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        Maseches Kesubos, Daf  חק  – Daf יבק  

 

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 ח ק ---102--------------------------------------- 
MISHNA 

• If a husband travelled overseas, and a person went and supported the wife that was left behind, Chanan says 
this person has lost his money (the husband need not pay back). The Bnei Kohanim Gedolim argue and say that 
the person swears how much he spent and then collects that amount. R’ Dosa ben Harkinas agreed with them. 
R’ Yochanan ben Zakai agreed with Chanan and said it is as if the person put money on the horns of a deer (he 
knew it was a good chance it would be lost).  

 
GEMARA 

• Q: A Mishna says, if one made a neder to prohibit another from benefitting from him, the prohibiting person 
may still pay the machtzis hashekel, pay off a loan, and return the lost object of the other person. If it is 
customary to get paid when returning a lost item and the prohibited party is the one who returned it, that 
payment should go to hekdesh. Now, it is understandable why he may pay his machtzis hashekel and return his 
lost item, because those are considered to be mitzvos. However, repaying his loan is simply benefitting him, and 
that should be assur!? A: R’ Oshaya said, this Mishna must follow Chanan, who says that payment of another’s 
obligation does not create a benefit that must then be repaid. Rava said it may even follow the Rabanan. The 
case of this Mishna may be that the debt had no due date and as such repayment could have been delayed for a 
long time. Therefore, repayment for him is of no real benefit, since he had no current obligation to pay. 

o Q: Rava didn’t say like R’ Oshaya, because he wanted to make the Mishna follow the Rabanan. Why 
didn’t R’ Oshaya say like Rava? A: R’ Oshaya feels, that even if there was no due date on the loan, the 
fact that it is repaid saves him embarrassment from the creditor. That in itself is considered to be a 
benefit. 

 
MISHNA 

• Admon gave 7 rulings in which he argued on the Rabanan. The first is regarding the following case. If a person 
died, leaving over sons and daughters, if he leaves a large estate, the sons inherit it and the daughters are 
supported from it. If it is a small estate, the daughters are supported from it, and the sons must go around 
begging. Admon said, just because I am a male I should lose out!? R’ Gamliel said, I agree with the words of 
Admon. 

 
GEMARA 

• Q: Admon seems to suggest that a male should be in a stronger position, not a weaker one. Why should a male 
be in a stronger position? A: Abaye said, because a male learns Torah.  

o Q: Rava asked, does that mean that only a male who learns Torah inherits? A: Rather, Rava said, Admon 
meant that a male is stronger in that he inherits a larger estate. Why should that make him lose when 
there is a smaller estate? 

 
MISHNA 

• If one claims that another owes him jugs of oil, and the other person admits to owing empty jugs, but not ones 
full of oil, Admon says he must swear since he has admitted to part of the claim. The Chachomim say, the 
admission is not on the same type as the claim, and therefore no swearing is required. R’ Gamliel said, I agree 
with the words of Admon. 
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GEMARA 

• Q: The Chachomim in the Mishna would seem to hold that if a plaintiff makes a claim for wheat and barley and 
the defendant admits to only one of them, that there would not be an oath needed. This refutes R’ Nachman in 
the name of Shmuel, who says that the defendant would need to swear!? A: R’ Yehuda in the name of Rav said, 
our Mishna is talking about where the claim was only for a certain amount of oil, not for the jugs itself. As such it 
is not the same as the case of Shmuel. 

o Q: If so, why does Admon say he must swear? A: Rava said, the case of the Mishna is where he claimed 
“10 barrels of oil”. Admon says that claim is on the barrels as well, and the Chachomim say that it is only 
on the oil.  

▪ Q: This would seem to say that if the claim was clearly on the barrels as well, all would require 
that the defendant swear. If so, this refutes R’ Chiya bar Abba who says that when the claim is 
for wheat and barley and the defendant admits to one of them he does not have to swear!? A: 
R’ Simi bar Ashi said, claiming a barrel with oil is like claiming a pomegranate in its peel (i.e. it is 
considered one claim, not 2 claims like the claim for wheat and barley). Therefore, it cannot be 
used to refute the view of R’ Chiya bar Abba.  

▪ Q: Ravina asked, a fruit without its shell is not protected, but oil without the barrel is. These 
cases therefore cannot be compared!? A: Ravina therefore said that our Mishna is a case where 
the plaintiff made a claim for “10 jugs of oil”, and the defendant says, first of all, I don’t owe you 
any oil, and second of all, I only owe you 5 empty barrels, not 10. Admon feels that the original 
claim includes a claim for the empty barrels as well, and since he admits to part of the claim he 
must swear on the other barrels. Also, once he is made to swear on the barrels, we also make 
him swear on the oil via a “gilgul shevuah”. The Chachomim say that the original claim did not 
include a claim on the barrels, and therefore an admission on the barrels is not an admission on 
the claim, and therefore, no swearing is necessary.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf טק ---103--------------------------------------- 
MISHNA 

• If a father in law promises a dowry to his son-in-law, who then gives kiddushin to the daughter, but the father-
in-law then says he is not paying, the chosson may keep the girl in the status of an arusah forever. Admon said, 
she can tell him, if I was the one who didn’t keep a promise I can understand that you can keep me in the arusah 
status. However, it is my father who has not kept a promise. Therefore, either marry me or divorce me. R’ 
Gamliel says, I agree with the words of Admon. 

 
GEMARA 

• Our Mishna’s version of the machlokes does not follow the version of a Braisa. The Braisa says that R’ Yose the 
son of R’ Yehuda said, the Chachomim agree with Admon that when the father makes a promise that he doesn’t 
keep, the chosson must either marry or divorce the girl. The machlokes is when the girl herself promised money 
and didn’t follow through. In that case, Admon says that she can say, I thought my father would pay for me, and 
since he isn’t, either marry me or divorce me. The Chachomim say, he can leave her in the arusah status forever. 
R’ Gamliel agreed with Admon. 

o It was taught, the Chachomim of the Braisa only hold that way when the girl is an adult. If she is not, 
“we can use force”.  

▪ Rava explains this to mean, we can use force to make the chosson divorce her. 

• R’ Yitzchak ben Elazar in the name of Chizkiya said, whenever R’ Gamliel says “I agree with the words of 
Admon”, the Halacha follows Admon. 

o R’ Nachman said, this is true whether stated in a Mishna or a Braisa. 
o R’ Zeira in the name of Rabbah bar R’ Yirmiya said, regarding the 2 statements of Chanan, the Halacha 

follows the one who holds like him. Regarding the 7 statements made by Admon, the Halacha does not 
follow the one who holds like him.  
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▪ Q: This can’t mean that we never follow Admon or those that agree with him, because we said 
in the name of Chizkiya that we pasken like R’ Gamliel when he agrees with Admon!? It can’t 
mean that we don’t always follow R’ Gamliel (who only holds like Admon in 3 of his cases) but 
do always follow Admon, because Chizkiya seems to say that we will not pasken like Admon in 
the cases where R’ Gamliel does not agree with him!? A: This means that we always follow 
Chanan, but regarding Admon we only follow the one who holds like him (R’ Gamliel), and only 
in the cases where he does agree with him. In the other cases we will not pasken like Admon. 

 
MISHNA 

• If one disputes someone’s ownership of a field, but the plaintiff himself had signed on the field being transferred 
from a third person to the current occupant, Admon says the plaintiff can claim he signed on the transfer 
because he felt he has a better chance at removing the field from the current occupant than from the third 
party. The Chachomim say that by signing on the transfer he has lost any claim to the field.  

• If the occupant had used the disputed field as a boundary marker in another document, referring to the field as 
his own, and the plaintiff had signed on that document, all would agree that he loses any claim to that field.  

 
GEMARA 

• Abaye said, the Chachomim would only say that he loses his claim if he signed as a witness to the transfer. 
However, if he signed as a judge to the transfer, he would not lose his right to make a claim.  

o This is based on a Braisa where R’ Chiya taught that witnesses do not sign a document unless they have 
read it though, but judges sign to a document without having read it through.  

ASSA’AH SIMAN L’ACHER 

• Abaye said, the plaintiff loses his claim only if the document he signed used the disputed field as a boundary 
marker for a sale to a third party. However, if the field was being sold to the plaintiff himself, his signature does 
not make him lose his claim, because he can say that he had to use the disputed field as a boundary marker, 
because if he did not, the other person would not have sold him the field that was the subject of the document.  

• There was once a plaintiff claiming ownership to land, but had signed a document in which the occupant used 
the disputed land as a boundary (referring to the disputed land as his own land). He then made his claim to the 
land, and died before resolving the claim. He had appointed an apitrapis to help the orphans. The apitrapis went 
to Abaye and made the claim that the property belonged to the orphans and brought proof to that effect. 
Abaye said, any claim was lost when the deceased signed to the document referencing the property as 
belonging to the occupant. The apitrapis said, if the deceased was alive, he could claim that he signed the 
document, because it only referred to the amount of one row of plowing as belonging to the occupant, but the 
rest of the field was truly his own. Abaye said, that is would have been a good claim based on R’ Yochanan, and 
therefore you can make this claim now as well. The apitrapis then said, if the deceased was alive he could say 
that although he admitted that the one row belonged to the occupant, he subsequently bought that row from 
the occupant. Abaye said, he would be believed with that claim based on R’ Yochanan and therefore the 
apitrapis can make that claim as well. Abaye then said, whoever appoints an apitrapis should appoint one as 
good as this one, because he knows how to fight for the rights of the orphans.  

 
MISHNA 

• If someone travelled overseas and when he returned he no longer knows where the road granting him access to 
his landlocked field was, Admon says he may use the shortest path to his field as a route of access. The 
Chachomim say he must either pay whatever the surrounding owners will charge to allow him access, or he can 
fly through the air to get there. 

 
GEMARA 

• R’ Yehuda in the name of Rav says, the machlokes is where the four surrounding fields are owned by 4 different 
people. That is where the Chachomim say that he can’t just take any path he desires.  
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o Q: If that is the case, why does Admon allow him to do so? A: Rava said, the case is where the 4 
surrounding fields were initially owned by 4 people, but they were then all bought by one person. 
Admon says the person can tell the new owner that I had a path somewhere within your fields and 
therefore he can take the shortest path. The Chachomim say, the current owner can tell him, if you will 
pay me for the path, I will sell it to you. If not, I will give the fields back to the initial owners and you will 
be stuck with no path at all. 

• A person once said that a palm tree of his estate should go to his daughter. When he died the sons divided the 
estate and did not give a palm tree to the daughter. R’ Yosef thought to say that this is similar to the case of our 
Mishna and each heir can push her off onto the other. Abaye said, this case is very different, because it was 
given to her before the estate was divided. Therefore, they must give her a palm tree and then re-divide the 
estate. 

• A person once said that a palm tree of his estate should be given to his daughter. Besides full ownership of some 
palm trees, the person also had half ownership of 2 palm trees. The heirs wanted to give her these 2 halves as 
the palm tree that she was promised. R’ Ashi contemplated whether people refer to 2 halves of a palm tree as 
“a palm tree” and therefore giving these to her would be fulfilling the father’s request. R’ Mordechai told R’ 
Ashi that Avimi of Hagrunya in the name of Rava said that people do refer to 2 halves of a palm tree as “a palm 
tree”. 

 

-------------------------------------Daf י ק ---104--------------------------------------- 
MISHNA 

• If a creditor has a loan document against a debtor, and the debtor produces a deed showing that after the due 
date of the loan the creditor had sold him a piece of land: Admon says the debtor can say that if he truly owed 
him the money, the creditor would never have sold him the property, and would have instead just taken the 
money for payment of his loan. The Chachomim say that the creditor can claim that he sold it, because he felt 
that it would then be easier to take back that land in payment for the loan. 

 
GEMARA 

• The Gemara says that in a place where in a real estate transaction the money is given over before the deed, all 
would agree that the debtor can say that if he really owed the money, then the creditor should have taken the 
money for the “purchase” and not given over the deed. The machlokes is in a place where the deed is given 
before the money. Admon says that if he sold it with intent to later collect the loan he should have told 
someone of this intent. The Rabanan don’t expect him to tell others of his intention, because it would risk that 
the debtor would find out about his intention. 

 
MISHNA 

• If a creditor produces a loan document against a debtor, and the debtor then shows that he has a loan 
document against the creditor dating after the other loan document, Admon says that the debtor can say that if 
I truly owed you money you would not have lent me money. The Chachomim say that each one can collect on 
his document. 

 
GEMARA 

• If two people have outstanding loans against each other, R’ Nachman says each one collects a piece of land from 
their debtor. R’ Sheishes says there is no reason to move property, rather the loans cancel each other out and 
everybody stays with their own properties.  

o All agree that if they have the same quality land that there is no reason to have them switch properties. 
The machlokes is where one has “average” land and the other has inferior land. R’ Nachman says that 
when a creditor collects “average” land this means he takes average based on the debtor’s other lands. 
Therefore, the one with the inferior land will end up with land that is superior in his eyes and the one 
with the average land will end up with land that is inferior in his eyes. R’ Sheishes says that a creditor 
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always collects land that is “average” in the world in general. Therefore, the creditor who owns the 
inferior land will take the average land from the other person, who will then take that “average” land 
back for his loan. There is no point in giving the land, so the loans are therefore simply cancelled out.  

▪ Q: According to R’ Nachman, maybe the creditor with the average land will come first and take 
the inferior land, and he can then give that exact land back to the other person for his loan!? A: 
He is talking about where the one with the inferior land made his claim first.  

▪ Q: They present their claims to Beis Din at the same time, and therefore Beis Din would not 
allow one party to collect first when it causes the other party a loss!? A: The case must be where 
one party has superior and average land, and the other party has only inferior land. In that case, 
R’ Nachman would hold that whichever party collects first, the result will be that the one who 
owned the inferior land will end up with average land, and the one who owned superior and 
average land will end up with superior and inferior land. R’ Sheishes would hold that since we 
give a creditor what is universally considered average land, the one average piece of land would 
simply be passed back and forth, and therefore the loans are simply cancelled.  

▪ Q: Our Mishna says that the Chachomim say that each party collects his loan. This refutes R’ 
Sheishes!? A: R’ Nachman explained that according to R’ Sheishes we would say that the case is 
where one loan was for a 5 year term and the other was for a 10 year term (one was due before 
the other) and therefore we certainly allow the earlier maturing loan to be collected before the 
other loan becomes due. 

• Q: If the first loan was not yet due when the second loan was taken, Admon would not 
have said that the second loan proves that the first loan was non-existent, because the 
loan was not yet due!? It must be that the case is where the first loan was due when the 
second one was taken. If so, why do the Rabanan say that this does not prove that the 
first loan is not outstanding!? A: The case is where the second loan was taken on the 
day of the expiration of the first loan. The Rabanan say it is possible that the first 
creditor would borrow money even though he has money coming to him the next day, 
and Admon says that he would not have done that.  

• A: Rami bar Chama said, R’ Sheishes can say that our Mishna is discussing where one of 
the parties are orphans of the original party. As orphans, they can collect their father’s 
debt and need not pay their father’s obligation (since they did not inherit land). 
Therefore it is not simply passing assets back and forth 

o Q: The Mishna says that each of them collects their loan!? A: The Mishna means 
that one party collects and the other is entitled to collect but has no property to 
seize and therefore cannot collect.  

o Q: Rava asked 2 questions: 1) the Mishna seems to say that both parties actually 
collect, 2) we should allow the orphans to collect land, and then, since they then 
have land from their father, we should allow the other creditor to take back the 
land from them!? This remains a KASHYEH. 

o Q: Maybe we can say the case is where the orphans only have inferior land and 
the other creditor has average and superior land, in which case the creditor can 
always only take inferior land, because a creditor only collects inferior land 
when collecting from orphans? A: Although he is only supposed to collect 
inferior land, if he seizes higher grade land he would be allowed to keep it. 

 
MISHNA 

• There are 3 separate lands in Eretz Yisrael (for the purpose that one cannot force his wife to move from one of 
them to another): Yehuda, Eiver HaYarden, and the Galil. One may not force his wife to move from a town in 
one to a town in another, or from a city in one to a city in another. However, one may force his wife to move 
from one town to another or from one city to another within the same land. Even within the same land one may 
not force his wife to move from a city to a town or visa-versa. 
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o One may force his wife to move from a bad dwelling to a good dwelling, but not visa-versa. R’ Shimon 
ben Gamliel says a person cannot force his wife to move from a bad dwelling to a good one, because it 
causes a person who is not used to that better type of living to become sick.  

 
GEMARA 

• Q: It makes sense that she can’t be forced to move from a city to a town (there are less things available there), 
but why can’t she be forced to go from a town to a city? A: This supports R’ Yose who learns from a pasuk that it 
is difficult to live in cities because of the congested living conditions.  

R’ SHIMON BEN GAMLIEL OMER… 

• Q: How is it that it causes one to be sick? A: It is like Shmuel said, that it causes a change in routine, and a 
change in routine causes sickness.  

 
MISHNA 

• A person can force everyone (i.e. his family) to move with him to Eretz Yisrael, but he cannot force anyone to 
leave Eretz Yisrael. A person can force his family to move with him to Yerushalayim, but he cannot force anyone 
to leave Yerushalayim. This is true for men and women (a wife may force her family just like a man may force 
his). 

• If a man marries a woman in Eretz Yisrael and divorces her there, he pays her in Eretz Yisrael currency. If he 
married her there but divorced her somewhere else, he still gives her Eretz Yisrael currency. If he married her 
somewhere else and divorced her in Eretz Yisrael he still gives her Eretz Yisrael currency. R’ Shimon ben Gamliel 
says, in this last case he pays her in the currency of the place of marriage (if that currency is more valuable, 
because he agreed to that currency in the kesubah). If he married her and divorced her somewhere else, he pays 
her in that currency. 

 
GEMARA 

• Q: What does the Mishna mean when it says he can force “everybody”? A: It means that even Jewish slaves can 
be forced to move. 

o Q: According to the version of the Mishna that explicitly says “slaves”, what is the “everybody” coming 
to include? A: It means to include even moving the family from a good dwelling outside Eretz Yisrael to 
a bad dwelling inside Eretz Yisrael. 

o Q: What does the Mishna mean to include when it says “nobody” may be forced to leave? A: It includes 
a slave who escaped his master outside Eretz Yisrael and ran to Eretz Yisrael. 

o Q: What does the Mishna mean to include when it says “everyone” may be forced to move to 
Yerushalayim? A: It means even if they will have to move to a worse dwelling. 

o Q: What is meant when it says “nobody” may be forced to leave Yerushalayim? A: This comes to include 
even if they will be going to a better dwelling. Since the earlier part of the Mishna states this phrase of 
“nobody may be forced to leave”, we say it here as well.  

• A Braisa says, if a wife refuses to move to Eretz Yisrael with her husband, he may divorce her without paying her 
kesubah. If he refuses to move there with her, he must divorce her and pay her kesubah. Similarly, if she wants 
to leave Eretz Yisrael and he does not, he can divorce her without paying her kesubah. If he wants to leave and 
she does not, he must divorce her and pay her kesubah.  

NASA ISHA… 

• Q: The Mishna seems contradictory!? First it says if they get married in Eretz Yisrael and divorced elsewhere he 
pays with currency of Eretz Yisrael, presumably because that is where the obligation took place. Then it says that 
if they get married elsewhere and divorced in Eretz Yisrael he must pay with the currency of Eretz Yisrael, but 
that is not where the obligation took place!? A: Rabbah said, since kesubah is only D’Rabanan we go l’kula, and 
always allow him to pay with the less valuable currency.  

R’ SHIMON BEN GAMLIEL OMER… 

• He holds that kesubah is D’Orasia, so he must pay her with the higher currency if that is where the obligation 
took place.  
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• A Braisa says, if a loan document was written with the location as Bavel, he pays in Bavel currency. If it is written 
with the location as Eretz Yisrael, he pays with its currency. If it has no location written, he pays in the currency 
of where it is presented for payment. If it just says that the debtor owes “kesef”, without any amount, the 
debtor may pay back whatever he wants. This is not so for a kesubah.  

o Q: What was this last sentence said in regard to? A: R’ Mesharshiya said, it was written regarding the 
first part of the Braisa and excludes the view of R’ Shimon ben Gamliel. 

o Q: Maybe the term “kesef” means that he owes a bar of silver? A: R’ Elazar said, the case is where the 
word “coin” was written as well. 

• A Braisa says, a person should rather live in a city of majority goyim in Eretz Yisrael than in a city of mostly 
Yidden outside Eretz Yisrael, because we darshen a pasuk to teach that one who lives in Eretz Yisrael is 
considered to have a G-d, and one who lives outside Eretz Yisrael is considered not to have a G-d, meaning it is 
as if he has worshipped avodah zarah. We see this in the psukim regarding Dovid.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf יאק  ---105--------------------------------------- 

• R’ Zeira wanted to leave Bavel for Eretz Yisrael. He tried to avoid R’ Yehuda before doing so, because R’ Yehuda 
darshened pesukim to teach that one should not move back to Eretz Yisrael before Moshiach comes. R’ Zeira 
darshened the psukim differently, and therefore held it was mutar. 

• R’ Elazar said based on a drasha of a pasuk, anyone who lives in Eretz Yisrael lives without sin. Rava told R’ Ashi 
that he had learned the drasha of that pasuk to teach that one who lives with illness lives without sin. 

• R’ Anan darshened a pasuk to teach that anyone who is buried in Eretz Yisrael is considered to be buried under 
the Mizbe’ach (he gets forgiveness for his sins). 

o Ulla would often go to Eretz Yisrael. He died outside Eretz Yisrael but was brought there to be buried. R’ 
Elazar said, being brought to Eretz Yisrael for burial is not nearly as good as actually dying in Eretz 
Yisrael. 

• R’ Chanina spoke harshly against people living outside of Eretz Yisrael.  
o R’ Yehuda in the name of Shmuel said, just as one may not leave Eretz Yisrael for Bavel, one may also 

not leave Bavel for other countries.  
▪ Rabbah and R’ Yosef said one may not even go from Pumbedisa to Bei Kubei. R’ Yosef put 

someone in cheirem for doing so. 
▪ When one of the Rabanan died after leaving Pumbedisa, Abaye said he could have lived if he 

wanted to (by not leaving Pumbedisa).  
o Rabbah and R’ Yosef said, the best people of Bavel are absorbed by Eretz Yisrael. The best people of all 

other countries are absorbed by Bavel. 
▪ Q: What does that mean? If it means that the most genealogically fit people of Bavel marry (are 

absorbed) into Eretz Yisrael, that can’t be, because we have learned that Bavel has the most 
genealogically pure people, even more than Eretz Yisroel!? A: It is referring to burial, and means 
that the best people of Bavel are brought to EY for burial.  

• R’ Yehuda darshens a pasuk to teach that anyone who lives in Bavel is as if he lives in EY. 

• Abaye said, we have a tradition that Bavel will not suffer through the pains to come before Moshiach. The 
Gemara said this refers to a particular city in Bavel.  

• R’ Elazar darshened a pasuk to teach that there will only be techiyas hameisim in EY. 
o R’ Yirmiya bar Abba in the name of R’ Yochanan said, whoever walks 4 amos in EY is assured that he 

has a place in Olam Habbah.  
o Q: Does R’ Elazar not think that the tzaddikim outside of EY will not have techiyas hameisim? A: R’ Illa’a 

said, they will have by rolling underground to EY. Abaye explained that underground tunnels will be 
created for them to lessen any pain associated with this process.  

▪ Karna said, this is the reason that Yaakov Avinu insisted on being buried in EY, so as not to have 
to suffer the rolling, in case he wasn’t zoche to have tunnels created for him.  

• R’ Chanina said the same regarding Yosef’s request that he be buried in EY. 
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• Based on this teaching, Rabbah’s brothers tried to get him to move to EY with them. 
o R’ Elazar darshened a pasuk to teach that an ahm haaretz will not have techiyas hameisim. A Braisa says 

this as well. R’ Yochanan told him, that pasuk may be referring to one who does avodah zarah. R’ Elazar 
responded that he has another pasuk that can teach this. When he saw that R’ Yochanan was pained by 
this drasha, he told him that if they provide for talmidei chachomim they will have techiyas hameisim. 

o R’ Chiya bar Yosef darshened a pasuk to teach that the tzaddikim will have techiyas hameisim in 
Yerushalayim.  

▪ He also said that they tzaddikim will arise with their clothing. For, if wheat, which gets buried 
without its shell arises with its shell, certainly the tzadik, who was buried with his clothing, will 
arise with his clothing.  

▪ He also darshened that in the future the ground of EY will produce ready-made bread rolls and 
fancy woolen clothing. 

▪ A Braisa darshens a pasuk to teach that in the future the wheat will grow as tall as palm trees 
and reach the mountaintops. Hashem will then have a wind blow and expensive flour will fall to 
the ground from the wheat. A person will be able to take a handful and support his family. Also, 
wheat kernels will be as large as 2 kidneys of a large ox. 

▪ The Gemara cites instances of tremendous blessing in EY in the times of the Tanna’im. 
▪ The Braisa teaches that in the future one grape will be enough for a person’s wine needs. The 

Gemara then goes on to say how large and plentiful the grapes and produce will be. 
▪ The Gemara tells how R’ Chiya bar Adda inherited a vineyard that produced tremendous 

amounts of wine from a small amount of grapes.  
▪ The Gemara then gives many more examples of how blessed the produce was in those times. 

The Gemara then gives examples of how the blessing was later removed.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf יב ק ---106--------------------------------------- 

• A Braisa says, EY in its time of blessing would have a beis se’ah of land produce 50,000 kur of produce. The 
Braisa then shows this by comparing Tzoan in Mitzrayim (the best land outside of EY) to Chevron (the worst land 
for planting in EY) and showing that Chevron produced many times more. The better agricultural lands therefore 
produced many, many times more than that, and in years of blessing produced many times more than usual. 

o A Braisa brings R’ Yose, who says that from every se’ah of wheat in Yehuda they would produce 5 se’ah 
of flour (albeit of different grades). 

o A tzeduki attested to R’ Chanina about the special blessing in the land of EY. 
o The Gemara tells how a date tree would yield 120 kur of dates. 
o R’ Chisda said, the pasuk compares EY to a deer, because just as the skins of a deer cannot hold all its 

meat once it has been skinned, so too EY is not large enough to hold all of its produce. Another 
understanding is, just as the deer is the quickest of animals, so too EY produce ripens quicker, and is of 
better quality, than the produce of any other land. 

o A pasuk gives 3 curses against the false prophets. R’ Elazar understood them to mean as follows: they 
will not be from the deciders of the months, they will not be from those who get semicha, they will not 
enter EY. When R’ Elazar did all these 3 things (went to EY, got semicha, and was on the special Beis Din 
to decide the months) he said that he is now free from these 3 curses.  

o When R’ Zeira went to EY, instead of waiting for a boat to take him across a river that he had to cross, 
he walked across on a narrow board. A tzeduki told him, you Jews were always impulsive people. You 
accepted the Torah before you even heard what it was, and now you cross the river and can’t even wait 
for the next boat! R’ Zeira told him, I am going to the land that even Moshe and Aharon did not merit to 
enter. If I wait, I may lose the merit to enter as well. 

o R’ Abba would kiss the stones of Akko. R’ Chanina would fix the roads of EY. R’ Ami and R’ Assi would 
move to the sun when they were cold and into the shade when they were hot while learning, so that 



Daf In Review – Weekly Chazarah 
 

Page 9 
 

they should always be comfortable and never have complaints about the conditions in EY. R’ Chiya bar 
Gamda would roll in the dust of EY. 

• R’ Zeira in the name of R’ Yirmiya bar Abba said, the generation of Moshiach will experience a denigration of 
talmidei chachomim. Shmuel said that time will see harsh gezeiros levied on top of other harsh gezeiros. R’ 
Yosef said there will be pillagers on top of pillagers.  

• R’ Chiya bar Ashi in the name of Rav said based on a drasha of a pasuk that in the future all the barren trees of 
Eretz Yisrael will bear fruit. 

 
HADRAN ALACH PEREK SHNEI DAYANEI!!! 

 

HADRAN ALACH MESECHTA KESUBOS!!! 
 

MAZAL TOV!!! 
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        Maseches Nedarim, Daf  ב – Daf ג 

 

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 2---ב--------------------------------------- 
MESECHTA NEDARIM 

 
PEREK KOL KINUYAY -- PEREK RISHON 

 
MISHNA 

• All equivalent terms (“kinuyim”): of nedarim are effective to create a neder, of charamim (that something 
should become assur and go to bedek habayis, or to the Kohanim) are effective to create a cheirem, of shavuos 
are effective to create a shavuah, of nezirus are effective to create a nezirus.  

• With regard to partial statements (“yados”), if someone says to another: I am vowed from you, I am separated 
from you, I am distanced from you, in what I eat from you, or in what I taste from you, it makes the person assur 
as a neder. If he says, I am “menudah” from you (this may be used as a language of excommunication or as 
language of detaching), R’ Akiva was uncertain and therefore was machmir in this case as well. 

 
GEMARA 

• Q: Why is it that our Mishna discusses kinuyim for not just nedarim, but even for charamim, shavuos, and 
nezirus, whereas in Mesechta Nazir, the Mishna only states that kinuyim for nezirus are effective in creating 
nezirus? A: Since nedarim and shavuos are discussed together in the Torah, the Tanna wanted to mention both 
here. Once it mentions the two of them, it mentions the others as well.  

o Q: If so, why not mention shavuos right after nedarim? A: Nedarim is where someone makes an object 
assur on a person, and charamim does the same. After finishing that category, the Mishna then lists 
shavuos, which is where the person makes himself assur on the item. 

• Q: Why does the Mishna open with kinuyim (stating that they are effective), and then begin giving examples of 
yados (without first explaining and giving examples of kinuyim)? Also, the Mishna never even states the rule that 
yados are effective! It goes straight into giving examples and explanation!? A: The Mishna is missing words and 
should be read as saying – all kinuyim of nedarim are effective to make a neder, and all yados of nedarim are 
effective in making a neder. 

o Q: Why isn’t the explanation for kinuyim given first? A: The Mishna first explains the one stated last, 
which is a method used by Mishnayos elsewhere as well (the Gemara cites examples). 

▪ Q: We find many examples of where the Mishna begins explaining the first item of a list before 
the last!? A: That is done when the stated list was longer, and beginning with the later case will 
therefore lead to confusion.  

• Q: We find Mishnayos with short lists that also begin explaining the first case first!? A: It 
must be that sometimes a Tanna explains the first thing first, and other times explains 
the last thing first. There is no real reason as to why a particular method is chosen. A2: 
The concept of yados is learned from a drasha and is therefore more beloved to the 
Tanna. That is why he explained it first.  

• Q: If so, why not list it first in the Mishna as well? A: Kinuyim are D’Oraisa, and they are 
therefore listed first. However, when it comes to giving the explanation, yados are first, 
because they are learned from a drasha.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf 3---ג--------------------------------------- 
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• Q: The Gemara said that the Mishna explains yados before kinuyim, because yados are learned via a drasha, 
which makes it more beloved to the Tanna. This reason is valid if we follow the shita that says that kinuyim are 
simply verbiage of nedarim in other languages. Therefore, it is clear that they work and yados are a more novel 
concept. However, according to the view that kinuyim are words created by the Rabanan to effectuate a neder, 
kinuyim are actually more novel than yados (which are at least learned from pesukim) and should therefore 
have been explained first!? A: As we stated earlier, the Mishna doesn’t actually give the general rule for yados, 
and we are told that we should insert that language into the Mishna. Once we must insert it into the Mishna, it 
should be inserted at the very beginning, before discussion of kinuyim, and it can then be said that yados are 
explained first because yados are listed first as well. 

• Q: Where is the concept of yados written in the pasuk? A: A pasuk says, “ish oh isha ki yafli lindor neder nazir 
l’hazir LaShem”. A Braisa says, the double verbiage of “nazir l’hazir” teaches that the kinuyim of nezirus create 
nezirus and that the yados of nezirus create nezirus. The fact that the pasuk puts neder next to nezirus teaches 
us a hekesh between the two. We learn that just as yados are effective for nezirus, yados are effective for 
nedarim as well. We also learn that just as one transgresses “lo yacheil” and “lo si’acheir” when he doesn’t keep 
his promise or delays in delivering on his promise, the same would be for nezirus. Also, just as a father and 
husband can annul the nedarim of his daughter or wife, a father and husband may do the same for the nezirus 
of his daughter or wife. 

o Q: Why do we need the hekesh to teach us that yados are effective in creating a neder? Just as there is 
double verbiage by nezirus there is also double verbiage by nedarim, and we should therefore be able to 
learn yados by nedarim from the double verbiage (“lindor neder”) without the hekesh!? A: If the double 
verbiage of neder would have been written with the noun before the verb (“neder lindor”) as it is 
written by nezirus (“nazir l’hazir”) then we could learn it from there without the hekesh. Since it does 
not do it that way, it shows that the pasuk wrote this double verbiage in the style that people speak, and 
not to use it to learn a drasha.  

▪ Q: This answer is valid according to the view that sometimes the Torah writes in the way that 
people speak and not for a drasha. However, according to the view that double verbiage is 
always to be used for a drasha, what will we darshen with these words? A: That view will say 
that the pasuk is teaching that yados of nedarim are effective in creating nedarim. The hekesh 
would then teach that yados by nezirus are also effective. We would then say that the double 
verbiage by nezirus teaches that a vow of nezirus can take effect on top of another vow of 
nezirus (and they would have to be observed consecutively).  

• Q: According to the view that the verbiage of nezirus teaches regarding yados, how does 
he learn the Halacha of one nezirus taking effect on another nezirus, according to the 
view that one nezirus does take effect on top of another nezirus (which is itself a matter 
of dispute)? A: The pasuk could have said “lizor” and instead says “l’hazir”. We can 
therefore learn 2 drashos from this word.  

• In Eretz Yisrael they said, there is a Tanna who learns the effectiveness of yados from 
the words “lindor neder” and another Tanna who learns it from the pasuk of “kol 
hayotzei mipiv yaaseh”. 

o Q: The Braisa quoted above said that just as one transgresses “lo yacheil” and “lo si’acheir” when he 
doesn’t keep his promise or delays in delivering on his promise, the same would be for nezirus. Now, 
one transgresses lo yacheil of a neder when he promises to do something (e.g. eat a piece of bread) and 
doesn’t do it. How is that applied to nezirus? As soon as one says he will be a nazir, he is automatically a 
nazir!? If he then does something a nazir may not do, he transgresses a different lav, but not the lav of lo 
yacheil, because he is in fact a nazir!? A: Rava said, it makes him be oiver 2 lavim (he would be oiver lo 
yacheil and the other lav for doing something he may not do as a nazir). 

▪ Q: How does one violate lo si’acher by nezirus? As soon as he says he will be a nazir, he becomes 
a nazir, and it therefore becomes impossible for him to delay this promise!? A: The case would 
be where he said “when I want to begin, I will become a nazir”. Therefore it does not take effect 
immediately. 
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• Q: If that is the case, he can’t be said to be delaying the nezirus, because it does not 
take effect until he wants it to!? A: Rava said, the case is where he says, I will not leave 
this world before being a nazir. In this case, he is obligated to accept it upon himself 
immediately, since a person does not know when he will die. 

o A: R’ Acha bar Yaakov said, the case is where he was standing in a cemetery 
when he accepted the nezirus. It cannot begin until he leaves and makes himself 
tahor. If he delays in doing so he would be oiver lo si’acher.  

▪ Q: That is only true according to the view that the nezirus in that case 
will not take effect immediately!? Also, we are taught that Mar Bar R’ 
Ashi said that all agree that in this case the nezirus would take effect 
immediately!? A: Still, if he delays in becoming tahor he would be oiver 
lo si’acher for dealying the onset of tahor nezirus.  

• R’ Ashi said, based on this, if a nazir purposely makes himself 
tamei, he will be oiver lo si’acher of a tahor nezirus.  

 


