to be heard before that of orphans who were 
waiting in line. Eliyahu Hanavi would come and learn with R’ Anan, but after this happened he stopped 
coming until R’ Anan fasted and davened for his return.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf ו ק ---106--------------------------------------- 

• In the times of R’ Yosef there was once a big hunger. The Rabanan asked him to daven for the hunger to stop. 
He said, if Elisha, who (as we can learn from pesukim) had 2,200 talmidim who would depend on him for food, 
did not daven for a hunger to stop, then I, who have less talmidim depending on me, cannot do so. 

o Rav had 1,200 talmidim who depended on him for food. R’ Huna had 800 who would depend on him for 
food. R’ Huna had so many talmidim at his shiurim, that when they would get up and dust themselves 
off after the shiur, it would create clouds that would block the sun. Rabbah and R’ Yosef had 400 
talmidim that depended on them for support, and they would call themselves “orphans” (because they 
had so many less talmidim than the previous ones had). Abaye (others say R’ Pappa and others say R’ 
Ashi) had 200 talmidim who would depend on them, and they would call themselves “orphans of 
orphans”. 

• R’ Yitzchak bar Redifa in the name of R’ Ami said the people who would inspect the animals for a mum in 
Yerushalayim, were paid from the machtzis hashekel money of the terumas halishka. 

o R’ Yehuda in the name of Shmuel said the talmidei chachomim who taught shechita to the Kohanim 
were paid from the machtzis hashekel money of the terumas halishka. 

o R’ Gidal in the name of Rav said the talmidei chachomim who taught kemitza to the Kohanim were paid 
from the machtzis hashekel money of the terumas halishka. 

o Rabbah bar bar Chana in the name of R’ Yochanan said, the sofrim who repaired the seforim in 
Yerushalayim were paid from the machtzis hashekel money of the terumas halishka. 

o R’ Nachman in the name of Rav said, the women who would weave curtains for the Beis Hamikdash 
were paid from the machtzis hashekel money of the terumas halishka. R’ Nachman himself said they 
were paid from the bedek habayis, since these were considered part of the building itself.  

▪ Q: A Braisa says that these women were paid from the machtzis hashekel money of the terumas 
halishka!? A: That refers to the curtains at the entranceways, whereas R’ Nachman was 
discussing the curtain separating between the Heichel and the Kodesh HaKodashim. 

o A Braisa says that the women who raised their children to help in the parah adumah process (they lived 
in a special area and in a special way that removed any possibility of their children ever becoming tamei) 
were paid from the machtzis hashekel money of the terumas halishka. Abba Shaul says the wealthy 
women of Yerushalayim would feed and support them.  

• Q: R’ Huna asked Rav, were the keilim needed for the outside Mizbe’ach allowed to be made from bedek 
habayis money? Were they considered a need for the Mizbe’ach, and therefore part of bedek habayis, or were 
they considered a need of the korbon, and therefore should be purchased with machtzis hashekel money of the 
terumas halishka? A: Rav said, it was purchased with the terumas halishka money. 

o Q: A pasuk says that Yehoyada used the bedek habayis money for the keilim!? A: Rav said, another 
pasuk says the bedek habayis money was used to pay workers, and not for keilim. 
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▪ Q: The pesukim seem contradictory!? A: The first pasuk was where they had extra money left 
over. Such money can be used for keilim. As R’ Avahu explains, that Beis Din makes a stipulation 
regarding the money and says that if there is left over it may be used for keilim.  

o A Braisa of R’ Yishmael says that the keilim were purchased with terumas halishka money. 
o Q: A Braisa says that the keilim were purchased with the leftover nesachim (not like Rav said)!? A: It is 

actually a machlokes among Tanna’im in a Mishna.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf זק ---107--------------------------------------- 
MI SHEHALACH L’MEDINAS HAYAM 

• Rav said we do seize assets from a husband who has travelled abroad, and use the assets to feed his wife. 
Shmuel says we do not. Shmuel said, Rav agrees with me that we would not seize any assets for the first 3 
months of his absence, because a man does not leave his house empty, and he surely must have left over money 
for her to use.  

o If there are rumors that he has died, all agree that we would seize assets to feed her. The machlokes is 
where there are no such rumors. In that case Rav says we feed her from the assets, because he is 
obligated to feed her, and Shmuel says we do not. 

▪ Q: Why does Shmuel say that we do not use the assets to feed her? A: R’ Zvid said, because we 
are concerned that he left her money that we are not aware of. R’ Pappa said, we are concerned 
that he told her to keep her earnings and use it for her support.  

• The difference between these reasons would be where the wife is an adult (so he may 
have given her bundles of money), but is not able to support herself with her earnings 
(so she would not have agreed to keep her earnings instead of being supported), or 
where she is a minor who could support herself. 

o Q: Our Mishna had a machlokes regarding whether a wife whose husband travelled overseas must 
swear before seizing assets for support. It seems that all agree that she can seize the assets, since the 
machlokes is only regarding the oath!? A: Shmuel will say that the Mishna is referring to where there 
were rumors that the husband had died.  

o Q: A Braisa brings a machlokes regarding whether a wife whose husband travelled overseas must swear 
before seizing assets for support. It seems that all agree that she can seize the assets, since the 
machlokes is only regarding the oath!? A: Shmuel will say that this Braisa is also referring to where there 
were rumors that the husband had died. 

o Q: A Braisa says, if a husband travelled overseas and when he returned he told his wife, use your 
earnings for your support, he may do so. If Beis Din had seized assets for her support in the meantime, 
what is done is done. We see that they may seize assets!? A: Here too, it is referring to a case where 
there were rumors that he had died.  

o Q: A Braisa says, if a husband travelled overseas and the wife goes to Beis Din and demands support, 
Beis Din may seize assets for her support, but not for the support of his children, and not for “something 
else”. We see they may seize assets!? A: R’ Sheishes said, the Braisa is discussing where he had 
appointed someone to support his wife and that person is not doing his job. In that case there is no 
reason to think that he left her any other means of support, and therefore they may use his assets for 
her support.  

▪ Q: If so, why don’t they also support his children? A: The case is where he set up a person to 
support his wife, but not for his children.  

▪ Q: Why would we assume that the case is such? A: R’ Pappa said, the case must be where there 
is a rumor based on a single witness, that the husband has died. Therefore, the wife, who may 
even get remarried based on a single witness, is entitled to support. The children, who may not 
inherit based on the testimony of a single witness, are not entitled to support based on that one 
witness.  
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▪ Q: What is meant by “something else”? A: R’ Chisda said it refers to jewelry and perfume for his 
wife, and R’ Yosef says it refers to tzedaka.  

• According to R’ Chisda, if we don’t give the wife these items when he is travelling, we 
certainly will not give tzedaka from his money. According to R’ Yosef, although we don’t 
give tzedaka from his money, we would give his wife these items, because we assume 
that he does not want his wife to become disgusting. 

o Q: A Braisa says that if a yavam runs away, the yevama is supported from his assets!? A: Shmuel will say 
that the case of a yavam is different. They do not feel close, and therefore there is no concern that he 
left her money to support herself. Also, he has no right to her earnings, and therefore there is no 
concern that he told her to keep them for support.  

o Q: A Braisa says, if a couple were travelling together overseas and the woman returns and says that she 
was divorced, she is not believed (we need 2 witnesses), and may collect support from his assets up to 
the value of her kesubah. We see that she is supported by seizing his assets!? A: This Braisa is also 
talking about where there is a rumor that he had died (before the alleged divorce).  

▪ Q: If so, why is she limited in her support to the amount of her kesubah? A: Since she claimed to 
be divorced, she has caused herself the loss and limited herself to the amount of the kesubah.  

o Q: A Braisa says, if a man was married to a minor and travelled overseas, and she borrowed money for 
her support and then did mi’un, he is not obligated to pay back the money she borrowed. This suggests 
that a wife who didn’t do mi’un would be entitled to have her husband pay for her support in his 
absence!? A: Shmuel would say, in that case there is no concern that would prevent us from supporting 
her. She is a minor so there is no concern that he gave her a bundle of money for support. Also, since 
she is a minor, it is likely that any earnings she has will be insufficient to support herself with.  

o Q: How do we pasken? A: R’ Dimi said that in practice Rebbi gave a wife support in this situation, but 
that R’ Yishmael did not. Ravin said that it was R’ Yishmael who in practice gave a wife support in this 
situation and it was Rebbi who did not.  

▪ The Gemara paskens like Rav, that we do give the wife support from the assets of her husband 
in his absence.  

▪ The Gemara paskens like R’ Huna in the name of Rav, who said that a woman may tell her 
husband, I don’t want your support and I will keep my own earnings.  

▪ The Gemara paskens like R’ Zvid, who said that earthenware keilim that are coated with white 
or black metallic glaze are mutar and are not considered to absorb into the keilim. If a green 
glaze was used, it is assur (because it contains something that does allow substances to absorb 
into the keili itself). However, if the glazing has cracks, then no matter what type of glazing is 
used, it is assur.  

 
 


