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1 Methods through which a woman becomes acquired and acquires herself

The opening Mishnah states: 0217 w5wa n1pa nwrn — A woman is acquired for marriage in three ways,
D°577 *NW2 MNXY NR AN — and acquires herself (to remarry) in two ways. MX’221 7021 7012 MIPI —
She is acquired with money, a document, or relations. Beis Shammai says that the minimum amount
of money for kiddushin is a dinar or an item of equivalent value, and Beis Hillel says it is a perutah
(the smallest unit of money) or its equivalent value. A perutah is valued at an eighth of an Italian
issar. The Mishnah continues: Ypan nvna1 va mxy nx i1 — She acquires herself with a get, or with
the husband’s death. o33 mp3 i — A yevamah is acquired by the yavam with relations, nx anp
DN NP 1Y XY — and she acquires herself to marry someone else with chalitzah, or with the
yavam'’s death.

2 oy aTwn amp amp, and the meaning of the word kiddushin

The Gemara wonders why the Mishnah uses the expression "mip1 nwrn" — a woman is acquired,
whereas the first Mishnah of the second perek says "oTpn wri” — a man marries. It answers: D1wn
103 "IN *Y2 ’pT — Because it wants to mention “money” as a method of kiddushin. That money can
effect kiddushin can be derived from a gezeirah shavah of oy nmon nmp amvp — the words armp amp
learned from the field of Efron: Regarding kiddushin it says: mox wx np» > — When a man will “take” a
wife, and regarding purchasing Efron’s field, Avraham said: »on np n7wn 73 °nn1 — I have given the
money of the field; “take” it from me. The Gemara then demonstrates that "nmp” — taking is referred to
as “Pp” — acquiring, which is why our Mishnah uses this term. The Gemara explains that the second
perek uses the term “wTpn” — marries, because the first Mishnah uses the Scriptural term describing
marriage, and the later Mishnah uses the Rabbinical term for marriage, kiddushin. This term is
explained wTpna ’NY *H1d8 1% MOXT — that by marrying her, he prohibits her to everyone like hekdesh.

3 R HY AY AWK YV 1977 PRI VR HY 1N VR YV 1977

The Gemara explains that the Mishnah uses the feminine “v%»” and not the masculine ‘50"
because of the word "0>17" — ways, which has a feminine usage (and women are the subject of
our Mishnah). The Gemara persists: Instead of using 0°>77, requiring the feminine v5v, let it use
the word 0271 — things, which would allow the masculine nw5w (the more common usage)! Two
answers are given: 1) nxa 0% *papT o1on — Because the Mishnah wants to mention relations as a
method of kiddushin, which a pasuk describes as a “derech”: noxin nwR 77" 13 MYV 113 "I — And
the “way” of a man with a young woman, likewise is the “way” of an adulterous woman. 2) Alternatively,
the Tanna is Rebbe Shimon, who explained why the Torah describes marriage with the words “3
TOR R MpY” — when a man will take a woman, and not “w’xY wR npvn 3" — when a woman shall be
taken by a man: TOR Y MY WK Y© 13170 "190 — Because it is the way of a man to pursue a woman for
marriage, WX 9D MY TR Y 71577 PR — but it is not the way of a woman to pursue a man. DX YN
nrax 1» nmaxw — This is analogous to a man who lost an item; 0 9v n n — who searches after whom?
INTAR Y N AaR" 9va — The owner of the lost item searches after his item (therefore, a man searches
for a woman, who was created from his bone). The Mishnah uses “way,” because the “way” of man is
relevant to how kiddushin comes about. These answers are challenged on the next daf, and a different
answer is given.
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1 The Mishnah’s number excludes other methods from effecting kiddushin (1o°>n ,non)
The Gemara asks what the number of the Mishnah (“three ways”) excludes (from effecting kiddushin).
It initially answers that it excludes chuppah, but the Gemara asks that according to Rav Huna, who
holds that chuppah is an effective method for kiddushin, what then is excluded? The Gemara answers
that it excludes pon — exchange (a kinyan of an “exchange” of items, effected through receiving one
of them), and explains: Since money for kiddushin is derived from land acquisitions (7 Ton nmp amp
1MoY), one might have thought that just as a field can be acquired through po*on, kiddushin can also
be effected through po'bn. The reason that po>n does not actually effect kiddushin is because p*on
Po°bn — 01D MYn MNoa 1R can be accomplished with an item less than a perutah’s value, Tox
YD1 XIpN KY OB Mwn N1 — and a woman does not give herself over for less than a perutah’s value
(Rashi explains that this would be demeaning); therefore, pp*on can never effect kiddushin, even if
one gives an item of higher value.

2 The source that a father receives his daughter’s kiddushin money

The Mishnah had taught that money can effect kiddushin. Another Mishnah states: 1122 *X21 2871
w1TP2 — A father has rights to his daughter’s kiddushin nx121 70wa o1 — regarding money, a
document, and relations (i.e., he retains money paid for her kiddushin, and controls kiddushin made
through a document or relations). The Gemara asks: X171 MaxT 70217022 X317 1930 — From where do
we know she can be acquired with money, and that the money is her father’s? Rav Yehudah quotes Rav,
who darshened a pasuk regarding a Jewish maidservant who becomes a naarah: no3 px Din AR —
And she shall go out for free; there is no money given. This implies: i 178 703 Px — No money is given
to this master, IR TIRY 703 ©° Yark — but there is money given to another master, IR 71 )M — and who
is that? The father. The Gemara questions how we can derive that the money is the father’s, and not
hers, and ultimately explains: bynn &p 37 k100D — [t is reasonable that when the pasuk excludes (i.e.,
distinguishes kiddushin from going free), vynn &p ANMT XY — it excludes a departure similar to a
maidservant’s. That is, in contrast to a maidservant leaving her master, where her master receives
no money, when a naarah leaves her father’s domain (through kiddushin), her father (the “master”
of the domain) does receive money.

3 The source of a father’s control over a naarah (re: nedarim and earnings)

When the Gemara had asked that a naarah should retain her kiddushin money (when she accepts
kiddushin), it initially answered: Regarding a father’s right to annul his daughter’s nedarim, the
pasuk says: max n°a w1 — While she is a naarah in her father’s house, teaching that omp1 naw 9>
mary — all benefits of the naarus stage belong to her father. This apparently proves the father retains
kiddushin money as well. However, the Gemara proves this cannot be. Rav explained the source
that all a naarah’s earnings belong to her father, based on a pasuk: mx% 12 NX & M0 51 — When
a man shall sell his daughter as a maidservant, which implies a comparison between the two: mmx in
% P nwyn — Just as regarding a maidservant, her earnings belong to her master, T wYN NI NA X
RY — so, too, regarding a daughter, her earnings belong to her father.

From the fact that Rav required a source and could not derive it from ar% M1 maw Y3, it proves
that the pasuk refers only to the father’s nedarim rights. Rights to kiddushin money cannot be
derived from nedarim rights, because 175% X2 RMo*RNn K1 — monetary law cannot be derived from
prohibitory law.
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1 The need for separate sources for the father’s rights to his daughter’s kiddushin and
earnings

The Gemara on daf 3b brought separate sources for the father’s rights to his daughter’s kiddushin
money (703 Px DN AxY1) and her earnings (XY 102 X W& M1 o). Here, the Gemara explains why
both derashos are necessary: If the Torah had only taught that the father is entitled to his daughter’s
kiddushin money, 112 Rn10 89T 01N ’rNx M — [ might have said this is because she did not expend
effort for the money, 12 Xm0 ’pT 7 YN Yax — but regarding her earnings, for which she expended
effort, nn 1 R — [ would say they are hers. If the Torah had only taught that the father keeps her
earnings, [ might have said the reason is irn Xy XpT — because she is being sustained by him, Yax
N9 NP ’NYYNT PwITp — but regarding kiddushin money, which comes to her from elsewhere, 1777 RIR
nn — I might say it is hers. Therefore, both derashos were required.

2 719 91 A1 K2 re: M2 Ml and Ow1 2vIN

It was taught in a Baraisa: The pasuk says “pin nrxn” — and she shall go out for free, nmaa " 198 —
this refers to the days of bagrus (adulthood); “oa Pr” — there is no money given, M1 m 198 — this
refers to the days of naarus, teaching that a maidservant goes free at either stage. The Gemara asks
why both derashos are needed, since bagrus is after naarus! Rabbah answers: it Yy ™% 1 xa — This
additional phrase came and taught about this other phrase. (Meaning, if only one phrase was written,
only the smaller novelty — the freedom of a bogeres — can be derived. The additional phrase
clarifies that the other phrase includes even naarus.) Another application is found regarding the
terms “awn” and “15v”, teaching that a Jewish servant of a kohen may not eat terumah, even if he
is permanently owned (i.e., a nirtza). Abaye objects that they are not analogous: The two cases of
Jewish servants concern different people (permanent and temporary servants), whereas the two
cases of maidservants concern the same person. Since she goes free at naarus, it is impossible for
her toleave at bagrus! Instead, Mar bar Rav Ashi eventually explains that the pasuk is teaching about
an eilonis (who never attains naarus and proceeds directly to bagrus at age twenty), that she goes free
at bagrus. Although this is obvious, the novelty is that she can be sold initially (because one might
have thought that only one capable of leaving at naarus can be sold initially).

3 The necessity for two sources of kiddushin with money: np> >3 and 70> PX DN ARYN

It was taught in a Baraisa that money can effect kiddushin, based on the pasuk (as quoted on daf 2):
MOR WR NP 3 — When a man shall “take” a woman, qo2 k9% aep pr — and this “taking” only means
with money, as a pasuk says: >0 np nTwn 703 NN — [ have given the money of the field, ‘take” it from
me. Since the Gemara on daf 3b had quoted another source (703 px Din nxx»1), the Gemara explains
why both are necessary: Had the Torah only written "np> »3”, one would think that a naarah who
accepts kiddushin money may keep it. Therefore, the Torah wrote "qo> Px Din fixx"” to teach that the
money belongs to the “other master,” namely, the father. Had the Torah only written this pasuk,

one might think: >w17p M NP T R 19 M1 RN — Where she gives money to him and is
mekadesh him, the kiddushin is valid. Therefore, the Torah wrote: npn > X1 "np> 3" — “When he shall
take,” and not “when she shall take.”
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1 The source for v for kiddushin, and that money cannot effect divorce

The Gemara discusses the source that a shtar can effect kiddushin. After a kal vachomer from money
is rejected, it is learned from a hekesh: "nrem” "k — “She shall leave” and “and she will become
[married]”; nxoxY i wpn — it compares ‘being” (kiddushin) to “leaving” (divorce). AR T0w1 XX’ N
0w ' n — Just as “leaving” is achieved with a document, so, too, “being” can be achieved with a
document. The Gemara asks that the same hekesh should also teach that just as money can effect
kiddushin, it should also effect divorce! Abaye answers that it is illogical that money can both create
and terminate marriage: 0op nwY> M10 — Can a defender become an accuser? Although a document
can effect both, they have distinctly different texts, whereas regarding money (although different
statements are made for each process), X171 0 R Ry — the imprint of the coin is the same (i.e.,
the money itself is identical). Rava answers that the pasuk says: n% ano1 — And he shall write for her
[a get], teaching: 131 nwNN NPRI NYMNN NN — Only with writing a get can she be divorced, but
she cannot be divorced with money.

2 mm Spn anp non

Rav Huna says that chuppah can effect kiddushin, based on a kal vachomer from money: 17xw 103 M
nnp M — If money, which cannot complete a marriage as nisuin, can acquire for kiddushin, N nomn
mpnw PTIrR — then chuppah, which can complete marriage as nisuin, can certainly acquire for kiddushin!
The Gemara clarifies that chuppah cannot be derived from any single kiddushin method, and is
derived from all three: 183 p1p1 ’nYwa pupw 1w mwn 730 — The common characteristic of all three of
them is that they acquire elsewhere, and acquire here for kiddushin; thus, we can also include chuppah,
which acquires elsewhere (for nisuin), that it can effect kiddushin. Although the other methods can
effect a transaction against the will of one party (a document of divorce, relations of yibum, and
money redeeming a Jewish maidservant), Rav Huna responds that there is no marital transaction
that money can effect against someone’s will. Rava poses two challenges, and Abaye answers them:
The Mishnah lists only three methods of kiddushin, because it only lists the methods taught explicitly
in the Torah. Although chuppah only “completes” marriage when preceded by kiddushin, the kal
vachomer can be reformulated: 5705 MK M1 18w 103 D — If money, which does not complete marriage
even after money effected kiddushin, nnp — yet acquires for kiddushin, 703 & NMMMW 1910 — then
chuppah, which completes marriage after money, mpnw P11PR — should certainly acquire for kiddushin.

3 X0 K R

It was taught in a Baraisa: qooa 7v3 — How is kiddushin accomplished with money? mw 18 qo3 7Y 1m
no> — If he gave her money, or items worth money, *> NWTpnN NX 1 1% MK — and said to her, “You are
hereby married to me,” or another declaration of kiddushin, she is married. mniw xnYax — But if she
gave him money, 7> nwTpPN 117 X1 TR — and she said, ‘T am hereby married to you,” or a similar
declaration, it is ineffective. Rav Pappa asks that there are contradictory implications about a
middle case: The first case, which taught that kiddushin is valid where he both gave money and said
the declaration, implies that x’n 7RI X171 101 — where he gave her money, and she said the kiddushin
declaration, it would be invalid. But the second case implies that it is only invalid if she both gave
money and said the declaration. The Gemara answers that the Baraisa means that if she merely said
the declaration, x°n nmx1 X0 MINIW 0> WY1 — it is like a case where she gave and said and is invalid.
Alternatively, the halachah of this middle case is unknown, and we are concerned, Rabbinically
speaking, for the kiddushin.
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It was taught in a Baraisa: o1mp1 7073 *poey by nwRA 0V 12 i — If he was speaking with a woman
about matters of her get or kiddushin, and then he gave her a get or kiddushin without explaining,
Rebbe Yose says: »1— It is sufficient, and the divorce or marriage takes effect. Rebbe Yehudah says:
w19Y 8 — He must explain his purpose for it to take effect. Shmuel says: pay 1mxa pproye xim —
This ruling of Rebbe Yose is only when they were dealing with this subject when the kiddushin or get
was given. The Gemara notes that this is the opinion of Rebbe, but Rebbe Elazar bar Rebbe Shimon
says it is effective even if they were not discussing this topic at the time. Abaye explains how she
knew, according to this opinion, what his purpose was: v 1mxa pav» piyn — The case is where they
switched from topic to topic, within the same general topic of marriage.

2 nwmpn MY DRI DYTIPN 1R MHYN2 OIHNI

Abaye says: nwmipn nrx mYna wipnn — Regarding one who attempts to marry with a loan (i.e., he
forgives a loan she owes him as payment for kiddushin), she is not married, because he did not give
her anything now. nwmpn m>n nrina — But if he attempts to marry her with the benefit of a loan,
she is married, 19 NOYS MoOR1 — but it is forbidden to do so, a1 NP *1dN — because it constitutes
Rabbinically forbidden evasion of interest. This cannot mean that she agreed to pay five coins for
a loan of four, and he forgave the fifth coin as payment for kiddushin, because that would be full-
fledged a1 (not n°21 i), and it would also not effect kiddushin, since he gave her nothing at the
time of kiddushin. Rather, the case is X1 9 MIXT — where he extended the term of the loan for her
and offered to marry her with the benefit received from this extension. Since it is a new benefit, he
is giving her something of value for kiddushin. It is not Biblically prohibited n°a1, because it was not
fixed at the outset, and he did not receive anything from her. Rashi notes that if one would marry
with the benefit of loan forgiveness, it would be effective. Abaye’s case is where he attempted to
marry her with the loan money itself, which he did not give her now.

3 »mnaY nan Yy mnn re: kiddushin, terumah, and others

Rava said that if one says, *» w1mnw nm Yy nm 7201 — “Here is a maneh for you, on condition that you
return it to me,” Mip K 1M1 — then if the money was given to effect a sale, he does not acquire the
item, nwTpn Mrx MwR1 — and if it was given to marry a woman, she is not married, and it also does
not qualify for the five-sela requirement for 1271 9. It does qualify for giving terumah to a kohen,
although the kohen must return it (and it is forbidden to do so, as it has the appearance of a kohen
providing favors to receive terumah). The Gemara asks that if Rava holds that inw 1mnb nin %p nann
nInn — a gift on condition to return it is considered a gift, then it should qualify for all these cases,
and if he does not, it should not qualify as giving terumah either! Furthermore, Rava himself said
that if someone is given an esrog on condition to return it, it is considered his (for the mitzvah of
esrog), provided he returns it! Therefore, Rav Ashi corrected the statement: mwxn 12 *1p 19101 — In
all these cases, the recipient acquires the item to effect the transaction, except for a woman'’s kiddushin,
PD*Yma MIp3 MWK PR °0 — because a woman cannot be acquired with 190 (and here, too, the item
must be returned).
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1 Kiddushin money not given by the husband or not received by the wife: 27y and »1v1> T2y
Rava said that if a woman says, 791X WTpR1 1997 1 10 — “Give a maneh to Ploni, and I will thereby
become married to you,” 219 P nwMpn — she is married, based on the principle of a guarantor. Just
as with a guarantor, 7% nXIN 0N RYT V'Y R — even though no benefit came to him (i.e., he did not
receive the loan money), mwo1 Taywn xp — he still obligates himself to pay if the borrower defaults,
50, too, this woman becomes married despite the money being given to a different party. If one
says to a woman, *199% *wTpnm nm 120 — “Here is a maneh for you, and become married to Ploni
with it,” "1p33 72p P NWMPN — she is married based on the principle found when freeing an >35> T2p.
Although the slave gave nothing, he acquires himself (and goes free) when others redeem him. So,
too, the husband marries this woman by someone else giving her money. These principles can also
be combined. If a woman says, 1% 1% WTpR1 1199 nn [0 — “Give a maneh to Ploni, and I will thereby
become married to him,” D10 P nwTpn — she is married based on a combination of both principles,
although she did not receive the money, and the husband did not give it.

2 “Half” a man marrying vs marrying “half” a woman, “spreading” kedushah to the second
half

Rava said that if a man says, nwmpn »xn% *> w1pnin — “Become married to half of me,” she is married.
But if he said, *> nwmpn 7730 — “Half of you should become married to me,” she is not married at all.
After Abaye challenged him, Rava explained the distinction: x°tn 89 ™0 »2% xnn°x onin — There, in the
second case, a woman is ineligible to marry two men, and kiddushin allowing her to do so is invalid, X%
MN 229 R N &1 — but is a man not fit to marry two women? He is! When he said she would marry
“half” of him, he simply meant he can marry another woman if he wishes. Mar Zutra brei d'Rav
Mari asked Ravina: 19102 »o1mp % vowon — Let the kiddushin “spread” through all of her, allowing
the kiddushin to take effect! We find that when one is makdish half an animal (or any vital limb),
the entire animal becomes hekdesh. The Gemara answers that here, since she must consent to any
kiddushin, no “part” can become married without her consent. This is analogous to an animal owned
by partners, where the hekdesh of one party does not make the entire animal hekdesh.

3 If items of undetermined value must be appraised for kiddushin

A story is related: "R vwa w1 1pRT R XN — A certain man married someone with silk. Rabbah said: X%
X *>1¥ — It does not need appraisal before she accepts it, and Rav Yosef said it does. The Gemara
first explains that if he said “w7922” — whatever it is worth, all agree the kiddushin would be valid.
The argument is where he claimed it was worth fifty zuz (for example), and in truth it is, but it was
not appraised beforehand. Rabbah holds that since she received the correct value, the kiddushin is
valid, but Rav Yosef holds: xmwa nxpa ®7 XnmerT 115 — Since @ woman is not an expert in appraisal,
NPT N0 RY — she is not certain that it is worth what he says and does not wholeheartedly agree
to the marriage. In a second version, their argument applies even where he said “whatever it is
worth,” and Rav Yosef holds that 7od mw — items worth money must be similar to true money: in
Y'p1 03 — Just as money's value is set, Y701 703 MY AR — s0, too, items worth money require a set
value that is known.
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1 Giving goods worth less than five sela’im for 120 1119

Rav Yosef offers a proof from a Baraisa that goods must be appraised before using them for kiddushin:
One who says to a kohen, 12119 i1 9239 — “Accept this calf (or another item) for the redemption of my
firstborn son,” his son is not redeemed. But if he said, *11 77795 0°vb0 wnna i1 939 — “Accept this calf
as five sela’im for the redemption of my firstborn son,” he is redeemed. Rav Yosef assumes that the calf
must be worth five sela’im, as otherwise the pidyon would not be valid. Still, the pidyon is not valid in
the first case because the item was not appraised (and the second case means the item was already
appraised as five sela’im). The Gemara answers that the calf is actually worth less than five sela’im.
Nevertheless, the redemption is valid in the second case: n%w 1713 %2p7 131 — It is where the kohen
accepted it on himself as if it were worth five selaim. Rav Kahana once accepted a x1mo (cloth head
covering) as a pidyon, saying: °voo wnn *» 119 — To me it is worth five selaim and [ accept it as
that amount. Rav Ashi added that this only applies to someone like Rav Kahana, >yam xi1 721 %1237
WK RITIO 12 — who is a great man and needs a kerchief on his head (and can overvalue the item).

2 2709 10N AN %Y wTPNn

Rebbe Elazar said: If one says, 1371 1% 10 mna 2 *w1pnin — “Be married to me with a maneh,” and he
only gave her a dinar, 020" nwTpn 1 W — she is married immediately, and he must complete the
payment later. Since he offered a maneh and gave only a dinar, "7 nm Yy 1% MmxT 180> — it is like he
said to her she should be married immediately on condition he gives her a maneh. Rebbe Elazar is
challenged from a Baraisa: One who says, “Be married to me with a maneh,” 129 nam wm — and
he was counting out the money to her, 7Y 1 TnX 71X — and one of them wished to retract from the
kiddushin, 172 mwn NR 1712 19°08 — even before the last dinar, the ability to retract is in their hands.
Clearly, the kiddushin is not effective immediately! The Gemara interprets this Baraisa as a case
where he said he is marrying her “wnma” — with this specific maneh, and she is therefore expecting
the full maneh before consenting to the kiddushin. Rav Ashi answers: 1w 721 inn — A case where
he is counting out the money is different, 2198 nny1T — because her mind is on all of it.

3 Saying, “Be married to me with a maneh,” and giving a 182 X 11291 X2 PR 70 — 712VN
Rava quoted Rav Nachman: If someone says, “Be married to me with a maneh,” and he gave her a
nawn — collateral, for it, she is not married, J8 PR 19w X3 PR NI — there is no maneh here given to
her, and there is no collateral here given to her to keep. Rava challenged Rav Nachman from a Baraisa,
which says that if someone marries a woman with a collateral, she is married! The Gemara answers:
DInxT 1owna oni — There, he married her with the collateral of another person for money owed to him,
and he transfers this loan to her by giving her the collateral. The collateral belongs to the creditor,
as Rebbe Yitzchak proved from the pasuk about a creditor who returns a collateral to the debtor for
his nightly use: npTx PN 791 — And it will be a merit for you. pm ApT8 MNP WK DR — If he does not
acquire the collateral, where is the merit in returning it? nown nnpw 20 Hpa% xon — From here it can
be proven that a creditor acquires a collateral.
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1 How kiddushin is done with a 70w written by the husband, in contrast to a document of
sale

A Baraisa teaches how kiddushin is performed with a oInn Y W 9371 Hp 19 an> :ow — If he wrote for
the girl's father on a paper, or on a pottery shard, moMp mw 12 PR *b Yy ) — even though it is not worth
a perutah, *> nwnpn N1 — “Your daughter is married to me,” or another declaration of kiddushin, it
is effective. Rebbe Zeira bar Mamal asked that this document is not like a document of sale: onn
72 o0 7w 19 a3 19m — For there, the seller writes, “My field is hereby sold to you,” 302 ama bya xon
" nwTpn — et here, it is the husband (the one acquiring) who writes, “Your daughter is married to
me”! Rava initially answers that regarding sales, the pasuk writes: \mnxn 1m — And he shall sell of
his heritage, describing the sale as performed by the seller, whereas regarding kiddushin, the Torah
writes: WK np> > — When a man shall take, describing it as performed by the husband. When this
answer is challenged, he instead answers: *RIpx 11271 1mron0ox1 11 ’N200 — They are halachah ['Moshe
miSinai, and the Rabbis supported them with pesukim. Alternatively, he quotes a pasuk: 1D0 Nx npx1
mipnn — And I took the bill of sale, demonstrating that the seller gives the document to the buyer.

2 70w of kiddushin written w5 XYY, or INYT RHY

Rebbe Shimon ben Lakish asked: 1nn mmw? 85w 1200w po1vx Yow — A shtar of kiddushin, written not
for her sake, what is its status? Should it be compared to a get, which requires mwb, or to kiddushin
of money, which does not need to be created nnw5? He concluded that the hekesh between kiddushin
and divorce dictates that we compare the two documents, and it must be written mmwb.

Another case is discussed: inym x5w1 W5 1203 — He wrote it iw?, but without her knowledge. Rava
and Ravina say kiddushin with such a "ow is valid, and Rav Pappa and Rav Sheravia say it is not.
Rav Pappa explains that both opinions are based on the hekesh between gittin and kiddushin. The
first opinion holds: inym xYw1 Wb x> in — Just as a get is valid if written mnw?, albeit without
her knowledge, inyTm X701 WY 01 117 AR — S0, too, a 1w of kiddushin is valid if written v and
without her knowledge. The second opinion holds: mipn nyT 1ppa mex in — Just as a get requires the
knowledge of the giver (i.e., the divorcing husband), nipn nyT 1rya mmin a8 — so, too, a 10w of kiddushin
requires the knowledge of the giver (i.e., the woman).

3 1o

The Gemara asks for the source that relations can effect kiddushin. Rebbe Abahu quoted Rebbe
Yochanan as darshening a pasuk: Yva n21wa — A woman who had relations with a man; nwYIw MM
N2> Yy Yy 09 — this teaches that he becomes her husband through relations. He was challenged:
27 v 7 > — Is this derashah that Rebbe taught objectionable to you: "nyav — And he shall have
relations with her; nxvaa nvapaw mon — this teaches that she is acquired with relations? Rebbe Abahu
answered that this pasuk is insufficient, for one might think that kiddushin is not effective wTpnT Y
v1 71m — until he is mekadesh with money and then has relations (since the pasuk says: v’R "np>" 3
"nYpar mor), but neither effects kiddushin on its own. The first pasuk makes clear that relations alone
effect kiddushin.
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The Gemara asks: nnp nr»a n’nn — Does the beginning of the act of relations (nx1yn) acquire for
kiddushin, nmp X2 Mo 1 — or does the end of the act of relations acquire? The Gemara mentions two
practical differences: (1) mamwnw 11 — In a case where he only did nxwn (the beginning of the act),
RN POITP 122p1 17 Tow: — and she reached out her hand and accepted kiddushin from another man
before completing the act. (2) Another difference is nx*23 1912 °1p X7 911 175Y — for a kohen gadol
(who may only marry a virgin) who is marrying through relations. If relations only acquire kiddushin at
the end, the woman would no longer be a virgin at the time he marries her and would be forbidden
to him. Ameimar quotes Rava’s conclusion: Y¥1111 95 — Anyone who has relations, X2 3 p myT —
his mind is on the completion of relations, and that is when kiddushin will take effect.

2 7V POITKR IR AVIY PRIVI IR

The Gemara asks: mow priw1 nix'a — Do relations done for kiddushin effect nisuin as well, PorR 8
nw1Y — or do they only effect eirusin? The practical differences are the three halachos that come into
effect after nisuin: oY — to inherit her, 19 XnV*N — to become tamei for her burial if he is a kohen,
M1 R — and to void her nedarim. After Abaye’s proof is rejected, Rava quotes a Mishnah that
teaches that relations with a girl above three years of age have the full status of relations, which
has numerous implications, including: nx*22 nwTpnn — She can be married with relations, X2 DX
nR1p 0 oY — and if her yavam had relations with her, he acquires her, among others. The Mishnah
continues: MMM MY 132 NRw*1 0X1 — And if she marries a kohen with nisuin, she may eat terumah.
This implies that before nisuin, she may not eat terumah, although the Mishnah is discussing a girl
who was married through relations. This proves that relations do not constitute nisuin! The Gemara
answers that the Mishnah means that nmmna nym wnr 1727 pr1wI 231 8 — if this aforementioned
nisuin (achieved with relations) was with a kohen, she may eat terumah.

3 Machlokes why an arusah of a kohen after relations may not eat terumah

Another Baraisa is brought to resolve whether relations effect nisuin: Yochanan ben Bag Bag sent
to Rebbe Yehudah ben Beseira: "k ninrw 7% *nynw — I heard about you that you say: Y81 N2 701X
N2 YR — An arusah of a kohen who is a Yisrael's daughter may eat terumah. He responded that
she should be permitted, based on a kal vachomer: If a non-Jewish maidservant, who may not eat
terumah if a kohen attempted to acquire her with relations, may eat terumah if he purchased her with
money, then a Jewish woman, whose relations enable her to eat terumah, should certainly be able to
eat terumah when married with money alone. But Rebbe Yehudah conceded that the Sages forbade
an grusah from eating terumah until after chuppah (i.e., nisuin). This is explained in three ways: 1) A
Jewish woman may eat terumah with relations alone, because they effect nisuin. 2) Relations only
enable eating terumah when they are followed by chuppah, but the kal vachomer can be structured
to incorporate this point (a maidservant may not eat terumah even through relations followed by
chuppah, yet may eat terumah when purchased with money alone). 3) All agree that Biblically, an
arusah may eat terumah; their argument is why Rabbinically she may not.
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1 First explanation of Beis Shammai: 721 minoa nw1pnn Pr1 anxy HY nTopn NoR

This daf primarily discusses reasons for Beis Shammai’s ruling that kiddushin with money requires a
dinar. Rebbe Zeira offers the first explanation: mxp Yy nopn mwr — A woman is particular regarding
herself, 7 mnoa nwTPNN PR — and does not agree to become married for less than a dinar. Abaye
challenged him that if so, then Rebbe Yannai's daughters, who are even more particular and would
not ordinarily accept kiddushin of less than three kav of gold dinars, would not become married if
they would accept a dinar! Rebbe Zeira responded: x¥nxp XY 191p1 17 mows — [ was not speaking
about a case where she stretched out her hand and accepted less. In such a circumstance, Beis Shammai
would agree that kiddushin would take effect for even less than a dinar. Rather, he was discussing
where the woman did not see the money given to her (because she accepted it at night, or appointed
a shaliach to accept kiddushin for her), in which case Beis Shammai assumes that a woman does not
consent to kiddushin for less than a dinar.

2 Second explanation: 1211 703 DA*127 YY1 *NY 4O AN NNRA 0 93

Rav Yosef explains Beis Shammai’s ruling based on the statement of Rav Assi: 1mna mmxn 7od %>
™M qOd — Any "03" mentioned in the Torah refers to Tyrian currency, nrmm qod D127 Y1 — and
any “no>”" mentioned by the Rabbis refers to provincial currency. Tyrian currency was made from pure
silver and did not contain a perutah (which is from copper). Since the Torah required a silver coin
for kiddushin (by indicating "103"), it is understood that a coin of significant value is required, which
Beis Shammai interprets to be a dinar. The Gemara asks that since Beis Hillel holds a perutah is
sufficient for kiddushin, it emerges that Rav Assi’s statement accords with Beis Shammai! Therefore,
Rav Assi’s statement is emended to read: 717102 MK 18P 70 90 — Any set amount of 703 mentioned
in the Torah (such as five sela’im for 1an 710) refers to Tyrian currency. For kiddushin, which does not
have a defined amount, a perutah is sufficient. The Ritva comments that Beis Shammai holds that
all qoo, even without a defined amount, refers to Tyrian currency, and kiddushin therefore requires
adinar, as explained above.

3 Third explanation: the minimum purchase price of an 12y anx

Reish Lakish explains that Beis Shammai’s ruling is based on the law of 72y nnr — a Jewish
maidservant. Chizkiyah taught that when the pasuk says “n1om” — and he shall cause her to become
redeemed (implying the master participates in the redemption), nx¥ 71 7o10 NYINMW Mo — it
teaches that she deducts the time served from the total price of redemption and goes free by paying the
remainder. Now, if she would be purchased for a perutah, partial redemption would be impossible,
because a fraction of a perutah is not considered monetary value. The sale of a maidservant cannot
be valid unless it includes the possibility of partial redemption. (This is derived from the law of
yiud, which allows for the master to marry her. Although he is not required to marry her, it must be
possible. Therefore, a maidservant cannot be sold to a relative whom she cannot marry.) Since the
Torah disqualified a perutah from being used to purchase a maidservant, the Rabbis established it
at a dinar, a significant denomination. Beis Shammai derives the minimum amount for kiddushin
from the minimum amount for the sale of a maidservant. Finally, Rava gives a fourth reason on the
next daf: \ppna YXIW> M2 ’9w — It is a Rabbinic enactment, so that the daughters of Yisrael should
not be viewed as public property, i.e., cheaply acquired.
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A man once gave a woman a date for kiddushin, and Shmuel ruled that even if an entire kor of dates is
only worth a dinar, and a single date is less than a perutah, she is considered married, because jv»n
T2 OO MY ’NW — we are concerned that perhaps it is worth a perutah in Madai (where dates are
less available). Although Beis Hillel taught in the Mishnah that a perutah is required for kiddushin,
which Shmuel’s ruling appears to make irrelevant (since there is always a concern that it is worth a
perutah elsewhere), the Gemara explains: *xT1°017pa & — The Mishnah’s minimum requirement is
relevant for definite kiddushin (to invalidate another man’s kiddushin), ppo *o11pa & — and Shmuel’s
statement pertains to doubtful kiddushin, i.e., a concern for possible kiddushin. A man once married a
woman with a blue stone, and another man married her afterwards. Rav Chisda evaluated the stone
to see if it was worth a perutah, to determine if she was married to the first or second man. Since
Shmuel says that even with an item worth less than a perutah, we are concerned that it is worth a
perutah elsewhere, the Gemara explains that Rav Chisda disagrees with Shmuel.

2 The concern of possible witnesses

After Rav Chisda determined that the stone was not worth a perutah (and she was married to
the second man), the first man’s mother told Rav Chisda that the stone was worth a perutah on
the day of the kiddushin. Rav Chisda responded: Xanax n% moxT 7113 93 189 — [t is not within your
ability to prohibit her to the second man through your testimony. He compared this to an incident
where Yehudis, Rebbe Chiya’s wife, quoted her mother as saying her father accepted kiddushin for
her when she was young, and she was forbidden to Rebbe Chiya. Rebbe Chiya responded that her
mother’s testimony is not believed. Here, too, the mother’s testimony about the stone’s value is
ignored. The Rabbis challenged Rav Chisda, saying that there were witnesses to the kiddushin in
Iddis, who knew the stone was worth a perutah then! He responded with a quote of Rebbe Chanina
regarding a captive’s status for kohanim: Joxm 1o T2 Y — There are witnesses in the north, who
are not present to testify, and she should be forbidden? We are not concerned about witnesses who
are absent. Abaye and Rava disagreed with the comparison (saying that a captive’s case allows for
greater leniency), and the Rabbis did not marry this family’s descendants.

3 myn 1nn INRYT RMPNY

A man once married a woman with a mat of myrtle branches. When he was told that it was worth
less than a perutah, he responded, “Let her become married with the four zuz wrapped inside it.” She
kept the money and was silent. Rava said: myn jnnnx>71 xmp nw min — This case is silence after money
was given, RN D122 1Y MPN 1NN INRSTRMpP N 931 — and any silence after money was given is meaningless
and does not constitute consent. Rava brought a proof from a Baraisa, which taught that if someone
tells a woman to guard a sela of his, and afterwards tells her to accept it for kiddushin, myn jnn npwa
nwnpn — if the kiddushin proposal was made at the time the money was given, she is married because
she accepted it for kiddushin, myn jnn Inx> — but if the proposal was made after the money was given,
NWTIPN PR ANX XY nwTpn Inx1 — then if she consented to kiddushin, she is married, but if she did not
consent, she is not married. The implication is that even a “lack of consent” is sufficient at the time
money is given, which must mean silence, but it is insufficient after the money was already given.
Some Amora'im objected to comparing the cases and were concerned for kiddushin in Rava’s case.
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1 Marrying a woman with an item he stole from her

A man once stole ribbons from a woman, and when she asked for them, he responded, 7> x1vm >x
*5 noTpn — “If I give them to you, will you be married to me?” She accepted them and was silent. Rav
Nachman ruled that she can say: *2pw 711 °9pw pPr — Yes, I took them, but I took that which was mine,
and did not accept them as kiddushin. He was challenged from a Baraisa that taught that if someone
marries a woman with stolen goods, TR 1M P20 qONW X — or he grabbed a sela from her hand and
married her with it, nwTipn — she is married! The Gemara answers: 77w72 onin — There, the Baraisa
is discussing a case where he discussed marriage with her, and she agreed. In such a case, her silence
is taken as consent to allow the stolen items to become his, and she accepts them from him as
kiddushin. This distinction is proven from a Baraisa.

2 The consequences of involvement in marital law without qualification

Rav Yehudah quoted Shmuel: portp1 o 202 v 1089 95 — Anyone who does not know the laws of
gittin and kiddushin 1y po 17 ki Y — should have no involvement in them. Rebbe Yochanan added:
91anm W N 0919 pept — And those who involve themselves without qualification are worse for
the world than the generation of the Flood. This is based on a pasuk that Rav Yosef explained to refer
to people having children from other people’s wives, about which it says that because of this sin,
the land and all its inhabitants would be destroyed, including the fish of the sea, 21207 T2 17781 —
whereas in the generation of the Flood, 01w 0x1 %p 11 mm1 R2 — the decree of destruction was not
decreed upon the fish of the sea, as the pasuk says: 1nn 12n2 WK o0 — All that was on dry land died,
as opposed to fish.

3 Machlokes if xn»mx7 xT2YY

Two disputes are recorded, revolving around whether xn»1x7 x112y°0 — the obligation of a person’s
property is beholden to a debt Biblically, requiring payment after his death. A Mishnah states
concerning a woman who gave birth, brought her requisite Chatas, and then died before bringing
her Olah, that her heirs must bring her Olah. Shmuel qualifies this: o»nn nnwronw x1m — It only
applies where she designated an Olah while she was still alive, but if she did not, her heirs do not
bring an Olah. The Gemara deduces that he holds that xn»xT 189 X120 — the obligation on her
inherited property is not beholden Biblically. Rebbe Yochanan says the heirs must bring her Olah even
if she did not designate one, because Rn»XT XT12Y*® — the obligation on her inherited property is
beholden Biblically.

In the second machlokes, Rav and Shmuel both say: o Yy mYn — Regarding an oral loan (without a
document), mmpbn 1’21 pwIrn m nan nrr — the lender cannot collect from his property currently
owned by his heirs, or those who purchased his property. Rebbe Yochanan and Reish Lakish say that a
creditor can collect from his property currently owned by his heirs or purchasers. This, too, depends
on whether the halachah follows Xn»1xT XT12»°w or not. Both disputes needed to be recorded,
because one could argue that nmnanand mon1 — a loan written in the Torah (e.g., a woman who gave
birth, where the Torah imposed the korban obligations) X137 70wa n21n2> — has the stringency like a
loan written in a document. Rav Pappa says the halachah is Xn»1XT R T12»°9, so an oral loan is collected
from heirs (the purchasers, however, are exempted Rabbinically).
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1 The sources for the kinyanim of a yevamah — the yavam’s death permits her based on a kal
vachomer
The Mishnah on daf 2a taught that a yevamah is acquired through relations and becomes permitted
through chalitzah or the death of the yavam. The source for acquiring with relations is the pasuk:
NOKRY 12 NP Yy 82 — Her yavam will have relations with her and take her as his wife. Nevertheless,
she cannot be acquired with all three methods of an ordinary wife, because the pasuk says “nna”,
excluding the others. She becomes permitted to remarry through chalitzah, as the pasuk says: xXpn
5P Y19n 2 YXWw 2 mw — Its name shall be called in Yisrael, “The house of the one with the removed
shoe,” teaching that once the shoe is removed, she is permitted to any yisrael. The yavam’s death
permits her, based on a kal vachomer: If a married woman, whose adultery is punishable by death,
becomes permitted through her husband’s death, then a yevamah, whose adultery is only a lav,
should certainly become permitted with the yavam’s death. Although a married woman is uniquely
permitted with a get, nx*2>na Ix¥ 01 81 — a yevamah, too, goes out with chalitzah (which substitutes
for a get). The Gemara asks that perhaps the husband’s death permits a married woman because he
caused the prohibition, and Rav Ashi responds that a yavam, too, causes the yevamah’s prohibition.

2 The kinyanim of an 12y 12, and the source for acquiring with money

The next Mishnah states: "ow21 7022 713p3 12y T2y — A Jewish servant is acquired with money and with
a document, 703 1Y Y2121 023w MY NP1 — and he acquires himself with the completion of six years,
the arrival of Yovel, and paying the deduction of money from the original purchase price (based on time
served). An 12y mnx additionally acquires herself with 0°an°0 — signs of physical maturity. Ayxi, a
servant who chooses to stay beyond six years, is acquired with ny>x1 — boring his ear against a door,
and goes free with Yovel and the master’s death. The Torah teaches that an ™2y X can be redeemed
by deducting time served from her original purchase price. This indicates that she was originally
purchased with money, proving that an *12 72p may be acquired with money. Although she can also
be married with money, there is a hekesh comparing her to an 12y 7ap. Although that pasuk discusses
a servant sold by beis din, who can be sold against his will, a servant who sells himself willingly can
be derived from it, either through a gezeirah shavah (3w 15v) or a vav connecting the topics.

3 Machlokes if there are four distinctions between a m¥y 15m and 171 n°21M7n, ex., becoming
ayxi

A Baraisa discusses four distinctions between a servant who sells himself and a servant sold by beis
din: 1) ww Y 1 w5 101 XY 1517 — One who sells himself may be sold for six years or more, 11111
WY KYR 12101 1°K 1"2 — but one sold by beis din is only sold for six years. 2) yx111rx m¥p 12171 — One
who sells himself cannot have his ear bored to remain after completing his term, px11 721750 — but
one sold by beis din can have his ear bored to remain. 3) One who sells himself does not receive npiyn
— gifts given when he leaves, but one sold by beis din does. 4) Finally, the master cannot give a nnow
1 to have offspring for the master to one who sells himself, but can to one sold by beis din. Rebbe
Elazar disputes all these distinctions, saying that both types of servants are only sold for six years,
can become a ¥, receive gifts upon leaving, and can be given a mipid nnow. The Gemara initially
suggests they argue if there is a gezeirah shavah (139 175w) connecting the two topics, but then says
that each dispute can be explained independently.

Z| CHRU



KIDDUSHIN DAF 15 + 10 T J'WIT'P

1 Opinion that only a 17 n°2 1m1on receives Apavn

A Baraisa on the previous daf listed a machlokes about several differences between an »12y 72 who
sold himself and one sold by beis din. Here, the Gemara explains the opinion that one who sold
himself does not receive npin — gifts when he goes free. The pasuk says about one sold by beis din:
1 pwn pan — You shall surely give him gifts, mx¥p 10mY ’9119 — teaching that they are only given to
him, and not to one who sells himself. The Gemara asks what the other Tanna darshens from the word
“9.” It cannot exclude the heirs from inheriting the gifts if he dies before receiving it, because the
Torah calls him a "r5w" — hired worker, indicating that his heirs should inherit his gifts, as a worker’s
heirs inherit his wages. The Gemara explains it excludes a 211 9pa — creditor from collecting the gifts,
for one would think the creditor can collect them, based on Rebbe Nosson’s principle that if one is
owed money from a second person, and that person is owed from a third person, pimn nm proxmw
> — we take the money from this last person and give it to this first person. The first opinion does
not need to exclude a 1 Y¥3, because he does not agree with Rebbe Nosson’s principle.

2 Sources for all three cases of 12y T2y to go free in Yovel: yx11 72 1m10n ,mxy 10m

Rebbe Eliezer ben Yaakov requires three pesukim to teach that each type of »12y 72y (one who sold
himself, one sold by beis din, and a yx11) goes free in Yovel. Although he may hold of the gezeirah
shavah (v>w 13w) comparing the two types of sales, a pasuk is still needed for one sold by beis din, for
one could argue: XRMoR Taw1 1"11m1910 — One sold by beis din, who transgressed a prohibition of stealing,
011 R’ — [ would say we penalize him not to go free in Yovel. The pasuk teaches otherwise. A third
pasuk is required to teach that a p¥11 also goes free in Yovel, because one could say that one sold by
beis din goes free in Yovel, because his time to leave has not yet arrived, mmi xonT ¥ %ar — but a
nirtza, whose time to leave already came, yet he opted to remain a servant, moip1 ’i°x — [ would say
we penalize him not to go free in Yovel. If only yx11 was written, one could say he goes free in Yovel
because he already served six years, but one sold by beis din, who has not yet served his term, would
not go free early in Yovel.

3 Machlokes if a Jewish slave of an idolator goes free when redeemed by relatives or others
A Baraisa records a machlokes about the pasuk: noxa Y& 89 — If the Jewish slave of an idolator was
not redeemed by these (relatives), then he goes free in Yovel. Rebbe Yose Haglili says: mnw nvxa
— When he is redeemed by these relatives, he goes to freedom, T12yw> 0x Y3 Wwwa — but if he is
redeemed by any other person, he goes to servitude for that person. Rebbe Akiva holds the reverse,
that if others redeem him, he goes free, but if relatives redeem him, he must serve them. The
Gemara initially explains that they argue how to read the pasuk, but ultimately says the basis for
their argument is a logical one. Rebbe Yose Haglili holds it is logical that he should serve “others”
who redeem him, because if he would go free, 17 *p1o 891 °pa0 M7 — they would hold back and not
redeem him. Rebbe Akiva holds it is logical that he should serve relatives who redeem him, because
otherwise, mwo1 pam1 Y& ko™ &0 Y3 — every day he would go and sell himself to idolators, knowing
his relatives will free him.

Z| CHRU



KIDDUSHIN DAF 16 * TO T |'"WUIT'P

1 The source for acquiring an "2y 72y with a 20w, and machlokes who writes it

1) Ulla says the source that an »2y T2p may be acquired with a Ww is the pasuk: 12 np> nanx ox — If
he takes another wife (in addition to his father’s nnx% 21nsm nw pn ; (7772w M) — the pasuk compares
the i to the other ordinary wife. Just as a wife is acquired with a 70w, an inx (and by extension, an
T2p) is also acquired with a "ow. However, this derashah depends on a machlokes about who writes the
70w of an 12y K. Rav Huna holds: 1am> 118 — The master writes it and gives it to the father, and
Rav Chisda holds: 1ama ax — The father writes it and gives it to the master. According to Rav Huna,
the qow of an m"ay nnx parallels the Tow of kiddushin (that the “acquirer,” the husband, writes and
gives the 70w), but according to Rav Chisda, who holds that the “seller,” the father, writes and gives
it, the 70w of an "2y MR cannot be derived from that of kiddushin. 2) Rav Acha bar Yaakov provides
a second derashah: 0T2pn NRYD R¥N &Y — An 112p MR shall not leave like the leaving of Canaanite
slaves, T2y Pip3 X0 NP1 YAk — but she may be acquired like Canaanite slaves are acquired. 71 "Rm
0w — And what is the way in which she may be acquired? Through a "ow. The Gemara proceeds to
explain how to derive 10w specifically from this derashah.

2 An >y 72 acquiring himself with a »1p 1911 12y 729 0V

It was taught in a Baraisa: 70w21 10D MW 7031 MXY DR AN — And an 2y 1w can acquire himself
with money, items worth money, and a document. After explaining the source for money and items
worth money, the Gemara analyzes the case of 7ow. If the 70w obligates him for the redemption
money, that is the equivalent of money, and not an additional method. If, instead, it is a document
of M — emancipation (freeing him before his term is completed), why is a 70w necessary? x>
91N oRa 717 — Let him tell the servant, in front of two witnesses, “Go!” 91 3727081 n1°8 — Or,
alternatively, tell him in front of beis din, “Go!” thereby waiving his monetary right to his service!
Rava concludes: "11p 1911 12p 12y nmx nxt — This demonstrates that an 12y 1av’s body is owned by the
master during his term, 90 YN PR MY YY Ynnw 13m — and therefore, regarding the master who
forgives the remainder of what the slave owes him, the remainder is not forgiven (because the master’s
partial ownership of the 12y T2y cannot be forgiven).

3 If an 12y inx goes free when her father dies

Reish Lakish says: 178 nmom a1 nmena nnxy nx anp 12w ik — An 12y iR acquires herself from
her master’s domain through the father’s death. This is derived from a kal vachomer: If »mo — signs
of naarus do not remove a girl from the father’s domain, yet remove her from the master’s domain,
then the father’s death, which removes her from her father’s domain (i.e., her labor belongs to her,
and not his heirs), should certainly remove her from the master’s domain! Reish Lakish’s ruling
is challenged and defended, until finally, Rav Amram quotes a Baraisa that lists the servants who
receive npavn as one who goes out at the end of six years, at Yovel, with the master’s death, and
an 12y iy through o'io, but does not list the father’s death. This proves conclusively that an
2y X does not go free with the father’s death, and the Gemara explains that Reish Lakish’s kal
vachomer can be undermined: qun nnwIw Pao% M — What comparison is there with signs of naarus,
where her body has physically changed, causing her to go free? mun ninwi X% 19w ax nrena mxn — Will
you say the same with the father’s death, where her body has not physically changed?

Z| CHRU



KIDDUSHIN DAF 17 « " T J'"WIT'P

1 Machlokes how much is given to an »2y 12y for npvn

Tanna’im discuss how much an »2y 7ap receives for npivn. Three opinions are offered: 1) Rebbe Meir
says: P11 P Yan w0 wnn — Five sela’im from each type mentioned in the pasuk (flock, granary, and
wine), Y90 WY wnn 7w — which totals fifteen sela’im. He mentions the total to clarify that five
sela’im of each type are not required, so long as the total amount is fifteen sela’im. 2) Rebbe Yehudah
says: T2p Y0 wHwd v — Thirty selaim, like the thirty given to the master of a Canaanite slave
killed by an animal. 3) Rebbe Shimon says: p31waw ownnd ownn — Fifty sela’im, like the fifty paid
for the highest erech pledge. Rebbe Meir derives the amount from a gezeirah shavah from the five
sela’im given to a kohen for a bechor, and applies it to each variety (rather than the total) because the
word "op™ — empty, appears in the pasuk before the three varieties. Rebbe Yehudah has a gezeirah
shavah from the thirty sela’im of an »1p13 12 (the Gemara explains why he did not compare it instead
to p3v), and Rebbe Shimon has a gezeirah shavah from 7.

2 Which kinds of servants must serve the master’s sons

It was taught in a Baraisa: Nan DX T219 1K1 127 DR 7219 ™29 T2y — An *12p T2p serves the master’s son,
but not the daughter (if there is no son). An 712y K, a ¥, and one sold to an idolater do not even
serve their masters’ sons. Concerning the first law, a Baraisa darshens a pasuk: 0w v 71291 — And
he shall serve you six years, implying wrb 89179 — he shall serve you (the master), but not the heir of
the master, referring to a brother or daughter. Nevertheless, he serves the son, because the pasuk
says: T2y’ 01w W — He shall serve six years (without specifying “you”). The Gemara explains that a
son is presumed to be a more direct substitute of the father than a brother, because a son stands
in his father’s place for my> (to marry his father’s 72y nnx), and for annx 77w — he can redeem
ancestral land the father was makdish before Yovel so that it will not transfer to kohanim at Yovel.
Although a brother stands in his deceased brother’s place for yibum, the Gemara responds: ©° 0193
12 PR 0P ’OR M2 — Is there any yibum except where there is no son? D12 PR 12w i — When there
is a son, there is no yibum!

3 Anidolater or ger inheriting his father

Rava said: Pax nx wr 022513 1219 i 121 — Biblically, an idolater inherits his father, as the pasuk says:
wnp oy 2wm — He shall calculate with his gentile purchaser, which teaches, wnp »ww oy x — but
not with his purchaser’s heirs (i.e., a Jewish slave of an idolater is not inherited), which implies that
ordinarily, they do inherit his possessions (Rebbe Yochanan provides a different source on the
next daf). A ger does not inherit his father Biblically (because he is not halachically related to him),
but inherits him Rabbinically. This is seen from a Mishnah discussing a ger and idolater (who are
brothers) who inherit their father’s possessions, and among them are idols or other goods that are
prohibited in benefit. The ger can offer the idolater to take all the idols, and he will take money or
other goods instead. However, he cannot make this exchange after the idols come into his domain.
This proves that a ger does not inherit his father Biblically, because otherwise he could not offer the
above exchange, trading idols he legally owns for other goods. Rather, he only inherits Rabbinically,
1M0Y W XY — lest he return to his former ways to receive the inheritance. A ger is not inherited at
all by his son who is either an idolater or a ger.
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1 When an »ay 72y may be sold twice

In a Baraisa listing differences between an 12y 72y and 2y nnx, it was taught that an mnx cannot
be sold twice. The Gemara asks that this implies that an »12p T2y can be sold twice, yet a Baraisa
darshens: 112MY *RW1 NK R 219 NNR OYD 19019 113 "N2m” — For his theft, teaching that once he was
sold one time, you cannot sell him again! Rava answered that he cannot be sold twice for a single
theft, but can be sold multiple times for multiple thefts. Abaye rejects his distinction, saying that
“iInma’connotes even multiple thefts, and he cannot be resold even for multiple thefts (if he stood
trial for them at once). Instead, Abaye answers: Tnx D781 |85 — Here (the second Baraisa) is where
he stole from one person and cannot be resold even for multiple thefts; 07X °12 102 |85 — here (the
first Baraisa) is where he stole from two people, and was tried separately for each. He can be sold
once for each theft victim. In a Baraisa, the Tanna Kamma says that a thief can be sold twice for one
theft if his sale value is half the amount of the theft, but if his value is double the theft, he is not
sold at all. Rebbe Eliezer says that in either case, he is not sold; he is only sold when his sale value
matches that of the stolen item.

2 Afather selling or marrying off his daughter after she was previously sold or married off
A Baraisa discusses limitations on the father’s right to sell or marry off his daughter. The Tanna
Kamma says: nmon nerxY 102 nx 078 191 — A man may sell his daughter for marriage repeatedly, mnow>
w1 — or sell her for servitude repeatedly, mnow Inx MY — or for marriage after servitude, ax
MR IR MNowY XY — but cannot sell her for servitude after marriage. Rebbe Shimon says: Prw nws
NYPR MR MNDYWY 12 NX 191 DR — Just as a man cannot sell his daughter for servitude after marriage,
NINDY IR MNDWY N2 DX 191 07X PR 72 — 50, too, he cannot sell her for servitude after servitude. This
machlokes hinges upon another, about the Torah saying one cannot sell his daughter “711722.” Rebbe
Akiva interprets it: 9p 1m0 wrpw 17> — Once the master spreads his cloak over her (i.e., marrying
her with yiud), momb *xwn pr 210 — her father can no longer sell her. Rebbe Eliezer interprets it: 13
M2 1w — Once he has betrayed her by selling her into servitude, 119m% *xwM PR 210 — he can no longer
sell her. The basis for their disagreement is if nmon ox v — there is primacy for the tradition of the
written form, as Rebbe Eliezer maintains, or x1pnY — the read form, as Rebbe Akiva maintains.
Rebbe Shimon holds there is primacy for both forms and therefore makes both derashos, preventing
a father from selling her after either selling or marrying her off.

3 YW POITR IR AV PRIV TV

Rabbah bar Avuha asked: nwi porrx 1w nww prmera Ty — Does yiud effect nisuin, or only eirusin?
The practical differences are the halachos dependent on nisuin, e.g., if the husband inherits her, can
become tamei to bury her (if he is a kohen), and can be meifir her nedarim. A proof is brought from a
Baraisa discussing a widow sold as an mnx. Since she would only be considered a true widow if her
father married her off (since she is a minor), how can he sell her altogether, since she cannot be sold
into servitude after marriage? Rav Yitzchak explained that the Baraisa refers to a widow from yiud,
and that she was originally sold to servitude, not marriage (the Gemara later explains that although
she eventually married, the father did not marry her off). This proves that yiud only effects eirusin,
because if it effects nisuin, she completely leaves the father’s jurisdiction, and he cannot sell her!
The Gemara attempts to refute the proof, but the refutation is deflected.
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1 If a minor son can perform 1y, and the exclusion of 1op nwxr

Reish Lakish asked: jop 1222 o) 190w 11m — Can a man have his son who is a minor do yiud with his
mnr? Do we say that the Torah simply says 13" — “his son” may do yiud, implying w7 95 12 — his
son, whatever his age, or that 7T xm1 11 — his son is eligible when he is like him, i.e., an adult?
Rebbe Zeira brought a Baraisa that darshens regarding the death penalty for adultery: v "wx nwKR”
Top NORY — “A man’s wife” excludes a minor’s wife from liability. If a minor can perform yiud, then a
minor can have a true wife, and her adultery should be liable for death! The Gemara responds that,
on the contrary, this Baraisa proves he can perform yiud (and she is nevertheless exempt), because
otherwise, why would a pasuk be required to exclude his “wife” from liability? Rav Ashi answers that
the Baraisa may be discussing a minor who is a yavam to whom the yevamah is Biblically bound: 1n
NIRRT Y ROTN RNPMIRTT 117D RPN — You might say that since she is bound to him, and his relations
arelegal relations (once he is nine years old), her adultery would be liable; therefore, the Torah taught
itis not.

2 Machlokes if 11071 P17T°RY MNWRIA NIYR

A Baraisa derives from the Torah’s juxtaposition of yiud and redemption in the pasuk “:“m1om n7w
77D 73 012 MY Rivw 71X — There must be enough time in the day for her to be redeemed with the
remaining amount. Based on this, Rebbe Yose bar Rebbe Yehudah said that to perform yiud, there
must be time in the final day for a perutah’s worth of work. The Gemara infers that he holds myn
I PYITP? Y MR — the original purchase money is not given for kiddushin purposes should he
ultimately perform yiud; therefore, he must be mekadesh her based on the remaining work owed
him. Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak says that Rebbe Yose may agree that the money was given for
kiddushin, but the Torah nonetheless required a potential for redemption to perform yiud. Later, the
Gemara quotes the Rabbanan, who disagree and say that yiud is possible even at the last moment,
because the original purchase money includes kiddushin purposes. Another practical difference
emerges if the father accepted kiddushin for his sold daughter before the master performed yiud.
According to Rebbe Yose, she is married to the second husband, but according to the Rabbanan, the
master can still perform yiud and she will be married to him.

3 An nx sold on condition not to do T

It was taught in a Baraisa: 79 X9 nin %y poo11na nx 15min — One who sold his daughter, and stipulated
the sale as conditional that he not perform yiud, Rebbe Meir holds the condition is effective and the
master cannot perform yiud, but the Chachamim say: Tv>»n 7p°> nx10x — If he wishes to perform yiud,
he may, nn2 213w M YY MINAw *10n — because the father has made a condition against what is written
in the Torah, which is always void. The Gemara asks that Rebbe Meir himself holds of this rule in a
case where one married a woman 31 nMod XY *YY 77 PRY 0P — on condition that you have no claim
against me for food, clothing, and relations, where Rebbe Meir said the condition is void! Chizkiyah
answers that here, the Torah added the extra word "mnx%" — for a maidservant, to teach: 1xw oy
7292 KR KYR 1om — There are times that he only sells her as a maidservant, and not as a potential
wife through yiud.
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1 Rulingleniently for changes in value

It was taught in a Baraisa: nxn by my1 mawm nna 1on1 — If an 1y 1 was sold for a maneh (one
hundred zuz) and his value subsequently increased and reached two hundred zuz, he can be redeemed
for a mere maneh, based on the pasuk: 1mpn noon — From the money of his purchase (implying
redemption according to his purchase price). nm vy Tp1 Poom onxn1 N1 — If he was sold for two
hundred, and his value subsequently depreciated and reached a maneh, he is still redeemed for a maneh,
based on the pasuk: 11w 03 — According to his years, implying redemption according to current value.
Abaye was asked why the pesukim are not interpreted in the reverse (to require both higher values),
and he responded that since the Torah requires the servant to be treated well, his redemption should
also be calculated leniently. This is rejected, because although his physical needs must be provided
for, perhaps his redemption amount should be calculated stringently, since a Baraisa (brought
below) teaches that his servitude is a result of transgressions. The Gemara will ultimately explain
that the first segments of the above two pesukim indicate how they should be interpreted.

2 mYav Yv apar avp 3, and IMPN3 12 YY1 N2 711 17°12Y DR 1YY 17D

Rebbe Yose bar Rebbe Chanina says: my»aw Yw npar nwp nnd nxm 82 — Come and see how severe is
the “dust” of sheviis (i.e., a lesser prohibition)! He proceeds to list, based on the sequence of pesukim,
a series of financial hardships that will befall someone who does business with shemittah produce
and does not repent. He will be forced to sell his movable items, then his fields, then his daughter
as an "2y nx, then borrow with interest, and then sell himself as a slave, even to an idolatrous
temple. The Gemara notes that he expresses the second stage with “w»n 85" — if he does not give
thought to his punishment (to repent), but the later stages are expressed as “Ur> nxar>” — repentant
thoughts do not even come to his hand, and explains that it reflects Rav Huna’s principle: 12yw 13
n2 1101 1Y 078 — Once a person commits a sin and repeats it, 12 MM — it becomes permitted to him,
which the Gemara explains to mean: 1’1212 w1 — It becomes to him as if it is permitted, since he
became accustomed to violating it.

3 If an 2y 72 sold to an idolator can be redeemed by halves

Rav Huna bar Chinena asked Rav Sheishes: 0212 7219% 150301 ™12p 72y — Regarding an 12y 12y sold
to an idolator, PRINY HRIPR R PRINY 9831 — can he be redeemed by halves, or can he not be redeemed
by halves (i.e., can he reduce half his remaining term by paying half the redemption price)? Do we
learn, through a gezeirah shavah (N9 1n9R3) from AnnR 71w — an ancestrally owned field, that just
as a mnnx N7 cannot be redeemed by halves, so, too, an *12p 72y cannot be redeemed by halves, or
do we allow him to be redeemed by halves where it would be more lenient for him, but not where it
would be stricter for him (since it was established above, in point 1, that his redemption is calculated
leniently)? Rav Sheishes answered that just as an *12y 72y cannot be sold for a theft that is half his
sale value (as taught on daf 18a), »xn x211913 Y31 11 — s0, too, he can only be redeemed fully, but not
by halves. Abaye explains that “redeeming by halves” can result in a leniency or a stringency in cases
where the slave’s value fluctuates (higher or lower) between when he was redeemed halfway to when
he can be fully redeemed.
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1 If amin "y °na can be redeemed by relatives

The Gemara on the previous daf discussed whether nmin »y °*na — houses of walled cities that were
sold can be redeemed by halves, and concluded that the Rabbanan (as opposed to Rebbe Shimon)
hold they cannot, based on a gezeirah shavah (N3 1n71R3) from AnnR "0 — an ancestrally owned
field. Rav Huna bar Chinena asked Rav Sheishes: imin 1y >naa na1omin — One who sells a house among
houses of walled cities, Da1p% 2R3 PR IR DA1PY Y831 — can it be redeemed by the seller’s relatives, or can
it not be redeemed by relatives? Since there is a gezeirah shavah between nmin » °na and annx 17v,
do we say that just as a nmnx 77w cannot be redeemed by halves, but can be redeemed by relatives,
50, too, 1N "W *n cannot be redeemed by halves, but can be redeemed by relatives? Or does the
gezeirah shavah only teach about the law of redeeming by halves (which is written near the word
M), but not the law of relatives redeeming? Rav Sheishes answered that min 1w °na cannot be
redeemed by relatives.

2 Machlokes what may be used for ny>x1

A Baraisa records a machlokes Tanna'im regarding what is included in the Torah’s requirement of
npx1 — boring the ear of an 12y 12p who wishes to remain. Rebbe Yose bar Rebbe Yehudah includes
wooden implements, such as a peg or thorn, based on the word "nnp»" — and you shall take, 55 ma1>
T2 NP 12T — to include anything that is taken by hand. Rebbe requires a metal instrument, similar
to the awl of the Torah. The Gemara explains that Rebbe darshens the phrase “annn yxn nx nnph
noTIRa” as a 999107191993, which includes anything which is Vo7 Py — similar to the specification,
which includes anything metal, like an awl. Rebbe Yose bar Rebbe Yehudah darshens the phrase with
the more expansive 111 0¥’ 1277, which includes everything but one exception, which the Gemara
identifies as Do — a potion that pierces the ear. Because the Torah wrote "vxmn” — “the” awl (using
the definite article), a large awl is also included.

3 An ™May 72y kohen re: becoming a nirtza and the master giving him a maidservant

Yudan Beribi taught that the piercing is done in the earlobe. The Chachamim responded: »2y T2y Px
DM YYa nwpIw 2190 Yx11 770 — The law is that an 12y 72p who is a kohen cannot become a nirtza, because
he would thereby become a baal mum (possessing a disqualifying defect). If you say only the earlobe
is pierced, how would he become a om Yva? Rather, the piercing must be in the upper part of the
ear. The Gemara later explains that a kohen cannot become a om Yya because the Torah says: Yx 201
nnown — And he shall return to his family, innownaw primnY — teaching that he returns to his former
position in his family. The Gemara asks about an ™2y T2p kohen: n°1p13 MNow 127115 MO*w 10 — Can
his master give a Canaanite slavewoman to him to produce offspring? Do we say that the heter for an
m2y T2p to have relations with a maidservant is a novelty, so it applies equally to a kohen, or perhaps
kohanim are different, mn> mxn 21150 172 1M R0 — since the Torah added more commandments for
them? Rav says it is permitted and Shmuel says it is not. Rav Nachman told Rav Anan that he could
have challenged Shmuel from the above Baraisa, which implies that a kohen cannot be a nirtza only
because he would become a om bpa. If an 12y 12v who is a kohen cannot marry a slavewoman, he
would additionally lack the qualification of the servant “loving his wife”! The Gemara concludes: 1n
Y — There is nothing else to be said to this challenge.
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1 How a master should treat his slave — “qny 15 210 5"

A Baraisa teaches that if either the servant or the master does not have a wife and children, he
cannot be a nirtza, based on pesukim. If the master does not love him, he is not a nirtza, because the
pasuk says: 7oy 19 210 > — For it was good for him with you, implying the master is pleased with him. If
he does not love his master, he is not a nirtza, because the pasuk describes him as loving his master.
Finally, if one of them is ill, he is not a nirtza (based on pesukim). A Baraisa teaches: The pasuk says:
w19 210 °3 — For it was good for him with you, teaching nnwna ny Yoxn1a my — he should be with
you in food, and with you in drink. You should not eat bread of fine flour while he eats bread of poor
quality, you should not drink aged wine while he drinks (inferior) new wine, and you should not
sleep on a mattress while he sleeps on straw. Based on this it was said: 7178 713 12y 12 Anpn Yo
mxpY — Anyone who acquires a servant, it is as if he acquired a master for himself.

2 Why the ear of the »12y 72y is pierced, and why by a doorpost

In a Baraisa, Rebbe Yochanan ben Zakkai darshened the following pasuk "min pn> — like a packet of
peatls or spices: Why was the ear specifically chosen to be pierced? x11 M2 w1tpn mx — Hashem said:
"D N YV 1p nynww Tk — The ear that heard My voice on Har Sinai, "o72p Y811 °12°Y 3" NN npwa
— at the time when I said, “For to Me, Bnei Yisrael are servants,” 01ay% 11y X9 — and not servants of
other servants, MmYp5 18 MIp1 1 12M — yet this one went and acquired a master for himself, yxv — let
the ear be pierced! Rebbe Shimon bar Rebbe darshened a different pasuk “like a packet” Why is the
ear pierced specifically by the door and doorpost? X171 712 witpn MR — Hashem said: viw anm nb1
om0 — The door and doorpost, which were witnesses in Mitzrayim 51 mpwnn %» *NNodw npwa
mmmn nw — when [ skipped over the lintel and two doorposts of Jewish homes, 7x70° >12°5 >3 *nmx
12y — and I said, “For to Me, Bnei Yisrael are servants,” 072y 0772y 891 — and not servants of other
servants, mn mTapn onxxm — and I took them out from slavery to freedom, Mxp% IR 131 717 12 —
yet this one went and acquired a master for himself, o101 yx — his ear should be pierced before them!

3 Methods to acquire an "1v1> 72v — Rebbe Shimon: nnaxan a1 apm ’an xY

The next Mishnah states: nipmar 1w qooa nIp1 1913 729 — An 1913 12Y may be acquired with money,
a document, or chazakah (an act demonstrating ownership). A Baraisa adds that he may be acquired
with povn, and Shmuel says he may be acquired with nywn — drawing him near. Still, calling the
slave to come to him is not valid n>»wn, although it is valid n>wn of an animal. The Gemara explains:
N9TR 1T ’ROYTR 2 — An animal walks according to the owner’s will and is considered to be “moved”
by the owner’s command, whereas 21xp w11 NP IR 12Y — a slave walks by his own will to follow
the command, not the master’s. Based on this, Rav Ashi said that a slave who is a minor can be
acquired by calling him, since he has not developed independent thought. A Baraisa lists examples
of npm, such as dressing or undressing him, or even lifting him. However, this Tanna holds that if he
lifts the slave, he does not acquire him. Rebbe Shimon argues: nnann n1m npin xin &> — Chazakah
should not be better for acquiring anything than lifting it, mpn Y21 nnp nnanw — for lifting acquires in
every place and can acquire slaves as well.
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1 Three opinions re: freeing a slave with money or a 70w, through himself or another

In the Mishnah on daf 22b, Rebbe Meir had taught that a slave is freed with money provided by
someone else, or a 7w given to him, and the Chachamim seem to say the reverse. The Gemara
ultimately explains that there are three opinions: Rebbe Meir holds that although the slave cannot
own money (and cannot redeem himself), someone else can redeem the slave with money, even
against his will. Abaye explains: Pnm> Ypa 5 >1pn wRM>d Y b 11 Prin — Since money can buy
him against his will, it can also transfer him to himself against his will (as opposed to a 70w, which is
a different "ow than the one used for purchase). Rava explains that the master accepts the money
for himself (not on the slave’s behalf), thereby freeing the slave (as opposed to a 7w, which must
be received on the slave’s behalf). The Rabbanan hold that he can even free himself with personal
money (because they hold he can own money). Finally, Rebbe Shimon ben Elazar holds that a 1ow
must be given to someone else, but not the slave (as explained below).

2 Rebbe Shimon ben Elazar: a slave cannot receive his 117w 03, and if he can make a shaliach
Rabbah explains why Rebbe Shimon ben Elazar says a slave cannot receive his 1mnw va (and we do
not say RO PR2 11103 — his get and hand's independence come simultaneously). He derives a gezeirah
shavah (7 %) from a woman, teaching: 1>w nPrRY MWL VI RXPY T TOR D — Just as a woman is
not divorced until he removes the get to a domain that is not his (because her hand does not belong to
him), 19w nrrY MY A RXPY TY N1 TV IR — S0, too, a slave is not freed until the master removes the
N V1 to a domain that is not his (i.e., not the slave). Rabbah asked according to this opinion: T2y
127 N0 3P YW nwY w n v — Can an 113 7w make a shaliach to receive his Mnw 1 from his
master? Do we say that since his law is derived from a woman’s, and just as she can make a shaliach,
50, too, a slave can as well, or do we say that she can make a shaliach because she can accept it herself,
but a slave who cannot accept his 1mnw va cannot make a shaliach? He concluded that he can make
a shaliach, like a woman.

3 The machlokes if a slave can free himself with money (three explanations)

In the Mishnah, Rebbe Meir said that a slave cannot free himself with his own money, and the
Rabbanan say he can. The Gemara suggests that Rebbe Meir holds that 121892 1295 pap px — a slave
has no acquisition without his master (who automatically acquires anything given to his slave), and
holds the same regarding a married woman, while the Rabbanan hold that a slave can independently
own what is given to him. Rav Sheishes said that even the Rabbanan agree that ordinarily, a slave
cannot independently own anything. The dispute is where one gave him money and said, nm %
1 mw1 7279 prw — “This gift is given on condition that your master has no rights in it,” and they argue
if this condition is effective in preventing the master’s acquisition. Rebbe Elazar says that everyone
would agree such a condition is ineffective, and explains the case is where someone gave the slave
money and said, nrn 12 xxnw nn Yy — “This is given on condition that you go free with it,” and they
argue if this condition is effective.
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1 An w1 12y goes free for destruction of any of the nax *vra

It was taught in a Baraisa: py1 7w1a xxr — A slave goes free for destruction of a tooth or eye, D128 "ORM
DN 1PRW — or the ends of limbs that do not regenerate. A tooth and eye are written explicitly, and
both had to be written, to clarify that the loss of a baby tooth does not set him free, and that the
loss of an adult tooth does (despite his not being born with it). The Gemara explains that all other
D128 "o are derived from a Panm PRI 19220 P PY1 TR a0 5931 0D Y95 — Just as losing a tooth
and an eye causes an exposed blemish, and they do not regenerate, PN PRI M1222 PR 93 AR — S0,
too, regarding the loss of all limbs that cause an exposed blemish and do not regenerate, a slave goes
free when the master destroys them. The Gemara asks that if so, a loss of function should also be
required (similar to losing an eye’s sight and a tooth’s chewing), yet a Baraisa teaches that if his beard
is pulled, dislocating a bone, he goes free! The Gemara concludes that this sequence is darshened as
the more expansive 111 v¥ym 1271 and excludes only M DO NN 1T YY 1107 — where he hit him
on his hand and it withered but will eventually return to health.

2 1y 1w and other damages through sound

A Baraisa teaches that although a slave goes free if he was struck on the eye and blinded or on the
ear and deafened, but nxm 1rx1 1Y 1 — if he was struck in a place opposite his eye and it shocked
him, and now he cannot see, or Ymw 1R IR T3 — opposite his ear, and now he cannot hear, the slave
does not go free. Rav Shemen objected to Rav Ashi about the implication that one is not liable for
damage through sound, because Rami bar Yechezkel said that if a rooster crowed into a glass vessel
and broke it, the owner is liable, and Rav taught that if a horse or donkey damaged by neighing or
braying, the owner is liable! Rav Ashi answered that a man damaged through sound is different:
TPWDI PPN PR K171 YT 127 1T — Since he is an intelligent being, he shocks himself by focusing on
the sudden noise, and the one who produced the noise is not responsible. This is demonstrated by
a Baraisa that teaches that if someone frightens his fellow and injures him (e.g., he shouts into his
ear, deafening him), nw *r72 27m D78 "M MWD — he is exempt from paying under man’s laws (i.e.,
beis din will not compel him to pay), but is liable according to Heavenly law.

3 Requirement of destructive intent for Py v

A Baraisa teaches that if the master was a doctor, and the slave asked him to medicate his eye, and
in the process the master blinded him, the Tanna Kamma says: mrn2 xx1 pxa pmw — He laughs
at the master and goes free. Rebbe Shimon ben Gamliel says: The pasuk says: nnmen — And he shall
destroy it, teaching he does not go free innw? p1om°w 1v — until the master intends to destroy the limb,
but he does not go free for unintentional destruction. The Rabbanan darshen this word for the law
taught by Rebbe Elazar in another Baraisa: \nnow »yn 17 vwiw *1n — If he stretched his hand into
his slavewoman’s womb to deliver her baby, mynaw 121 xvo1 — and inadvertently blinded the fetus in
her womb, he is not responsible, because the word “nnmen” teaches, according to this opinion, that
he must at least intend to act on the eye (even if he did not intend to damage it).
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1 If the tongue is considered an exposed limb

A Baraisa lists the twenty-four omax *wx1 for which a slave goes free (for their destruction). Rebbe
adds castration, and Ben Azzai adds the tongue (which is exposed when one speaks). Although this
implies that Rebbe does not consider the tongue exposed, this is disproven, because Rebbe holds
(arguing with the Rabbanan) that the tongue is considered exposed regarding sprinkling nxon n
(which must land on an exposed part of the body), and to consider a bechor a om 9pa when it is
missing most of the “speaking part” of the tongue. Ulla explains the machlokes regarding sprinkling
nxon n: All agree regarding contracting tumah Y Y3x X 19371 — that the tongue is considered
exposed regarding a sheretz (although oinon na — hidden organs cannot contract tumah through
touch), because the pasuk says: 12 v» W — That which he shall touch, and a tongue can be externally
touched. All agree regarding tevilah that the tongue is not considered exposed (and water need not
enter the mouth), because the pasuk says: 0ma1wa yn — And he shall immerse his flesh in the water,
requiring only fully external organs, similar to flesh, to be immersed. Their argument about nxon n
is whether sprinkling should be compared to tumah or tevilah.

2 Why Rebbe’s slavewoman repeated her tevilah after finding a bone in her mouth

Ulla said that even Rebbe agrees that the mouth is considered concealed regarding tevilah, and
water need not enter it. This is challenged from an incident in which Rebbe’s slavewoman immersed
herself, and later found a bone stuck between her teeth (constituting a chatzitzah), and Rebbe
required her to repeat her tevilah. This proves that Rebbe holds that water must enter the mouth!
The Gemara answers: 112 XY 0°n nx°a71 11 — Granted, we do not require water to actually enter the
mouth, P2 00128129 )7 0P — but we do require the mouth to be a place fit for water to enter. The
bone stuck in her teeth rendered that part of her mouth unfit for water to enter. This requirement
is based on Rebbe Zeira’s principle: 12227 "x 1 93 — Regarding any minchah fit for mixing the flour
and oil, 12 n2oyn 1 PR — the mixing is not critical and the minchah is valid without it, %1 18w
n1% — but any minchah that is unfit for mixing (because of an incorrect proportion of flour to oil),
12 N20YN N2 — the mixing is critical to it, and the minchah is invalid.

3 Methods for acquiring animals, and acquiring an elephant according to Rebbe Shimon
The next Mishnah states: n°ona rapa noa mma — A large animal (such as cattle) is acquired with
handing over (e.g., handing over the reins), nnana npTm — and a small animal (such as sheep) is
acquired by lifting it, according to Rebbe Meir and Rebbe Eliezer. The Chachamim say: np1 inna
n>wna mpy — A small animal is acquired with drawing it near. Rav announced that a large animal is
acquired with n12wn, and the Gemara explains this is based on a Baraisa, in which the Chachamim
say all animals are acquired with n>*wn, and Rebbe Shimon says all animals are acquired with nnan.
Rav Yosef asked that according to Rebbe Shimon, how can one acquire an elephant, which cannot
be lifted? Four answers are offered: 1) Abaye said it can be acquired with po*on — exchange of items,
or 2) mpn nX 191w — by renting its place where it stands, thereby acquiring it with chatzer. 3) Rebbe
Zeira said he can place four vessels under the elephant’s feet, acquiring it with his vessels (like a
chatzer), or 4) mmi *>ama — he can place bundles of vines three tefachim high, then compel the
elephant to step onto them, causing it to be “lifted” above the ground.
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1 Methods for acquiring unmovable and movable property

The next Mishnah states: nranx on% ww ooo1 — Unmovable properties (such as land) that have
‘responsibility” (meaning creditors rely on them for collection) npma w1 RO IR — are acquired
with money, a document, or chazakah, an act demonstrating ownership. X9 Pip1 PR NPINR DAY PRY
n>wn1 — Movable properties are only acquired with drawing them near. The Gemara will explain
that according to Rebbe Yochanan, who says that Biblically, movable possessions are acquired with
money, this Mishnah reflects the Rabbinic enactment to acquire them with n>wn. Rav says: 11w x>
IOV NR Pamd PR Dpna ’OR — They only taught that money acquires land in a place where they do not
ordinarily write a document for the sale, np X% 70w NX PaMOW DPP2 Yar — but in a place where they
write a document for the sale, he does not acquire the land until the 70w is given, because the buyer is
not confident in the sale until he receives it. Rav adds that the buyer can stipulate to choose which
kinyan to use, allowing him to retract before the "w is given, but if the seller wants to retract, the
buyer can say he already acquired the land with the money.

2 When a 7w of sale acquires

Shmuel says: ninn 10w k9% 10 &> — They only taught that a 7w acquires alone regarding a document
of a gift, T2 17w T MIp &Y D01 2R — but regarding a sale, he does not acquire it until he gives him
money, because the seller does not commit to the sale without receiving payment. Rav Hamnuna
challenged him from a Baraisa describing the "ow, which states that if he writes on a paper or shard,
12 1m0 — “My field is hereby sold to you,” or, 7% nnn1 1w — “My field is hereby given to you,” 7w i
nnnn amon — it is sold or given. Clearly, a 70w works alone even for a sale! He answered: 17w 10ma
nny1 2190 — The Baraisa is discussing one selling his field because of its poor quality. To prevent the
buyer from retracting, the seller is willing to complete the transaction before receiving money. Rav
Ashi answered that the Baraisa is actually discussing a single case of a gift, and the owner wrote
both terms (of selling and gifting) 1m3 nx mo*Y *15 — to enhance the recipient’s rights. He commits
to compensate the recipient if the land is collected by the first owner’s creditor, as if it was a sale.

3 If acquisition of 23X requires the items to be in the transacted land

The Mishnah taught that movable possessions can be acquired alongside an acquisition of
unmovable property, known as “wx.” This is based on a pasuk: mm¥n » DY "1 MINN DR oaY 107
N2 — And their father gave them gifts... together with fortified cities in Yehudah, implying the gifts
were acquired automatically with the cities. The Gemara asks: X2 % 2% 12v2 — Do we require the
movable items to be piled on the land being acquired to include them in the transaction, or not? Can
2 work to acquire items elsewhere as well? Rav Yosef quoted a Mishnah stating that xiw Y2 ypap
— land of any size is subject to numerous halachos of land, including the ability to acquire movable
possessions with it. If 238 requires the items to be on the property, what could be acquired on this
tiny land? Rav Shmuel bar Bisna answered: vrn na yviw 1w — Where he stuck a needle into the land,
and when Rav Yosef expressed his annoyance at this answer, Rav Ashi clarified that he could mean
where a pearl worth a thousand zuz was hung from it. The Gemara on the next daf concludes that
1 works even where the possessions are not on the property.
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1 2% where the two kinyanim are different types, or to different people

The Gemara asks about the kinyan of 1 ninna poobon 1oma 17w :x — If the field is being sold, and
the movable items are being gifted, what is the halachah? Can items be acquired alongside land with a
different type of transaction? This is resolved from a Mishnah in which Rabban Gamliel transferred
his future maaser to Rebbe Yehoshua by renting his field to him. Since renting is akin to a sale, and
the maaser was given as a gift, it demonstrates that 1ax is effective even in such a case. The Gemara
asks further: 1mn NRY PoLYOM TR NTY — If the field is given to one person and the movable items to
another person, what is the halachah? Can 2 enable transferring movable items to a person other
than the one acquiring the land? The Gemara quotes the same Mishnah, in which Rebbe Akiva
acquired maaser ani on behalf of the poor by renting Rabban Gamliel’s field, showing that 23x even
operates to acquire for another person. The Gemara answers that Rebbe Akiva may have also rented
the field on behalf of the poor. Alternatively, Rebbe Akiva is unique, mn 0”1 71— because he is the
‘hand” of the poor. As their treasurer, his renting land is the equivalent of the poor renting it.

2 Acquiring ten separate fields or animals with one kinyan

A Baraisa is brought that supports Shmuel’s statement: mm 1wy mTw Wy 1% 150 — If one sold to
another ten fields in ten countries, 17n NNR2 PINnY 17> — once he performed a chazakah in one of them,
1919 NR Mp — he acquires all of them. Rav Acha, the son of Rav Ikka, attempted to prove this: 1°xw
TNX YDDRI MNNA WY 12 100 — For if one handed a buyer ten animals tied with a single halter, 5 MR
1p — and he told him, “Acquire them,” »3p X9 1 — does he not acquire them all? The Gemara says the
cases are not analogous: 172 1mwR onin — There, the animals’ bond is in his hand, connecting them all,
whereas 1721708 PR Xon — here, the fields’ “bond” is not in his hand, i.e., the fields are not considered
connected. In a second version, Rav Acha attempted to disprove Shmuel, arguing that if one handed
a buyer ten animals tied with one halter and said, »p 1w — “Acquire this one,” he would not acquire
the other animals. Here, too, telling him to acquire a nearby field (where the others are elsewhere)
is tantamount to saying, “Acquire this one”! The Gemara answers: »’ponm o’on oni — There, the
animals are separate bodies; thus, the seller’s instructions mean to acquire only one, whereas xon
X171 70 RYIRT RITO — here, the block of earth is one, and all the fields are included in the acquisition.

3 The source for v 5%

The Mishnah taught that a nmaw obligation on movable items could subject unmovable property
to a 1w (although land is ordinarily exempt from any nynw obligations) called my1aw Sn. Ulla
provides the source from the sotah, who says “mx 1ax,” and a Mishnah explains that she is swearing
about multiple possible acts of adultery, including: nou1 02’ NMIVT ARTYN ADIIXR VO KYY PR —
Amen that I did not stray while an arusah, nesuah, shomeres yavam, or married yevamah, since only a
nesugh can undergo the sotah procedure, and she could not have become a nesuah through relations
after her illegal seclusion as an arusah, because such relations with the husband are forbidden, and
disqualify the test. Thus, the case is where she is swearing as a nesuah, and also swears about her
time as an arusah through the principle of nyaw 1. The Gemara proceeds to prove that this also
applies to monetary shevuos, and even where the claimant is uncertain.
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1 Using ny1aw Y193 when claiming someone is his 12y

Rav, in describing the extent that nyaw 1% can obligate one to swear, taught that if the claimant
says, fiNR 72y PRY *Y yawn — “Swear to me that you are not my Canaanite slave,” he would have to
swear. The Gemara objects that such a claimant would be put in cheirem, as a Baraisa teaches: xmpn
112 RiP T2 1vanY — One who calls his fellow a slave should be put under ban! Rather, Rava explained
that the claimant said, “Swear that you are not my »12y 12v.” This is not an ordinary monetary claim,
because Rava taught on daf 16a that an 2y T2p is "p 100 — his body is owned by the master, and
therefore likened to land. The Gemara asks why this is a greater novelty than using a myaw 519 for
land, and explains that land is purchased privately, and its current ownership is not always known,
but one might think that a claim that someone is his *12p 72 is not believable, since it would
ordinarily be publicly known. Rava therefore teaches that the defendant must still swear.

2 What items can be used for 7o%n?

The next Mishnah states: 1xa 007 nwwin > — Regarding anything used as payment for something else,
POYMA AT 2NN 7T AT 117> — once this seller acquired it, the buyer becomes responsible for its exchange
(i.e., the item being exchanged for it becomes his). An illustration is then given of exchanging an
ox for a cow, or a donkey for an ox. After the Gemara challenges the implication of the Mishnah
that coins may be used for po*9m, it interprets the Mishnah to mean nxa o7 o020 Y3 — anything
requiring evaluation to be used as payment for something else can effect po'on. This teaches that all
movable items, and not just utensils (like the shoe of the pasuk of po*9n), may be used, which is
illustrated by the exchange of an ox for a cow. The Gemara continues that this only fits with Rav
Sheishes, who holds that mvs — produce can effect po°vn, but Rav Nachman, who holds they cannot,
must explain the Mishnah differently.

3 Kinyanim of hekdesh

The next Mishnah states: nptna vr7an mwm qooa man mw1 — The “holy domain” (i.e., hekdesh)
acquires with money, but an ordinary personal domain acquires with a proprietary act (referring here
to LT NTPONd MY NPNR (>N — Also, one’s declaration to give to hekdesh is equivalent to his
giving over an item to an ordinary person. A Baraisa illustrates the first clause, that if the treasurer
gave money to purchase someone’s animal (for a korban), it is acquired even if it is at the other end
of the world. It then illustrates the second clause: wTpn nr n°2 791 1 M0 MR — One who says, “This
cow is hereby an Olah,” or, “This house is hereby hekdesh,” nip 021vn Mo 1208 — even if they are at the
other end of the world, hekdesh acquires them. A private person always requires n12°wn.
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1 Mitzvos of a father, from which mothers are exempt

The next Mishnah teaches which mitzvos women are exempt from: axn Yy 12n mxn 95 — Regarding all
mitzvos of the son upon the father, mMMvd DWI 27N D'WIR — men are obligated, and women are exempt.
The Gemara will explain this to mean that the mother is exempt from all mitzvos that are incumbent
on the father to perform for his son. 1271 %p axn mxn Y21 — But regarding all mitzvos of the father upon
the son (meaning the mitzvos to honor and revere one’s parents), P2n w1 TR WIR TR — both
men and women are obligated in them. The Mishnah enumerates other mitzvos from which women are
exempt, including xnm3 1w mwy mxn — time-bound positive mitzvos. A Baraisa lists several “mitzvos
of the son upon the father” from which the mother is exempt: 1) to circumcise him, 2) to redeem
him if he is a bechor, 3) to teach him Torah, 4) to marry him off, 5) to teach him a trade, 6) and some
say, to teach him to swim. Rebbe Yehudah adds: mimx 112 nx mbn 1wxw Y3 — Anyone who does not
teach his son a trade, moo*» 1 — teaches him robbery, which the Gemara explains means it is as
if he teaches him robbery, because he will resort to robbery to provide for himself. The Mishnah
concludes that men and women are both obligated in positive mitzvos that are not time-bound, as
well as all negative mitzvos (except for three from which women are exempt).

2 mTo% 1 MY KN

It was taught in a Baraisa: m1o% 1121 m119Y )10 — If he himself needs to be redeemed as a bechor, and his
firstborn son needs to be redeemed, the Tanna Kamma says: 1125 0mp )10 — He takes precedence over his
son and he redeems himself first. Rebbe Yehudah says his son takes precedence, 1ax 5p inmn mmo —
because his own mitzvah is primarily incumbent on his own father (who should have redeemed him),
PYY M mMI¥n AN — and his son’s mitzvah is primarily incumbent upon him. Rebbe Yirmiyah clarifies that
all agree that where he has only five sela’im, he redeems himself with them, because x>y o7 M1¥N
— a mitzvah regarding (redeeming) himself is superior to a mitzvah regarding (redeeming) someone
else. Their argument is where the father has five personal sela’im, and five sela’im of property sold to
another. Rebbe Yehudah holds: x'n70wannnas nmnarnot mon — A debt written in the Torah (such as
the obligation to redeem a bechor) is like it is written in a 70® (regarding collecting from sold property).
Therefore, he redeems his son with his personal money, and his own redemption is collected from
his sold property (since his obligation was in force before he sold his property). The Rabbanan hold a
Biblical debt is not considered like it is written in a 70w, and cannot be collected from sold property.
Since he has only five sela’im for redemption, he redeems himself, as above.

3 7R RYDI 70 TINYY

It was taught in a Baraisa: mor xo*91 7n 1mb> — In a conflict between learning Torah first or marrying
a wife, TOR K®? >'NR1 11N TN — he should learn Torah first, and then marry a wife. But if he cannot
be without a wife, he should marry first. Rav Yehudah quoted Shmuel that the halachah is that one
should marry first, but Rebbe Yochanan said: imina proy» mxiva o»nm — There is a millstone around
his neck (i.e., his responsibility to provide for his family), and he should learn Torah? Rather, he should
learn Torah first. The Gemara explains there is no argument: 1% &1 1> X1 — Shmuel’s ruling is for us
in Bavel, and Rebbe Yochanan’s ruling is for them in Eretz Yisrael. Those in Bavel primarily learned
away from home and could marry first without bearing the burden of providing for their families.
In Eretz Yisrael, where they learned in their own land, they should learn first, because marrying first
would interfere with their learning. The Gemara proceeds to illustrate the importance of marrying
at a young age.
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1 Teaching Torah to one’s grandson

The Gemara asks: nmn 11 nx b ox 270120 0 — To what extent is a person obligated to teach his son
Torah? Rav Yehudah quoted Shmuel as saying to follow the example of Zevulun ben Dan, whose
grandfather taught him Mikra, Mishnah, Gemara, Halachah, and Aggadah. This is challenged from
a Baraisa that states: niwon 1mbn pr xpn 1% — Once the father has taught him Mikra, he need not
teach him Mishnah, and Rava said it refers to Torah alone, and not Neviim and Kesuvim! The Gemara
clarifies that Shmuel merely used the example regarding teaching one’s grandchild, but not the
subject material. This is also challenged from a Baraisa that teaches that one is not obligated to
teach his grandson Torah, and when the Torah writes: 112 °1291 112% onymim — And you shall make
them known to your sons and grandsons, it means to say that anyone who teaches his son Torah, nibyn
1272911125119 121K 110 19y — the Torah considers it as if he taught him, his son, and his grandson,
mTA 92 Mo v — until the end of all generations. The Gemara answers that Shmuel follows another
Tanna, who does interpret this pasuk as obligating a grandfather to teach his grandson.

2 D2X,TD2 D°TTIAN AMN 127 1Y D11 become 022X

It was taught in a Baraisa: The pasuk says: nnien — And you shall teach them thoroughly, nn 1211w
o2 7N — teaching that the words of Torah should be sharp in your mouth, 127 DX 72 XY DRY —
so that if a man will ask you something in Torah, 12 Mmxm DN Y8 — you will not stammer and then
tell him; ™12 MR ’9R — rather, you will answer him immediately. The Baraisa brings several pesukim
to support this, with the final one being: bnn INDWR NX X910 WK 1237 R — Praiseworthy is the man
who fills his quiver with them (referring to students); w1 D°2IR NX 127 *2 11 &Y — they will not be
ashamed when they speak with enemies in the gate. Rebbe Chiya bar Abba darshens the closing words
of the pasuk:Tnx 1w nmna ppoWY 1NN 297 121 287 1908 — Even a father and his son, or a teacher
and his student, who are learning Torah at one gate, 71 NR 71T 2K DWY1 — they become as enemies to
each other in disagreement, iT NX 71T D°AMIX DPWYIV TP DWN D°1T DPR1T — but do not move from there until
they become those who love each other.

3 79an 1M 1Y 2RI YIA W DRI - DN DD - "DnnwY”

A Baraisa darshens the pasuk: nnmor — And you shall place, as bn no — a perfect medicine, teaching:
0°n 0od AN nvwn — The Torah is compared to a life-giving medicine. This is analogous to a father who
struck his son and placed a compress upon the wound. He told him that as long as the compress
was in place, he could eat, drink, and bathe as he pleased (despite these being potentially harmful to
his injury), but if he removes the compress, his injury will worsen. So, too, Hashem says to Yisrael:
12 — My son! pban nmin 19 nx11 »n X0 Nk — [ created the yetzer hara, and I created the Torah as its
antidote. "mn2 PO ONX DR — If you involve yourself in Torah, 171 o1on1 DNX PR — you will not be
given over into his hand. A pasuk is brought to support this, and pesukim are brought to support the
following points of the Baraisa: nmna ppow onx pr ox1 — And if you do not involve yourself in Torah,
172 01001 DR — you will be given over into his hand, 72 1nm1 18w Y30 ROR MY 891 — and furthermore,
all his activities concern you, 12 9w ANR X1 ANR DX — but if you wish, you can master him through
your involvement in Torah.
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1 2R XY DR XM D7TPA ,OR 71239 AR TID D7 TPN

Rebbe taught in a Baraisa: 021w mm mxw *n 2109 ¥111 193 — It is revealed and known before He Who
spoke and the world came into being RN AN MK NX 7200 129 — that a son naturally honors his mother
more than his father, 1272 M7TWNW *10n — because she sways him with pleasant words; D™Tpn 7205
DX T12°3Y 28 T2 K1 T2 wTpn — therefore, Hashem placed honoring a father before honoring a mother
in the pasuk. D217 M MRY "0 105 Y171 190 — And it is revealed and known before He Who spoke and
the world came into being Wxn AN RN R1°NN 1270 — that a son naturally reveres his father more than
his mother, 7N 1MW *190 — because he teaches him Torah; XM DR XM X 7172 OITP 07TPi 7902
arn — therefore, Hashem placed revering a mother before revering a father in the pasuk.

2 nrnijaxnt

Rebbe Eliezer was asked: ox1 28 123 19°n1 10 — What is the extent of the mitzvah of honoring one’s
father and mother? He answered: Go and see what one idolator, Dama ben Nesinah, did in Ashkelon.
The Sages once sought to purchase stones from him for the Eifod of the kohen gadol, from which he
would profit six hundred thousand gold dinars (an alternate version says eight hundred thousand),
but the key to access the stones was under his sleeping father’s pillow, and Dama refused to disturb
him. The next year, Hashem rewarded him with a parah adumah born into his herd. The Sages went
to him to purchase it, and he said, “I know that if I would ask for all the money in the world for it,
you would give it to me. However, I only ask for the amount I lost through honoring my father.”
Rebbe Chanina said: 75 nww1 amxn 12xw " i — If one who is not commanded to honor his parents
and does so, receives such reward, N1 N2 NAX Y w1 7NXN — then one who is commanded in their
honor and does so, how much more so will he be rewarded! This kal vachomer is based on his principle
that nww mxn 511 — one who is commanded in a mitzvah and performs it is greater IMXN 1PRY N
I — than one who is not commanded in a mitzvah and performs it.

3 T2 MPRI RN TR

It was taught in a Baraisa: 23 wrK1 k1 1nrr — What is appropriate reverence for parents, and
what is appropriate honor for parents? m1pn1 3wY K71 MIPNL TP K RN — Reverence means one may
not stand in his designated place, nor sit in his designated place, 19151 &1 177127 NX 1MO &9 — and one
may not contradict his father’s words, nor may he weigh in on a disagreement between his father and
another person. npwm 7581 N2> — Honor means that one gives his father to eat and drink, wabn
noom — he dresses and covers him, ®xm1 0191 — and he brings him in and takes him out.
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1 Machlokes if the funding for M2 is 12 Ywn or ax HYwn — extent of kavod

The Gemara asks who pays for the parents’ needs. Rav Yehudah says: 12 Yon — It is funded from
the son’s assets. Rav Nosson bar Oshaya says: a8 Ywn — It is from the father’s assets (and the son’s
obligation is only physically providing their needs). The Gemara rules they are funded from the
father’s assets. This is challenged from a Baraisa, which teaches that a8 12’3 even involves v pon
— amonetary loss (indicating that it should come from the son’s assets). The Gemara answers: 10227
moxY1n — The son could sustain a loss from the interruption of his work while caring for his parents.
This is further challenged from Rebbe Eliezer’s describing the extent of ax 12’3 to the point *15
M990 IR PIDA D' IR PIIR 0w — that if his father takes his wallet and throws it into the sea in his
presence, he does not shame his father. If the son need not suffer any monetary loss, then the father
must be throwing his own wallet, so why should the son care? The Gemara answers that it refers to
where the son stands to inherit this wallet. Similarly, Rav Huna once tore silks in the presence of his
son Rabbah to test him if he would get angry. The Gemara proceeds to analyze Rav Huna’s actions.

2 17125 YV YN TonM RWIM 1T HY SInY 29 axA

Rav Chisda said that a father can waive his son’s obligation to honor him. However, 11123 %p Yrmw 171
91N 11120 PR — a teacher who waives his right to honor, his honor is not waived. Rav Yosef said even a
teacher’s honor can be waived, as the pasuk says: onv oo 19171'm — And Hashem went before them
by day, indicating that Hashem (the ultimate Teacher) waived His honor by leading the nation. Rava
objected that Hashem is different: x> /%7 nmm xn w1 ’ny — The world is His, and the Torah is
His, > % nn — so He can waive His honor, ®n 2T 7170 Xon — but here, regarding a teacher, is
the Torah his that he can waive the honor which is due him because of the Torah’s honor? Rava later
retracted: X°n i2°7 i PR — Indeed, the Torah is his, as the pasuk says: 021 ooy i inmnn — And
about his Torah he ponders day and night. Later, Rav Ashi says that all agree that a x'w1 cannot waive
his honor. This is refuted from an incident in which Rabban Gamliel, the Nasi, served drinks to
several Sages at his son’s wedding feast. Rebbe Eliezer did not allow Rabban Gamliel to serve him,
but Rebbe Yehoshua did. He explained that Avraham himself, who was greater than Rabban Gamliel
and the greatest of his generation, waited on the angels, who he thought were Arabs. Rebbe Tzadok
added that a better proof that a Nasi can waive his honor is that Hashem Himself is involved in
providing food for all people. Rather, Rav Ashi said that even if the Nasi’s honor can be waived, the
king’s honor cannot, based on a pasuk.

3 Standing in honor of the elderly

A Baraisa states about the pasuk: Dpn n2°w *191 — Before an old man you shall rise, 1p1 *190 1908 915
mnwr — that one might think the obligation applies even for a sinful and ignorant old man, so the
Torah also writes “1p1,” and Don ’9% 1p1 PR — the word “zakein” only means a sage, based on a pasuk.
Rebbe Yose Haglili says “jpr” means iman mpw n1 — he who has acquired wisdom, and the Gemara
will explain that he holds one must even stand for a young scholar. At the end of the Baraisa, Issi
ben Yehudah says: ynwna n2w 931908 — The pasuk implies every old man, including a *xnwx jpr. The
Gemara will say the halachah follows Issi ben Yehudah. The Baraisa derives several other halachos
of standing for the elderly, including that it applies M1 vw mpna — where there is honor given by
standing, and not at a distance, nor in a bathhouse, and so on.
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1 Interrupting work to stand for the elderly or those bringing bikkurim

The Baraisa on the previous daf taught that just as standing for the elderly does not require monetary
loss, honoring them also does not require a loss. Although standing that interrupts profitable work
would cause a loss, the Gemara explains that we derive that just as honoring them does not require
interrupting work, standing for them also does not require interrupting work. Based on this it was
said: onam >N 21om MY PRV NPIIR oYa pr — Craftsmen are not permitted to stand before Torah
scholars bnoRYMA PPOWY Mywa — while they are involved in their work. (If they are working for others,
they are not permitted to stand.) This is challenged from a Mishnah that teaches that all craftsmen
would stand before those bringing bikkurim and inquire after their welfare! Rebbe Yochanan answers
that although one need not stand for a Torah scholar while working, one does for those bringing
bikkurim. Rebbe Yose bar Avin marveled: nnywa mxn n2°an > axm x11 — Come and see how beloved
is a mitzvah during its time of performance, that it requires interrupting work for its honor, whereas
standing for a Torah scholar does not! The Gemara responds that this may be to avoid discouraging
those engaged in the mitzvah from performing the mitzvah in the future.

2 mxmom

The Gemara asks: 121 X111 112 — If one’s son is his teacher, ax 190 TP 1N — what is the halachah
regarding whether the son must stand before his father? The Gemara brings a proof from Shmuel
telling Rav Yehudah to stand for his father Rav Yechezkel, although he was the latter’s teacher.
The Gemara responds that Rav Yechezkel was unique, mn ovwyn Y21 — because he was a man
of exceptional deeds, to the extent that even Mar Shmuel stood for him. Shmuel’s purpose in
instructing Rav Yehudah to stand for him was that he should do so even when Rav Yechezkel passed
behind Shmuel, without concern for Shmuel's honor. The Gemara then asks if the father must rise
for his son who is his teacher. The Gemara quotes a statement of Rebbe Yehoshua ben Levi: "»x »1x
*12°191 TMYY 13 — It does not befit me to stand before my son, Xw1 NP2 2> DIWN ROX — except due to
the honor of the Nasi’s family, whom his son married. This implies that had he not married the Nasi's
family, he would not have stood up for him, but only because he was his son’s teacher. Had his son
been his teacher, he would have stood up for him without his being part of the Nasi's family. The
Gemara answers that Rebbe Yehoshua ben Levi may have meant that he would not have stood up
for his son even if his son were his teacher, since he was his father.

3 Standing for a sefer Torah

The Gemara asks: 1mn 100 *190 TMYY 170 — What is the halachah regarding standing for a sefer Torah?
Rebbe Chilkiyah, Rebbe Simon, and Rebbe Elazar said it may be derived from a kal vachomer: >1on
o T — One stands before those who learn the Torah; 19w 93 &Y 7300 — how much more so
should one stand before the Torah itselfl Rebbe Ilai and Rebbe Yaakov bar Zavdi were sitting and
learning Torah, and when Rebbe Shimon bar Abba passed by, they rose for him. He told them they
should not have stood up for him, because they are sages and he is only a chaver, of lower status.
Furthermore, — i1 *39m N 70 oYadoes the Torah (i.e., those currently engaged in its study)
stand before its students? The Gemara explains he held like Rebbe Elazar, who said that a Torah
scholar does not stand for his teacher while he is learning Torah. Abaye, however, condemned those
who followed this ruling.
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1 The exemption of women from xn73 MY nwWY Mxn, with exceptions

The Mishnah on daf 29 taught that women are exempt from xn Y mwY Myn — time-bound
positive mitzvos. A Baraisa gives examples of this principle: dwelling in a sukkah during the seven
days of Sukkos, 3191 — taking a lulav and the other three species on the first day of Sukkos, 1910 —
blowing a shofar on Rosh Hashanah, nww1 — attaching tzitzis to a four-cornered garment (which
only applies to clothing worn by day), P>om — and tefillin (which does not apply by night, or on
Shabbos and Yom Tov). Some examples of positive mitzvos that are not time-dependent (and in
which women are obligated) are mezuzah, building a maakeh on the edge of a roof, returning lost
objects, and sending away a mother bird when taking eggs or chicks from the nest. The Gemara
protests that neither rule is absolute. Women are obligated in the time-bound mitzvos of eating
matzah on the first night of Pesach, nnnw — rejoicing on the 0°oa1 wHw, and Ynpn — the national
assembly at the Beis Hamikdash every seven years. On the other hand, women are exempt from the
non-time-bound mitzvos of learning Torah, bearing children, and redeeming a firstborn son. Rebbe
Yochanan said: m%93n 1 b pr — We do not learn from general rules, Y1012 mx1w D1pna 19°0K81 — even
where it says “except,” because there may be additional exceptions that are not listed.

2 The source for the principle: 1>°on, which is derived from nmin Tn%n

The Gemara says that this principle that women are exempt from time-bound positive mitzvos is
derived from tefillin: mmvd w1 P00 i — Just as wearing tefillin is a time-bound mitzvah, and
women are exempt from it, NMLD DWI XN ATV TWY MY 9D ) — so, too, regarding all time-bound
mitzvos, women are exempt. Women’s exemption from tefillin is derived from tefillin being written
near the mitzvah of learning Torah, from which women are exempt. Although tefillin is also written
near the mitzvah of mezuzah (in which women are obligated), that is only in the first nwo of Shema,
whereas the mitzvah to learn Torah is written near tefillin in both the first and second nrwin of
Shema. We do not exempt women from mezuzah based on its being written near tefillin, because
the Torah writes about mezuzah: 0y1n> 127 W0 — In order to lengthen your days, and certainly women
also need merits to prolong their lives!

3 Why we do not learn from nnnw or Ynpn to obligate women in xn 2 MY 7YY Mxn

The Gemara asks: Instead of exempting women from xn v 1wy mxn based on tefillin, let us
derive from nmmw — the mitzvah to rejoice during the 011 wHw, that women are obligated in mxn
X3 v nwp! Abaye answers: nnnwn nbva nwr — Regarding a woman'’s rejoicing, it is her husband
who gladdens her (i.e., it is his obligation, not hers, to ensure that she rejoices). Even regarding
a widow, about whom the Torah also wrote the mitzvah of nnnw, it is the mitzvah of the head of
household by whom she stays to gladden her, and not her mitzvah. The Gemara further asks: Let us
derive from Ynpn — the national assembly every seven years, that women are obligated in nwy mxn
xn arw! The Gemara answers: TNRD D°Ran 022102 1w Ypm nxn — The mitzvos of matzah and Spn
are two pesukim that come as one, i.e., that teach the same principle, and we do not derive laws from
such sources. The discussion continues onto the next daf.
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1 The source that women are obligated in every nwyn &9, etc.

The Gemara brings the sources to include women in: 1) the obligation to fulfill every 2 ,nwyn x)
monetary laws, and 3) the category of individuals for whom one can be held liable if they cause
their death. 1) The Gemara asks for the source of the Mishnah’s rule that women are obligated in
every nwyn &Y. Rav, as well as Rebbe Yishmael's academy, quoted a pasuk discussing swearing falsely
about stealing: D& NRON Y21 WY 3 TR 1R WX — A man or woman, who shall commit any of the sins
of people. nTmmaw wY Y35 wR> nwx 1mdn mwn — This teaches that the pasuk equated a woman to
a man regarding all punishments of the Torah. If they are subject to the punishments (of malkos) for
violations, they must be bound by the commandments themselves. 2) Regarding monetary laws,
the pasuk says: o0 oon Ywr — That you shall place before “them,” teaching that the Torah equated
women to men 1MN1w 1 93> — for all monetary laws in the Torah. 3) Finally, the pasuk says
regarding an animal who kills a person: noxw wx onm — And it shall kill a man or a woman, teaching
that the Torah equates men and women nmnaw mnmn 939 — for all killings in the Torah, i.e., liability
for their murder. The Gemara explains the need for these three derashos.

2 Women’s exemption from 0°nn% xnvn Y21 n°nwn Y21 7°pn 92

The Mishnah taught that there are three exceptions to women'’s obligation in all negative
commandments: rounding payos, destroying the corners of the beard, and for a kohenes becoming
tamei to the dead. The Gemara says that the source for the tumah exemption is because this
prohibition is introduced with: "R 12" 0357 YR MR — Say to the kohanim, “sons of Aharon,”
implying: 17X maa &1 1inx 213 — Only the sons of Aharon are prohibited in becoming tamei, but not
the daughters of Aharon. The source for the exemption from rounding payos is: X1 DOWK1 NRD 1D°PN K
T3p1 nxo & nwn — You shall not round the corners of your heads, and you shall not destroy the corners
of your beard, which teaches: nppna 11w innwna YW Y5 — Anyone who is subject to the prohibition of
destruction of the beard is subject to the prohibition of rounding payos. Since women are exempt from
the latter, they are also exempt from rounding payos. Two sources are given for exempting women
from the prohibition to destroy beards: 1) 1p1 1% m°x X X7 8120 — [t is logical, because they do not
generally have a beard, and 2) the Torah switches from the plural in the prohibition of payos (nxo
DOWK) to the singular in the prohibition destroying a beard (73p1 nxo), teaching: Jnwx 1p1 ’51 P71 —
The prohibition is to destroy your beard, but not your wife’s beard.

3 Issiholds women are also exempt from 1M1 92

Issiadded another exception: mmvs w1 ImP> 2278 — Women are also exempt from the commandment
not to make a bald spot on the head in mourning someone’s death. His source is the pasuk: onx 012
0>pox N2 — You are sons to Hashem your G-d; nmb 0¥y 11 Ainp mwn &9 171100 8 — you shall not
cut yourselves, nor make a bald spot between your eyes for the dead, Tp78 ' ninRk wITp DY °> — because
you are a holy nation to Hashem, your G-d. The opening word "o°12" teaches: nmp» ma &1 012 — Only
sons, and not daughters, are included in the prohibition to make a bald spot. However, daughters are
included in the prohibition to cut themselves over the dead, because of the inclusive phrase at the
end of the pasuk (“or1p 0Y” — holy nation). It is not darshened in the reverse (to exempt women from
the cutting prohibition and include them in making a bald spot), because the cutting prohibition
is broader, 1w opna kYW1 Wwwin mpna MWW — because it applies both in a place of hair and in a place
without hair, as opposed to the more limited prohibition of making a bald spot in a place with hair.
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1 If Jews are called "0"12" of Hashem when they do not act like 0’12

A Baraisa teaches about the pasuk: 03pox i onx 0712 — You are sons to Hashem your G-d, that Rebbe
Yehudah holds: 0’12 o11p onx 012 2nm oama onrw 12 — When you act in the manner of children,
you are called “children” of Hashem, 0’12 0»p DNX PR 0°12 230 o231 DNR PR — but if you do not act in
the manner of children, you are not called His “children.” Rebbe Meir disagrees: ’11p onX 73 P21 7 2
012 — Whether you act this way or that way, you are called His children. He quotes four pesukim
to demonstrate this, and the Gemara explains their purpose. If we only had the first pasuk (12
mnn Y30 — they are foolish children), one could think they are only called “children” when they act
foolishly, but not when they are disloyal. The second pasuk (02 7mx &Y 0212 — children in whom there
is no loyalty) teaches otherwise. Still, one could think that if they worship idols, they are not called
“children,” so the third pasuk (@n>nwn o1 oy vy — a seed of evildoers, destructive children) shows
they are. Finally, one might think they are only called “destructive children,” but not proper children.
The final pasuk (n Yp >332 DAY MR DNR MY XY DY MR WK D1pPA M — It will be that instead of that
which was said to them, “You are not My people,” it will be said to them, “You are the children of the Living
G-d") demonstrates that with teshuvah, they can be called “children of the Living G-d.”

2 Various steps of bringing korbanos that a woman does not perform

The next Mishnah lists the various steps of bringing korbanos that a woman does not perform:
m>non — Leaning on the head of a korban before it is shechted, mounm — waving certain korbanos,
mwanm — bringing menachos close to the Mizbeiach before offering them, mynpm — kemitzah
(removing three fingers-full of flour) of menachos, mopm — burning korbanos on the Mizbeiach,
mponm — melikah (the specialized shechitah procedure of bird korbanos), m>apm — receiving the
blood, mxrm — and sprinkling the blood o*wia x5 wixa o — all apply to men and not to women,
MD°IN W 7PN V10 NNINN YIN — except for the minchah of a sotah, or of a nezirah, which they do wave.
The Gemara provides the source for each halachah. It explains that mxm — sprinkling refers to
sprinkling the blood of a bird korban (specifically, a Chatas). That a woman cannot sprinkle the blood
is derived from a kal vachomer: If a sheep korban, which can be shechted by a non-kohen, still requires
a male kohen for its sprinkling (i.e., throwing its blood on the Mizbeiuch’s wall), then a bird korban,
which requires a kohen for its melikah, certainly requires a male kohen for its sprinkling!

3 Source that the sotah waves her minchah

The Mishnah taught that a woman does wave the minchah of a sotah. Rebbe Elazar said to the Rebbe
Yoshiyah of his generation: xnnynw x> >» nMKT 7 WK 1070 &Y — Do not sit down until you explain
this matter to me. NN ANYOW V10 NN P — From where do we derive that a Minchas Sotah requires
waving? The Gemara explains he was asking for the source that the owner of the minchah (i.e., the
woman) must wave it, in addition to the kohen taught in the pasuk. He answered that there is a
gezeirah shavah (7 ) linking sotah and Shelamim (where it states that certain parts are waved by
the owner), teaching that just as regarding a sotah, a kohen must wave it, he does so by a Shelamim
as well, and just as with a Shelamim, the owner waves it, the owner (i.e., the woman) does so with
the Minchas Sotah as well. Thus, 711 ©°%pa 7 nnn 17 07100 1713 — the kohen places his hand under the
owner’s hand and waves with him.
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1 Any mitzvah that is Yx2 7m0 only applies in Eretz Yisrael

The next Mishnah states: Y2 imon ®onw mxn 95 — Any mitzvah that is dependent on land nami nrx
Y2 &R — only applies in the land (Eretz Yisrael), yxa imbn nyren — and any mitzvah that is not
dependent on land YR% nx1n2 P2 YRa pa mma — applies both in the land and outside the land, with
some exceptions. The Gemara explains that “not dependent on land” refers to mun nan — a personal
obligation (unrelated to land, such as Shabbos), which applies everywhere, and “dependent on land”
refers to ypp nuin — a land obligation, meaning a mitzvah pertaining to land (e.g., shemittah) or its
produce (e.g., taking terumah and maaser), which applies only in Eretz Yisrael. A Baraisa explains that
once the Torah indicated that some mitzvos apply only in Eretz Yisrael and some apply everywhere,
we use the prohibition of idol worship, written nearby, as the model. Just as idol worship is a
personal obligation and universally applicable, so too all personal obligations apply everywhere.

2 Machlokes if wn applies everywhere

The Mishnah taught that every mitzvah that is a “land obligation” applies only in Eretz Yisrael,
except for 097 (the prohibition of a tree’s first three years of fruit) and x93 (planting different
species together), which apply everywhere despite being land mitzvos. This was taught as a halachah
I'Moshe miSinai. Rebbe Eliezer concludes: wnin qx — Also chadash (the prohibition to eat new grain
before the 1mp was brought). The Gemara asks: »95 XN 1 90 ’91pY X1 — Is Rebbe Eliezer arguing
to be more lenient than the Tanna Kamma, or to be stricter? Meaning, did the Tanna Kamma mean to
exclude only 9 and x> from the “land obligation” leniency, but wn does apply only in Eretz
Yisrael? If so, Rebbe Eliezer would be excluding “also wn,” and saying it applies everywhere. Or,
did the Tanna Kamma mean that 157 and oxY3 are excluded (without a pasuk), and certainly wn
is excluded (based on the words " n>nawm Y32” meaning it applies “in all places that you dwell”)?
If so, Rebbe Eliezer is arguing that wn only applies in Eretz Yisrael, and he means to say that “also
wn” is part of the Mishnah'’s leniency for land obligations. The Gemara proves the first explanation
is correct, and Rebbe Eliezer is being stricter.

3 The implication of the word "n>mawmn” — your dwellings, with respect to 0’01

In a Baraisa, Tanna'im discuss the implication of the word "o>mawm” — your dwellings, with respect
to 0301 — wine libations of korbanos. Rebbe Yishmael, because he holds that n°>o1 are only brought
with a korban on amax nma — communal bamah, cannot interpret “your dwellings” to mean “in
all places that you dwell.” Rather, it must mean that it only applied after the fourteen years of
conquering and settling Eretz Yisrael. This teaches 2wm 12 mx1w mpn Yow — that anywhere it says
NV AW INRY ROX PR " 20m” — it only applies after possession and settlement (and only in Eretz
Yisrael). Rebbe Akiva protests that the word 2wm is written regarding the mitzvah of Shabbos, which
certainly applies everywhere! Rebbe Yishmael responds that Shabbos applies everywhere based on
a kal vachomer, because it is more stringent than other mitzvos that apply everywhere. The Gemara
clarifies that Rebbe Yishmael’s rule is that wherever the words "nxa" — coming and "awm” — dwelling
are written, it means to apply after possession and settlement. The Gemara explains that Rebbe
Akiva disagrees with Rebbe Yishmael’s interpretation because he holds 7212 o»o01 12vp — that
individuals brought 0301 in the Midbar. Therefore, when the Torah instructed them to bring o*>o3
upon arriving in Eretz Yisrael, it must mean to bring 0’301 on private bamos. Thus, "2wm” here means
“everywhere that you dwell.”
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1 The mann fell until Moshe’s passing, and they continued to eat it until the sixteenth of
Nissan

The Torah says that the Jews entering Eretz Yisrael ate of the land’s produce on the sixteenth of
Nissan, implying they did not do so beforehand. This seems to prove that wn was forbidden even
before settling Eretz Yisrael (not like Rebbe Yishmael’s opinion), so they could not eat wn until the
T was brought! The Gemara answers that it was permitted to them, but they had no need for it:
The Torah says they ate mann until they entered nawn Yy — an inhabited land, implying Eretz Yisrael
itself, yet the same pasuk says they ate until reaching 115 Y& nxp — the border of the land of Canaan,
referring to the eastern side of Jordan (their entry point into Eretz Yisrael). The explanation is that
on the seventh of Adar, Moshe died and the mann ceased to fall, 7wy mww 7y bPY32w NN PPONON P
10°12 — and they subsisted on the mann in their vessels until the sixteenth of Nissan.

2 The source that Moshe was born and died on the seventh of Adar

[t was taught in a Baraisa: 7513 7782 npaw nwn nn 11Xa myawa — Moshe died on the seventh of Adar
and was born on the seventh of Adar. 1t first proves his date of death: Moshe died in Arvos Moav, and
the pasuk says that Bnei Yisrael mourned Moshe for thirty days in Arvos Moav. Yehoshua was then
told to prepare the nation to cross the 177 three days later, which is further identified as the tenth of
Nissan. Thus, Moshe died thirty-three days earlier, on the seventh of Adar. Moshe was born on the
same date, as he said on the day of his death:0rn1 518 3w YW AN 12 — [ am one hundred and twenty
years old “today,” indicating that he was exactly that age, which teaches Yw nrmiw Xonm awr n"apnw
P 18 — that Hashem sits and completes the years of the righteous, wn> wInm o1 01N — from day to
day, and from month to month, i.e., their exact date of birth, as the pasuk says: xonx P> won nx — I
will complete the number of your days.

3 0910 M2 O°RYOM "N29" 197V, and the relative leniencies of a safek of either

It was stated in a Mishnah: o1pn Y21 nminn m mox wnn — Chadash applies Biblically everywhere (even
outside Eretz Yisrael), 0290 nw — orlah applies everywhere based on a “halachah,” 1910 *12m 0°KY5m
— and kilayim applies everywhere by Rabbinic decree. Amora’im dispute the meaning of “halachah” in
the Mishnah. Shmuel explains: nrmn xn3vn — It is a regional practice, meaning an accepted custom
outside of Eretz Yisrael. Rebbe Yochanan explains it is a halachah 'Moshe miSinai. The first opinion
is challenged: A Mishnah teaches that although safek orlah is forbidden in Eretz Yisrael, nxina
nPI21 T YIRS — outside Eretz Yisrael he may go and purchase fruit from a non-Jew, although some
of his fruits are orlah, VP12 IRY XYW 72921 — provided he does not see the owner picking orlah fruit.
However, regarding kilayim it says that he may even have the non-Jew pick the greens of vineyard
kilayim outside Eretz Yisrael, provided he does not pick it himself. If orlah is forbidden outside Eretz
Yisrael as a halachah I'Moshe miSinai, and kilayim is only Rabbinically forbidden, this distinction is
understandable, but if they are both Rabbinical, why is kilayim more lenient? The Gemara answers
that Shmuel taught the Mishnah as saying the same halachah in both cases.
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THE MIDDLE DAF IN SHAS

1 Difference between o°x9> of grafting, vineyard, and seeds outside Eretz Yisrael

Rebbe Yochanan said: nmin 127 o8Y30 % P> — One receives malkos Biblically for violating kilayim
outside of Eretz Yisrael. This is challenged from the Mishnah quoted earlier, which states that nx>
outside Eretz Yisrael is 0910 »1am — by Rabbinical decree! The Gemara answers: D157 X932 X2
— The Mishnah refers to kilayim of the vineyard, which is only forbidden Rabbinically, na>na x5
128 — while Rebbe Yochanan refers to grafting different trees, which is Biblically forbidden. This is
based on Shmuel’s darshening the Torah’s placing x93 of animals near x> of plants, teaching: i
120773 7T AR Avana Jnna — Just as 89D of your animals refers to mating different species, so too
&Y of your field refers to grafting one species onto another, and just as crossbreeding animals is
forbidden everywhere (as a personal obligation), grafting is as well. The pasuk says "710" — “your”
field (implying only Eretz Yisrael), to exclude seeds (meaning a vineyard) from o°xv3 outside Eretz
Yisrael. The Gemara relates that Rav Yosef mixed seeds of different species and planted them. He
explained that only oxY3 of a vineyard is Rabbinically forbidden, but different seeds are permitted.
Although Rav Yosef retracted, Abaye disagreed with his retraction.

2 19 P2°ON DAR MXN AV 9o

The next Mishnah states: nnx mxn nwwn 95 — Whoever performs one mitzvah, ™1 12 P2Ixm 12 P70
YIRA DR SN — he is rewarded with good, his life is lengthened, and he inherits the World to Come. This
seems to contradict another Mishnah: ntn 0% jPmd 18 oTRw 027198 — These are the things
whose fruits a person enjoys in this world, Xan D212 N»p pm — and the principal remains for the
World to Come. The Mishnah lists five specific mitzvos (such as honoring parents and n>7on m>ns),
implying other mitzvos do not bestow reward in both worlds! Rav Yehudah explains: mxn nwin 95
POPT Yy A nnk — Whoever performs one mitzvah in addition to his merits, outnumbering his sins,
913 7MNA Y2 0°PNY N MM D0on — he is rewarded with good, and is considered like one who keeps
the entire Torah. Since the second Mishnah cannot mean that the five mitzvos listed there give
reward in both worlds for merely performing one mitzvah (and mostly sins), Rav Shemayah clarifies
that it refers to one whose mitzvos equal his sins, teaching that if his mitzvos include one of these
five, it tips the balance to the side of merits.

3 x> ’nbY K2 My¥n DY — case of son who dies listening to his father and doing 1pn m»v
The above explanation, that one who performed one more mitzvah than his sins is rewarded in both
worlds, is challenged from a Baraisa teaching that one whose mitzvos outnumber his sins suffers
in this world to cleanse him from his sins so that he can be fully rewarded in the World to Come!
Abaye explains that our Mishnah means a “good day” is prepared for him in this world, i.e., he is
punished for his sins to ensure his reward in the World to Come. Rava answers that our Mishnah
does mean a person is rewarded in this world; the Baraisa that says he is punished follows Rebbe
Yaakov’s opinion, who says: x3*2 Xy *Xi12 mxn 150 — The reward for mitzvos is not given in this world.
He argued that if the Torah ensures long life for honoring one’s parents as well as 1pn m»w, then
what of a son who climbs a tower and sends away a mother bird to obtain the young birds for his
father, and he falls and dies during his descent? i1 50 1y naw 120 — Where is his good life, m>x 1m
1 9w 1 — and where is his long life? Thus, the promised rewards must refer to the World to Come.
The Gemara adds that Rebbe Yaakov himself saw such an incident. Rav Yosef commented that if
Acher had interpreted this pasuk like his grandson Rebbe Yaakov did, he would not have sinned.
According to one version, Acher witnessed a similar incident.
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1 nwynb 1pI¥N 7"ApR AL 1AV

It was taught in a Baraisa: nwynb nonxn i1"apn na nawnn — Hashem considers a good thought as a
deed (as if the person did it). Rav Assi explained, based on the words of the pasuk: mw 20 — And
those who think about His Name: mxn mwy> 0T 2wn 108 — Even if a person contemplated performing a
mitzvah, IRWY 891 0DIRN — and was prevented from performing it, nROY 12°K3 11571 19Y nYyn — the Torah
considers it as if he performed it. The Baraisa continues: wynY 19IxN K171 72 WITPA PR Y7 mawnn —
Hashem does not consider a bad thought as a deed. Although a pasuk does describe Hashem punishing
for “omawnn 0" — the fruit of their sinful thoughts, this means a thought that “bears fruit” (i.e.,
brings to sinful action). Alternatively, it refers to one who commits a sin repeatedly, until it seems
permitted to him, in which case he is punished for his thought to commit the sin. The Gemara also
says that one is punished for thoughts to worship idols.

2 °RIT VXM 270 PXA 1K MEY DR AR DNYH

It was taught in a Baraisa: *Xo1 XM 270 PXM 12K MY DR XY 02WY — A person should always view
himself as if he is half-guilty and half-meritorious. If he does one mitzvah, mt 732 mxy y1300 PIOR —
he is praiseworthy, because he has tipped the balance for himself toward merit. If he committed one sin,
21N 7132 MXY NR Y137W 19 IR — woe to him, because he has tipped the balance for himself toward guilt,
as the pasuk says: n121n na10 728 R ROIM — And one sin destroys much good, meaning > Xon 2v3
XOMW — because of a single sin he committed, 1277 M210 1300 7218 — he loses many good things. Rebbe
Elazar, the son of Rebbe Shimon, goes further: Since the world is judged according to the majority
of people, and a person is judged according to the majority of his actions, a person should view the
whole world as if it were half-guilty and half-meritorious. If he does one mitzvah, nx y13n7v MWK
m>TR3Y 02 95 NR1 XY — he is praiseworthy, for he tipped the balance for himself, and the entire world,
toward merit, but if he commits one sin, 712117 522 DY Y2 N1 XY IR P27 12 "X — woe to him, for
he tipped the balance for himself, and the entire world, toward guilt.

3 917 nwYN IR Y173 TSN

The Gemara relates a question posed to Rebbe Tarfon and the elders: Y112 nwyn & 9173 1mon — Is
Torah study greater, or is performance of mitzvos greater? Rebbe Tarfon declared that the performance
of mitzvos is greater, and Rebbe Akiva declared that Torah study is greater. 1mx1 0213 1p1 — Then
they all spoke up and said: mwyn > kan TMYNAY 9173 TMon — Torah study is greater, because Torah
study brings about mitzvah performance. Rebbe Yose says that study of Torah is greater because the
Torah was given long before many of its mitzvos came into practice (such as separating terumah,
or shemittah). mwyn% oTp TM2nw 0w — Just as Torah study precedes mitzvah performance, 17772
nwYNY 0Mp — so does the judgment concerning one’s Torah study precede his judgment concerning
mitzvah performance. Similarly, Rav Hamnuna said: 1min »127 % &Y% 078 Yw 17 nnn pr — The
beginning of a man’s judgment is only about his failure to study Torah. The Baraisa concludes: ow
nwynb oTp 1T — And just as the judgment concerning one’s Torah study precedes his judgment
concerning his mitzvah performance, noyn 0Tp 1150 13 — s0 too, its reward precedes the reward for
mitzvah performance.
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WTpn WKn — 21 P

1 1mHwan NP 12 MmN MYV 12 VIPN WRA

The second perek begins: 1mYwa1 12 wTpn W — A man can marry a woman himself, or through his
shaliach. nmYwa1 M2 nwTPNN MR — A woman can receive kiddushin herself, or through her shaliach.
From the Mishnah'’s mentioning the man’s ability to be mekadesh himself, which is obvious, Rav
Yosef infers: 1m>wan v 12 mxn — It is a greater mitzvah for him to be mekadesh a woman himself
than through his shaliach. Similarly, we find that Rav Safra would personally singe the head of the
animal, and Rava would personally salt the fish, to prepare them for their Shabbos meals. In another
version, the Gemara says that it is forbidden for a man to marry through a shaliach without seeing
the woman, because he may discover something unpleasant in her afterwards and become repulsed
with her, thereby violating 7m> 7v1% manx1 — you shall love your fellow as yourself. Rather, Rav Yosef
taught regarding a woman accepting kiddushin, that it is a greater mitzvah for her to accept it herself
than through a shaliach. She is permitted to use a shaliach, because even if she has not seen him,
she would accept him as he is, as Reish Lakish said: 19178 armbn 17 jo anonb a0 — it is better to live
married as two together than to live alone.

2 The source for shelichus: nman ,pw173, and noo

The Gemara asks: 121 mm*9w — From where do we know the concept of shelichus? A Baraisa teaches
regarding divorce: "now’ — And he sends; mbw o Xinw Tn — this teaches that he can appoint a
shaliach to deliver the get. By saying "nn>wv’ — and he sends her, oo mo1 xnw mbn — this teaches
that she can appoint a shaliach to receive the get. Appointing a shaliach for kiddushin is derived from
a hekesh with divorce (nrrm nxy). The Gemara then provides a source for appointing a shaliach to
separate terumah: The pasuk says: onx ox — You also shall separate terumah; mwn nx na1> — this
is to include your shaliach, who can separate terumah for you. A source is then given for appointing
a shaliach to shecht the Korban Pesach: o2y 12 981w 0y Hnp 92 1mx 1onw1 — And the entire
congregation of Yisrael shall slaughter it in the afternoon. Since a Korban Pesach is not shechted by
multiple people, but by one member of each group, we learn 1nm> o7x Y0 1mYww — that the shaliach
of a person is like himself.

3 n°12°12 DOMYW AR N2 %32 ONR N

The Gemara explains that the principle of shelichus needed to be taught by divorce and Korban Pesach
and could not have been derived from the others. However, shelichus by terumah can be derived from
the other two with a mwn 7x. If so, why did the Torah need to write “onx o1"? The Gemara answers
that it is for the derashah of Rebbe Yannai: n"12°12 001w Ax n°12°13 00X iin — Just as you are members
of the covenant (to keep the Torah), so too, your sheluchim must be members of the covenant, but a gentile
cannot be a shaliach. The Gemara asks that there is a general requirement that one must be subject
to a law to serve as a shaliach for it (which disqualifies an 191> T2y from serving as a shaliach for a
get, since he cannot marry or divorce), so why is a pasuk needed to exclude a gentile from serving
as a shaliach for terumah? It answers that a Mishnah teaches a gentile is subject to terumah: 7210
1N [N MW "mom 01513 — An idolator or a Kusi who separated terumah from their crops, their
terumah is considered terumah (and forbidden to a non-kohen).
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1 The 171 of the o'x'w1 on behalf of the members of their vaw

Having provided sources for the principle of shelichus, the Gemara questions Rav, who offered a
different source: The pasuk says: monn TR w1 TR ®Rw11 — One prince from each tribe to apportion
the land. Each nasi acted on behalf of his shevet to apportion its land. Why did Rav not derive
shelichus from the sources brought earlier (divorce and korbanos)? The Gemara counters that the
division could not have been made through shelichus, since some recipients were minors, who
cannot appoint sheluchim. Rather, Rav had quoted this pasuk as a source r192 x50 078Y Pa10 — that
one may benefit a person even in his absence (without appointment as a shaliach), which explains how
they apportioned land even to minors. This explanation is also challenged, since the division may
be detrimental to some recipients, as one may prefer a different type of land than he received. The
Gemara concludes that Rav derived that when orphans come to divide their father’s assets, beis din
appoints administrators for each one, mat 2> — to disadvantage and advantage them, which the
Gemara clarifies to mean: mar nm Yy 11n% — He is authorized even to possibly disadvantage them,
provided that the purpose is to advantage them. Rashi indicates that the zechiyah principle may also
be derived from this pasuk.

2 Brothers dividing assets are like purchasers regarding a discrepancy in the division

Rav Nachman said: mmpYa 17 10 1ponw pnxn — Brothers dividing assets are like purchasers, and
therefore follow their laws where shares are unevenly divided: npn mipa mnwn mno — If the
discrepancy is less than a sixth of his share, the transaction of division is effective. npn 202 mnw Y
— If it is more than a sixth of his share, the transaction is void and the assets are redivided. nip ninw
nRIR M — If it is exactly a sixth, the transaction is effective, but the discrepancy must be returned.
Rava adds that if the disadvantaged brother appointed a shaliach to represent him, the transaction
is void even for a smaller discrepancy, because he can say: "ny5 &1 PnTw npn> — I sent you for my
benefit, not for my harm, and the shelichus is voided. On the other hand, if they originally said: nb"’
"RPT 27’2 — Let us divide by beis din’s appraisal, then even a greater discrepancy does not void
the division. If the divided assets were land, the laws of ixnx do not apply, and finally, if the division
was made by measurement (rather than value), then even a minimal error voids the transaction.

3 7ay 1a1v v PR

Having established that a shaliach’s actions are attributed to his appointer, the Gemara wonders
about a Mishnah that teaches that if one sends a fire with a mentally competent person, that second
person is liable for any damages, and the first is exempt. Why do we not apply the principle of
shelichus, and hold the first person responsible? The Gemara answers: 172y 1272 9w PrT — Because
there is no shaliach for a transgression, since we say: 7n%n »12T 2771 127 — In choosing between the
words of the Master (Hashem) and the words of the disciple (the sender), oymw " 127 — whose words
do we obey? Certainly, the Master’s! Since he should not have listened to the sender, the shelichus is
invalid. This is challenged from a Mishnah that teaches that concerning one who sent a shaliach to
spend money that was discovered to be hekdesh, the sender is liable for me'ilah and not the shaliach!
The Gemara answers that me'ilah is unique because we derive with a gezeirah shavah from terumah
(xon xon) that shelichus is effective. The Gemara proceeds to explain why we do not apply this law
to other n1ay.
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1 Shammai Hazakein holds a sender responsible for murder, but not for relations or eating
Although the Gemara established that there is no shelichus for aveiros, Shammai Hazakein appears
to disagree, because he quotes Chaggai Hanavi that one who instructs someone to murder is liable,
as Dovid was told: ymy »33 29ma nai wmx — You have killed Uriah with the sword of the Ammonim.
Three interpretations are given for his opinion: 1) He holds shelichus is effective even for aveiros and
disagrees with the sources indicating otherwise. 2) He holds the sender is only liable o'nw *»12 — by
the laws of Heaven, but is not punished by beis din (although the Tanna Kamma agrees that a sender
is responsible in the Heavenly Court, they dispute the extent of liability). 3) He only holds a sender
liable for the aveirah of murder, based on the above pasuk. Rava comments that even if Shammai
holds a sender is generally liable for aveiros, he would agree that if someone instructed another to
have forbidden relations or eat forbidden food, the shaliach is liable, and not the sender, 1xn x5>w
21NN AN 7303 AT A9 1IN0 992 — because we never found in the entire Torah a circumstance where one
benefits and another is liable.

2 Machlokes if 1y noy1 mhw

Rav says: 7 now1 2w — A shaliach for a transaction can also be a witness to that transaction, but
the academy of Rebbe Shila said he cannot. Rav holds: mnmb xuwoxn xp "mx — It strengthens the
testimony of the matter where the witness is the shaliach himself. The academy of Rebbe Shila holds
that since 1Mm3 0T Y0 1MW — a shaliach of a person is like himself, o3 w9 mn — the shaliach is
therefore like himself and cannot bear testimony. In another version, these opinions are reversed,
and the Gemara says the halachah is a shaliach can be a witness. Rav Nachman says sheluchim can
be witnesses for kiddushin, divorce, and when making a monetary payment.

3 Machlokes about a nwi accepting her kiddushin

Tanna'im dispute who can accept the get of a naarah who is an arusah. The Tanna Kamma says: xn
Y2 NR 2PN AR — She or her father can accept her get, but Rebbe Yehudah says: mow oo »nw px
xRy — Two hands cannot have the ability to acquire at once, and only the father can accept it. Reish
Lakish says the same machlokes applies to whether a naarah can accept her own kiddushin in addition
to her father. Rebbe Yochanan says: pwrvay npionn — The machlokes only concerns divorce, Pormp 9ax
XN R91 AR Y201 127 — but for kiddushin, all agree her father can accept kiddushin, but she cannot.

The Gemara explains that while divorce brings her back into her father’s domain, and either he
or his daughter can accept the get, by marriage, which removes her from her father’s domain, the
father has exclusive control of the process. Although this explanation is rejected, it is reinstated
on the next daf.
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1 Machlokes about 1mxn without the yevamah’s consent

It was taught in a Baraisa: nanym xYw 1Mn2°2 MmN nwwin — Regarding one who does maamar
(Rabbinical marriage for a yevamah) with his yevamah without her consent, Rebbe says he acquires
her, and the Chachamim say he does not. Rebbe derives the laws of maamar from those of relations
for yibum: nn> Y2 n2T nvea n — Just as relations of a yevamah are effective as yibum even when
performed against her will, 3"y 1 o1 A8 — so too, here, maamar is effective even against her will.
The Chachamim derive the laws of maamar from ordinary kiddushin: nnymT pw1rp M — Just as
kiddushin must be with her consent to be effective, inyTnT 1"n g8 — so too, here, maamar must be with
her consent to be effective. The Gemara explains further that Rebbe considers it logical to derive one
law of acquiring a yevamah from another, whereas the Chachamim consider it logical to derive one
form of kiddushin from another.

2 Anaarah cannot appoint a shaliach to accept her get

Rava asked Rav Nachman: n7pa ™n v 22p5 mbw nwynw 1nn w1 — Can a naarah appoint a shaliach to
accept her get from her husband? The Gemara initially explains that the question is whether a naarah’s
ability to accept her get is because she is x0T 7ax 15 — considered like her father’s hand, and just as
her father can appoint a shaliach, she can as well, or because she is %137 °ax 13¥n> — considered like her
father’s chatzer, and the get only takes effect when it reaches her (and not a shaliach). However, this
explanation is rejected, because Rava says that a person who is awake cannot function as someone’s
chatzer, because it is AnYT> XYW nmMnwn — guarded by someone other than the owner. Instead, the
Gemara explains that she is definitely considered like her father’s hand, and the question is: m
KD IR 9W PR 110 R T3 ROR — Is she as strong as her father’s hand such that she can also appoint
a shaliach, or not? Rav Nachman answered that she cannot appoint a shaliach.

3 Does a mvp who accepted kiddushin on her own require a get and miun before she can
remarry?

The Gemara says: iPax nyTY XYW MW TPNIY Mvp — Regarding a minor who accepted kiddushin without her
father’s knowledge, Shmuel says: pixon 71313103 151 — She requires a get before she can remarry, and
also requires miun (refusal to remain married, ordinarily for an orphaned n10p to reject Rabbinically
instituted kiddushin). Karna commented: w1 021 — There is something difficult in this: Whichever
method of marriage termination is called for, why would the other be needed? The Gemara explains
that she requires a get, Pw1Tpa axN N¥IN1 XMW — because perhaps the father agreed to the kiddushin
when he heard about it, rendering it effective. She also requires miun, because the father may not
have agreed to the kiddushin, and it was invalid. People who see her receive a get may assume her
marriage was legitimate and conclude that her former husband is unable to marry her sister, and if
he was mekadesh the sister, which would not be valid, they will allow the sister to remarry without a
divorce. To avoid this, she performs miun to demonstrate that the marriage was questionable. Rav
Nachman said that she only requires a get and miun where the marriage was previously arranged
between the two parties; otherwise, there is no concern that the father would agree.
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1 A mwp who fell to yibum after accepting kiddushin without her father’s knowledge

The Gemara continues discussing a mop who accepted kiddushin without her father’s knowledge: nn
oY vir 109 n9on — If her husband died and she fell to his brothers for yibum, Rav says: 1mxn% nixnn
— If abrother performed maamar, she must perform miun to void his maamar, np1> nixnn ner1 — but
if he did not perform maamar, she need not perform miun to sever the zikah (bond to the yavam). He
explains that if a yavam did maamar, she requires a get, chalitzah, and miun to remarry. She needs a
get, since her father may have agreed to the second husband’s kiddushin. She requires chalitzah, since
he may have agreed to the first husband’s kiddushin, rendering her a yevamah upon his death. She
requires miun, since her father may not have agreed to either kiddushin, and she is not married to the
second husband. As on daf 44, there is a concern that people seeing her receive a get will conclude
the marriage was legitimate, and mistakenly assume his subsequent marriage to her sister is invalid.
If the yavam did not perform maamar, she only requires chalitzah. Here, everyone will recognize that
his subsequent marriage with her sister is valid, because 11277 nx15>n mnx w1 Y30 — everyone knows
that a chalutzah’s sister is only prohibited Rabbinically, and kiddushin with her is effective.

2 A nmvp who accepted kiddushin contrary to her father’s commitment

Anincident is related in which a man said he wanted his daughter to marry one of his relatives, and
his wife wanted her to marry one of her relatives. Eventually, she compelled him to agree to her
terms. They made a celebratory feast, and while everyone was eating and drinking, a relative of his
was secretly mekadesh the girl without her father’s knowledge. Abaye said that we assume the father
did not agree to this marriage, because he had committed to give his daughter to one of his wife’s
relatives, and the Torah says: 91 10> X% Y8 nww — The remnant of Yisrael will not do wrong, 91
21> M7 — and will not speak falsehood. Rava ruled the same way, but for a different reason: px fipmn
nToOM 1Yo N 0TR — There is an assumption that a person will not bother to prepare a feast, only
to later ruin it. Since a feast was prepared for marriage to his wife’s relative, he would not agree to
the other kiddushin. A practical difference would emerge where the father did not prepare a feast
for the agreed-upon marriage.

3 A mvp who had kiddushin with her father’s knowledge, and had nisuin while he was away
The Gemara discusses a mop who accepted kiddushin with her father’s knowledge, n»m? ax 1om
i — and her father went to a foreign country, nrke N 11 — and she went and had nisuin with her
husband in her father’s absence. Rav says: nmn» max k2w v nmna nbmx — She may eat terumah if
she married a kohen until her father returns and protests the nisuin. Since he agreed to the kiddushin, we
assume he is agreeable to nisuin until he protests. Rav Assi says: n99 nrx — She cannot eat terumah,
N AR R kW — for perhaps her father will return and protest the nisuin, MMANA NYIR 777 NRYNN
Y190y — and it will emerge, retroactively, that she was a non-kohen eating terumah. Rav Shmuel bar Rav
Yitzchak adds: w18 ninn oxw 27 1m — Rav concedes that if she dies, the husband does not inherit
her. Although she may eat terumah, m npma XN °pIk — contested money remains in the owner’s
possession, since the nisuin’s validity is not certain. The Gemara then cites two disputes about how
to interpret the father’s silence when his daughter had nisuin without his knowledge (when he was
local), or when she accepted kiddushin and nisuin without his knowledge.
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1 If a ketanah can reject kiddushin she accepted, and the case of nnon of the Torah

In a case where a ketanah accepted kiddushin without her father’s knowledge, Rav said: pa1 x°n pa
20PY 912 AR — Either she or her father can prevent the kiddushin by objecting to it. Rav Assi said
that only the father can object. Rav Assi is challenged from a Baraisa about nnon — a seducer, which
derives that the girl can also object to marrying him. The Gemara responds that Rav Assi can answer
that the Torah is discussing mw»x D1w% X9w in*ow — where he seduced her not for marriage purposes.
The pasuk is teaching that even her objection can compel him to pay the fine of nnon. Rav Yosef
supported this interpretation with a Baraisa teaching that if the girl is to be the seducer’s wife, he
must be mekadesh her. This proves that he was not mekadesh her previously! Abaye disagrees and
explains it may simply be requiring kiddushin with her father’s knowledge.

2 Combining multiple dates for kiddushin, and where she eats them as she receives them
The next Mishnah states that regarding one who says: w nmna > "w1pnn — “Become married to me
with this date,” and then says: w1°Y *w1pnn — “Become married to me with this second one,” they are
separate acts of kiddushin, and one of the dates must have a perutah’s value to effect kiddushin. But
if he said: “Become married to me w1 w1 wa — with this one, and this one, and this one,” it is a single
act, and they can combine to a perutah’s value. The Mishnah concludes that if she ate the dates as
she received them, they do not combine to a perutah’s value. Two interpretations of the final case are
offered: 1) It refers to the first case of separate kiddushin acts. Although it is obvious that the dates
cannot be combined, one might think that nn»in x39pm Yxn — since her benefit was immediate by
eating them, perhaps she gives herself over for kiddushin for even less than a perutah. 2) It refers
to the second case of a single kiddushin act. Since the dates eaten (before kiddushin is completed)
revert to a mYn — debt status, they cannot effect kiddushin, and the Mishnah means that the final
date must have a perutah’s value.

3 The status of money given to marry one’s sister — 710 NYn R 0NN MYn

Regarding one who is mekadesh his sister, which is ineffective, Rav says: omn myn — The money
must be returned to him. Shmuel says: ninn myn — The money is a gift. Rav explains: pxw v DR
1mnKa oo PwITp — Every man knows that kiddushin is ineffective with his sister, 17 D1 N1 MmN
— and he must have decided to give it to her as a deposit to be returned. He did not tell her as much,
because he thought she would not agree to accept a deposit. Shmuel explains that since he knew
kiddushin is ineffective, he intended it as a gift, and did not tell her so, because he thought she would
be embarrassed to accept a gift. Shmuel is challenged from a Mishnah teaching that if someone
separates challah from flour (instead of dough), 1713 72 bt non 1wx — it is not valid challah, and it is
considered stolen if it remains in the kohen’s possession. Since everyone knows that challah cannot be
taken from flour, we should assume it was given to the kohen as a gift? The Gemara answers that
a mishap may result from the kohen, or the original owner, thinking that the challah is legitimate.
Although people know that challah cannot be taken from flour, they may think it is only to save the
kohen from the trouble of preparing it, but this kohen agreed to accept it as flour.
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1 If one is embarrassed to demand the final dinar of a maneh

Rav says that kiddushin made with a loan is ineffective, because mm1 nxxin? m>n — a loan is given
to be spent, and the money was hers beforehand. The Gemara quotes a machlokes Tanna'im about
being mekadesh with a loan, and suggests that they argue about Rav’s ruling. This is disproven,
however, because the Baraisa concludes that everyone agrees that paying with a loan can effect
a sale transaction, and forgiving a loan should be equally ineffective for a sale. Rather, Rav Huna
explained that the Baraisa is discussing one who says: “Be married to me with a maneh (one hundred
dinar),” and the coins were found to be missing one dinar. The Tanna Kamma holds: xn>n 0% xo°0>
myann — It is embarrassing for her to demand the final dinar from him, and she is not confident
she will receive it (so her agreement to the kiddushin is deficient). The other Tanna maintains she
is not embarrassed to demand it. Regarding a sale, however, all agree that the seller is comfortable
demanding his full payment. Although Rebbe Elazar taught that the kiddushin is valid if he only
gave her a dinar, that is because she is not embarrassed to demand ninety-nine dinar, since that is
a substantial amount.

2 If an unspent loan belongs to the lender or borrower

Another machlokes Tanna'im is quoted about marrying with a loan, and Rabbah reported that
scholars in the beis midrash explained: »29np Po3RY P77 R1M 77T0Y ©°Yva MwIa myna — They argue if a
loan that has not been spent is in the domain of the lender regarding retraction, as well as responsibility
for mishaps. The Tanna Kamma holds it is the borrower’s immediately, even before any spending
(and therefore it cannot effect kiddushin). The second Tanna (Rebbe Shimon ben Elazar) holds that
although Rav taught that loan money belongs to the borrower, that is only after he begins to spend
it. Before any of it was spent, however, the lender retains ownership of the money, and he can
retract the loan and demand it back. Similarly, if the money is lost or stolen, the lender would suffer
the loss. Rabbah disputed this last point and said that even if the money belongs to the lender, the
borrower is still responsible for any loss, just as someone who borrows an item (to use and return)
is responsible for all mishaps. The Gemara notes that regarding one who borrows an item (e.g., a
hatchet), everyone can agree that the lender can retract before the borrower has used it.

3 Machlokes about kiddushin with a 210 0w

It was taught in a Baraisa that regarding one who is mekadesh with a 21 0w — a document of debt,
Rebbe Meir says it is effective, and the Chachamim say it is not. The Gemara initially suggests it is a
70w of her debt, and they argue about kiddushin made through forgiving her loan. The Gemara then
says that the 10w is for someone else’s debt, and he is marrying her by enabling her to collect that
debt. Four explanations are given for the machlokes: 1) They argue if n°ona mipa nrmr — “letters”
(i.e., a debt recorded in a T0w) can be acquired by merely handing over the q0w. The Chachamim
hold she does not acquire the debt until he additionally writes her a 70w transferring the debt. 2)
Everyone agrees he must write a 70v, but argue if he must write the words: mayw %31 X172 °1p —
[The 0v] and all its obligations are acquired to you. 3) They argue if the lender can forgive the debt
after transferring it to someone else (if he can, she lacks confidence she will receive the funds). 4)
Everyone agrees he can forgive the debt and argue if she trusts him not to do so.
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1 myav onn 0w %Y aww: If m°ow becomes owed Mo 71 7%°nnn or only 7102

A Baraisa discusses a woman who handed gold to a craftsman and said: myav oonn 0w 5 oy —
Make for me bracelets, earrings, or rings with this, 7% 1 wTpx1 — and in return, I will become married
to you. Rebbe Meir says she is married as soon as he makes them (and gives them to her), but the
Chachamim say, as the Gemara explains, that she is only married if he gives her other money, but
this jewelry would not effect kiddushin. The Gemara initially assumes that everyone holds that nie»
Mo mm Mo 1 AYnnn Mow? — wages become owed from the beginning of the work until the end.
Every perutah-worth of work becomes owed to the laborer as it is done, rendering each perutah a
debt to the craftsman until he gives her the finished product. If so, they argue if kiddushin with
a loan is effective. Several alternative interpretations are offered, the first being that all agree
kiddushin with aloan is ineffective, and they argue when a laborer earns his wages. Rebbe Meir holds:
M2 KYX MPOw PR — Wages only become owed at the end, when the work is completed, and he is
mekadesh her with the improvements to her item. The Chachamim hold he earns wages as he works,
and they accumulate as debts until he is finished.

2 Case where jeweler added a gem of his own: Is it nv119x 1°nYT or MoNKR P NYT?

The final interpretation of the above machlokes is 19wn 7011 11 907w 10 — a case where he added a
gemstone of his own to the jewelry he was fashioning. This reflects a machlokes in another Baraisa, in
which both Rebbe Nassan and Rebbe Yehudah Hanasi say that if a craftsman says to a woman: “Be
married to me JnY TWYRY 1WA — as payment for the work I will do for you,” the kiddushin is invalid
because the wages are owed as debts as he works, as explained above. Rebbe Yehudah Hanasi adds:
nwTpn 1own o1 12 o o)1 — And if he added a gemstone of his own, she is married. The Gemara
explains that Rebbe Nassan holds: nonoi mYn — When one gives both a loan and a perutah for
kiddushin, monx onyT — her mind is on the loan, not the perutah, so the kiddushin is invalid. Rebbe
Yehudah Hanasi holds: momox inyt — Her mind is on the perutah, so the kiddushin is valid.

3 w37 YW RYNN PP Y AT 0193 79 WTHNA

The next Mishnah states that one who says: 1 % i1 01322 *wTpnn — “Be married to me with this cup
of wine,” w21 v ’¥NN — and it was later found to be honey, not wine, or the reverse, or he offered
her a gold dinar and it was discovered to be silver, or the reverse, or he married her on condition
he is wealthy and turned out to be poor, or the reverse, the kiddushin is invalid. Rebbe Shimon
says: NWNpn mwY nyon o’ — If he misled her to her benefit, she is married. The Gemara objects that
presumably Rebbe Shimon agrees with the Mishnah that if someone sold wine and it was discovered
to be vinegar, or the reverse, either side can retract, even where the buyer received something
more valuable than he sought! This proves that some people prefer vinegar to wine (according to
their needs), so why is kiddushin valid where she was misled to her benefit? The Gemara ultimately
explains that the case is where she told a shaliach: “Go receive kiddushin from Ploni, who told me
to marry him with a silver dinar,” and the shaliach accepted a gold dinar. The Tanna Kamma holds:
x7op — Her statement is an insistence on accepting silver; anything else is against her instructions.
Rebbe Shimon holds: 1 x°n oipn nxm — She was merely showing the shaliach that she agrees to accept
a silver dinar, but she would accept gold as well.
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1 nwmpn arx 927 ™27 PONT N2W1 — eX., on condition that he’s a levi, but he’s really a kohen
Ulla said that the machlokes of the Mishnah (regarding a woman who received something of greater
value than what she agreed to accept for kiddushin) only pertains to a monetary advantage, nawavax
ponr — but where the mistake concerns an advantage in lineage, noTpn APK 9301271 — everyone agrees
she is not married, because she may say: Xrpa 82 *xp100 277 RIxON — A shoe that is too big for my foot,
I do not need (i.e., she may not want a husband of greater stature). Rav Ashi says this is supported
by the next Mishnah, which says that if a man says, “Marry me on condition that I am a kohen,” and
he was discovered to be a levi, or the reverse, or on condition that he is a nasin and turned out to be
a mamzer, or the reverse (the second of each case being an advantage), the kiddushin is ineffective.
Here, Rebbe Shimon is not quoted as saying the kiddushin is effective where the mistake is to her
advantage, indicating that he agrees in these cases, as Ulla said.

2 7¥1,7°0Y 7122 ,000 PIRY NIn Yy

A Baraisa lists numerous terms that a man may say about himself as a condition to kiddushin and
defines them. If he says, Don »3w nn %y — “on condition that I am a wise person,” he does not need
to be as wise as the Sages of Yavneh but must be able to answer any question requiring reason. If
he says, “on condition that I am a M3 — strong person,” he only needs to be feared by his colleagues
on account of his strength. If he says, “on condition that I am a wealthy man,” he only needs to be
honored by his townspeople on account of his wealth. If he says, “on condition that I am a p1x —
righteous person,” noTIpn MM Yw1 1208 — even if he has been a thoroughly wicked person until now,
she is married (out of doubt), 1NYTa na1wN W7 ’NW — for perhaps a thought of repentance entered his
mind, in which case he is indeed a tzaddik. If he says, “on condition that [ am a yw1 — wicked person,”
nwTPH MM PrIX 1208 — even if he has been a thoroughly righteous person until now, she is married
(out of doubt), MyTa D°am3 nMAY 127 1N ’NW — for perhaps a thought of idolatry entered his mind,
rendering him a rasha.

3 191D 0%wR Y3 AR L3501 AYYN ,09YY 1T L.0%ap 7Y

The Gemara lists fourteen traits, and notes that nine-tenths of each trait descended to a particular
group or land. It begins: 02> 177 man 0°ap WY — Ten measures of wisdom descended to the world;
9w’ YR 1901 nywn — Eretz Yisrael took nine of them, 1912 09w 2 1Nk — and the rest of the world
took the remaining one. Ten measures of beauty descended to the world; Yerushalayim took nine of
them, and the rest of the world took the remaining one. The early Romans took nine-tenths of the
wealth that descended to the world, and Bavel took nine-tenths of the poverty that descended to
the world. Eilam took nine-tenths of the arrogance that descended to the world, and the Gemara
discusses the implication that arrogance did not descend to Bavel. The Gemara concludes that
women took nine-tenths of nmw — conversation, Ethiopians took nine-tenths of drunkenness, and
slaves took nine-tenths of sleep.
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1 0127 0PR 292w 0127 — ex., man sold his possessions with the intention of moving to Eretz
Yisrael

A man sold his possessions with the intention of moving to Eretz Yisrael but did not mention this
at the time of the sale. He was ultimately prevented from going and wanted to retract the sale.
Rava said: 292w 021 7 — His thoughts are intentions in his heart, 0127 DPR 2920 AT — and
unexpressed intentions in the heart are not considered binding intentions. The Gemara seeks a source
for this principle. Although a person can be forced to agree to bring a korban he vowed to bring,
this does not prove that his unstated wish not to bring it is not recognized. Rather, we are certain
that in truth, the person wants to obtain the atonement afforded from his korban, and his final
agreement reflects his true state of mind. Similarly, when one is forced to divorce his wife (when he
is required to), the get is valid, even if he initially refused to divorce her. This, too, does not prove
that his opposition to divorcing is immaterial, because we are certain that he truly wishes to do
what the Rabbis instruct him to. Ultimately, a proof is brought from a Mishnah discussing someone
who sent a shaliach to fetch coins and spend them for him, and the money turned out to be hekdesh.
Although the owner says he intended for different money to be used, the owner is liable for me’ilah,
because his unexpressed intentions are immaterial.

2 mnvaoy powvIn

The Mishnah teaches that if someone was mekadesh for less than a perutah, and afterwards sent
bridal gifts to her, she is still not married, nbw onwRIA PYITP MOMY — because he sent them based
on the original ineffective marriage and did not intend them as new kiddushin money. When someone
sends bridal gifts before having attempted kiddushin, Rav Huna says: mnYaob> powin — We are
concerned that the bridal gifts were intended as kiddushin. This is different from the Mishnah, where
kiddushin was previously attempted (albeit unsuccessfully), and we assume that he erroneously
relied on his first kiddushin. Rav Pappa said that where people customarily are mekadesh before
sending gifts, we are concerned that gifts sent before kiddushin are actually intended as kiddushin
(the Gemara adds that this is so even if a minority of people do the reverse). If they usually send
gifts before kiddushin, we are not concerned that the gifts were sent for kiddushin.

3 1K NAR N22 19°DR A7 R 712 1KY Y2 — ex., one who is mekadesh two sisters at same time
The next Mishnah states: inm nwx wTpnn — Regarding one who is mekadesh a woman and her daughter
simultaneously, nnxo amnR1 WX 1R — or a woman and her sister simultaneously, MmoTpn PR — neither
woman is married. Rami bar Chama initially explains this based on a pasuk: npn X% amnx Yx T
¥ — Do not take a woman in addition to her sister, making them rival wives, which teaches that if he
attempts to marry both at once, no kiddushin takes place at all. Rava rejects this derashah, because
the Torah teaches that relations with the second sister are punishable by kareis, which would not be
the case if kiddushin was ineffective with either. Rather, the pasuk discusses marrying one sister after
the other (so the first marriage took effect), and our Mishnah’s ruling is based on Rabbah’s principle:
7 NX A1 1R 90 — Whatever cannot take effect one after the other, 17X nnX N2 19’08 — even when
done simultaneously, cannot take effect. Since marrying one woman makes subsequent kiddushin
with a sister ineffective, marrying both simultaneously does not effect any kiddushin.
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1 Exceptions to rule of "wyn :Ara Inx A1 1xw Y3 and M2 WwYn

The previous daf introduced Rabbah’s principle: i1 anx nma 1wxw Y3 — Whatever cannot take effect
one after the other, PR NNX N22 1298 — even when done simultaneously, cannot take effect. This is
challenged from a Baraisa: "wyna namin — One who exceeds the requisite ten percent for maaser
(e.g., he designated twenty percent as maaser), »3pinn PmMd — his remaining produce became fit for
consumption, PYpPn MwYM — but his maaser is ruined. Since only ten percent becomes maaser,
and the additional ten percent was removed from the remaining produce for which maaser was
taken, it remains tevel. The total amount remains an indeterminate mixture of maaser and tevel.
Since after designating ten percent as maaser, designating another ten percent would be ineffective,
then taking twenty percent at once should also be ineffective! The Gemara answers that maaser is
unique, WRXNY PIRT — because it is effective for halves of produce, i.e., one can declare half a grain
maaser. Thus, half of each kernel of twenty percent of his grain becomes maaser. Rabbah is further
challenged from his own statement about maaser of animals (which cannot take effect by halves),
in which he said that if he declared the tenth and eleventh animals “tenth” simultaneously, vy
T 7T 2AMYN WY TR — the tenth and eleventh are intermingled, and both are hekdesh! The Gemara
answers that maaser beheimah is also unique, nMyva WMRT — because it is effective consecutively in
error, i.e., if he declared the eleventh animal “tenth,” it also becomes hekdesh.

2 7025 PON PRY POITH — ex., saying to two sisters, “One of you should be married to me”
The Gemara says: nx*22 Pmon prw po1Tp — Regarding kiddushin that is not given with a possibility of
permitted relations (such as giving a perutah to one of two sisters, and saying, “One of you should
be married to me,” where he cannot have relations with either since she may be his wife’s sister),
Abaye said the kiddushin is valid, and Rava said it is not valid. Rava quoted support from a pasuk: >
nYY R WR N> — When a man shall take a wife and have relations with her, implying that kiddushin
takes effect only when it will allow relations afterwards. The Gemara poses numerous challenges
to Rava’s position and deflects them, and on the next daf, ultimately refutes Rava’s opinion from a
Baraisa. This is a rare instance of the halachah following Abaye over Rava (and is the "p" in the “"y
0"p” list of such instances).

3 Yy ®n7T Mn WK p2aw XY — marrying off unspecified daughter, and intends the minor one
Rava is challenged from a Mishnah that states: bno 12 nx wpnin — One who marries off his daughter
without specifying which, %9531 mnan px — the adult daughters are not included in the group of
possibly married daughters. This implies that his minor daughters are married out of doubt (though
it remains unknown which one), even though relations are not permitted with any of them! The
Gemara explains that he only has a single adult daughter and a single minor daughter. Although
this ruling seems obvious, the Gemara explains the case is where the adult daughter appointed her
father as a shaliach to accept kiddushin for her. Still, we assume the father accepted kiddushin for his
minor daughter, 7rn ARIN WY PRT TN WK p2aw RYT — because a person will not abandon something
from which he will have benefit (i.e., kiddushin money of his minor daughter) and accept kiddushin for
his adult daughter instead. The Gemara goes further and adds that even if his adult daughter offered
him to keep her kiddushin money, we still assume he accepted kiddushin for his minor daughter, x%
HY 0MIT XN VPR 22w — because a person will not abandon a mitzvah that is incumbent upon him
(i.e., marrying off his minor daughter), xm1 &7 mxn Pam Yy — and instead perform a mitzvah that
is not incumbent upon him specifically.
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1 Kiddushin with stolen goods

Rav inferred four laws from the previous Mishnah, including: nwmpn nrx Yma nwrp — If one is
mekadesh her with stolen goods, she is not married, W11 9132 108 — even with stolen goods that are
hers. Rebbe Zeira quoted this in Rebbe Yochanan’s presence, who responded: »>n1 21 5 "n — Did
Rav really say this? The Gemara wonders about his reaction, because he made a similar statement:
YY1 TORPNI K 91 — If one stole property and the owners did not despair of retrieving it, DPR 01w
wIpnY 0N — neither of them can be makdish it; 19w 1wxw *0% it — the thief cannot, because it is not
his to be makdish, 1n1w12 178w 0% 1 — and the owner cannot, because it is not in his domain. Since
Rebbe Yochanan agrees that a thief does not own his stolen goods, why was he surprised that Rav
held kiddushin with them is invalid? The Gemara explains that Rebbe Yochanan was surprised that
Rav agreed with his view. A Baraisa teaching that kiddushin with stolen goods is valid is explained
to refer to goods stolen from her. Although Rav said even such a kiddushin is invalid, the Baraisa is
a case of PTwT — where they agreed to marry, which allows interpreting her silence as allowing him
to acquire the items for kiddushin.

2 mp 53R 190 regarding kiddushin and terumah

The Gemara relates an incident in which a brewer was mekadesh a woman with date remnants
belonging to his employer. When the employer realized this, he said: xo™n & 2mn x5 xnx — “Why
did you not give her from the stronger remnants instead?” Rava ruled that his comment cannot be
interpreted as approval, although it would be regarding terumah, as a Baraisa teaches that one who
separates terumah for someone else without permission, the terumah is invalid if the owner objects.
The Baraisa explains how to interpret the owner’s reaction: If he said, mp> Yxx 795 — “You should go
to the better produce to separate as terumah instead,” then if there is better produce, his statement is
taken literally and the terumah is valid. If there is not any better produce, his reaction is understood
as sarcastically saying that if he would have had better produce, he would have stolen that as well.
If the owner separates more and adds to the terumah taken, it indicates his approval to what was
previously separated. Rava explains why this interpretation cannot be made regarding kiddushin: xon
T2pT R ’RDO°D DN — Here, he made his comment out of embarrassment not to allow his employee
to keep the remnants (as opposed to terumah, which he is obligated to separate).

3 Using meat of korbanos for kiddushin — invalid since they are not personally owned

The next Mishnah states: 1pona wpnn — One who is mekadesh a woman with his portion of meat from
a korban, whether it is TP *w1p or 9p WP, the kiddushin is not valid, because the meat is not his
personal property, and only his to eat. The Gemara wonders if this disagrees with Rebbe Yose Haglili,
who says that 09p o'wTp are the personal property of their owner (such that if one swears falsely
that it is his, he is liable for the penalty of swearing falsely about personal property). It explains
that Rebbe Yose Haglili only held this opinion about live korbanos, but after they are shechted, he
agrees that they are not personally owned: 131 Xp *> — When they acquire their portion, Xp max jn>wn
191 — they acquire it from the Table of the Most High, and only for eating. In a Baraisa, Rebbe Yehudah
says that kiddushin with korban meat is valid, and the Gemara explains that both opinions are based
on one pasuk. Rebbe Yochanan said a vote was taken, and it was concluded that such kiddushin is
invalid, but Rav says it remains a machlokes.
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1 owipa ophin PR

A Baraisa derives from a series of derashos that a kohen can never divide his share of one korban
against another (offering his portion in one korban in exchange for his fellow’s portion in another
korban). They are derived as successively greater novelties: 1) °nar 113 mn o°p7n prw — kohanim
cannot divide menachos against korbanos, 2) nor even menachos against bird korbanos, although a
minchah sometimes replaces a bird korban in a case of poverty, 3) nor even birds against animals,
although both are o710 — types of blood offerings, 4) nor even menachos against other menachos,
although both are prepared by hand (as opposed to birds and animals, where animals are shechted
with a knife and birds are slaughtered with melikah by hand), 5) not only nwnm T3 nann — a
shallow-pan minchah against a deep-pan minchah, but even against other menachos of the same type
(brought by different people), 6) nor even kodashim kalim against each other. The Baraisa also derives
that every adult kohen receives a portion of the korbanos, including a om %va who cannot perform
avodah, but a Jop does not, even if he is unblemished.

2 Who is unwilling to mistakenly use maaser sheini or hekdesh for kiddushin?

In the Mishnah on daf 52b, Rebbe Meir taught that kiddushin performed unknowingly with hekdesh
is invalid (Rebbe Yehudah disagrees). Rebbe Yehudah had said that kiddushin done mistakenly with
maaser sheini is invalid (Rebbe Meir disagrees). Rebbe Yaakov reported hearing Rebbe Yochanan
explain that in one of these rulings, the woman would be unwilling to accept kiddushin with the
item (had she known its status), and in the other, both parties are unwilling to effect kiddushin with
it. However, Rebbe Yaakov was unsure which was said about which. Rebbe Yirmiyah suggested
that regarding maaser sheini, she is unwilling to accept it XnIXT X0 D1ON — because of the effort
of the journey to eat it in Yerushalayim, but he would be willing to use it for kiddushin, Rnmx >1p°17
Xomn — to acquire a wife easily. Both would be unwilling to use hekdesh for kiddushin, 5p w1pn >nna
1 — thereby causing hekdesh to become chullin through them. Rebbe Yaakov was uncertain, because
the opposite could be argued: Even the husband could be unwilling to use maaser sheini, xonx own
XNMRT — because the possible loss of the maaser during the journey is his responsibility (since she
cannot use it until reaching Yerushalayim). He may, however, be willing to use hekdesh (making it
chullin, and having to repay), thereby easily acquiring a wife (if he did not have money at the time).

3 If hekdesh becomes chullin in mistaken kiddushin, and if such a sale would be valid

Rava asked Rav Chisda: According to Rebbe Meir, that kiddushin made unknowingly with hekdesh
is ineffective, does the money become chullin through the attempted act of kiddushin? Rav Chisda
responded: nwTpNN PR MO — Since the woman is not married and the transaction was void, myn
PoINY X’ Ron — how could the money become chullin? Rav Chiya bar Avin asked Rav Chisda if Rebbe
Meir would validate a sale made unknowingly with hekdesh money, and he answered: X 19m1 A8
mp — Even with a sale, the buyer does not acquire it. Rashi notes that according to Rebbe Meir, it
emerges that me'ilah (which is only liable when unintentional) is only possible when mistakenly
consuming hekdesh, which effectively removes it from hekdesh’s domain; all unwitting transactions
are ineffective, so the money remains hekdesh. This point is made by Bar Padda on daf 54b.
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1 Machlokes if kiddushin done unknowingly with nnn> mina is effective

Rav says that Rebbe Meir always holds that hekdesh becomes chullin in a transaction, even where
the parties were unaware of its status. Therefore, he disagrees with Rebbe Yochanan’s explanation
of Rebbe Meir’s position (that kiddushin done mistakenly with hekdesh is invalid because one or
both parties would not have been willing to use it), and explains that the Mishnah is discussing
kiddushin with 191 9w 1112 MmN — tunics of kohanim that were not worn out (and are fit for avodah),
M2 N unen YR — since they were given for kohanim to benefit from them, *a3x9nY imn N1 xHw °0
nwin — because the Torah was not given to ministering angels. Since it is impossible to avoid benefiting
from the garments after completing their avodah (since their removal requires time), their original
kedushah includes an allowance for unintentional benefit, and they do not become chullin. Since
they remain hekdesh, kiddushin done unwittingly with these garments is invalid. Rebbe Yehudah
disagrees and holds that although the unavoidable benefit from the tunics after avodah is permitted,
all other benefit is prohibited and does render them chullin. Therefore, he holds that kiddushin done
mistakenly with them is valid.

2 Machlokes if *»21 073 is max N re: M1 VIO

In the Mishnah on daf 52b, Rebbe Meir said that kiddushin with maaser sheini is never valid, because
he holds M2 mn 1wyn — maaser sheini is Divine property and is not owned by the man. The Gemara
says the halachah follows Rebbe Meir in this ruling, because an anonymous Mishnah follows his
opinion: Beis Shammai says that *va1 0 — a fourth-year vineyard, does not require paying an
additional fifth when redeeming it (as maaser sheini does), and Beis Hillel says *v21 07 does require
paying an extra fifth. Beis Shammai says that >v21 073 is subject to the halachah of V10 and mb5w
(certain grapes that are left for the poor from personal vineyards), but Beis Hillel says: m% 1913 — All
of it goes to the winepress, because Beis Hillel's opinion is that >»11 013, like maaser sheini, is Divine
property, and exempt from v and m>»w. The Gemara explains that Beis Hillel derives from a
gezeirah shavah (0P W) to equate *va1 013 with maaser sheini, and Beis Shammai does not. This
proves that Beis Hillel holds that maaser sheini itself is ma1mmn, and therefore not subject to v and
m99w (and Beis Hillel's view is equal to an anonymous Mishnah).

3 Acquiring maaser sheini with n>wn

After several attempts to show anonymous Mishnayos following Rebbe Yehudah’s opinion, that
maaser sheini is considered the grower’s personal property, are deflected, a Mishnah is presented that
does: 901 Wwyn 1mn Ton — If one drew the maaser sheini of his friend near to acquire it while it was
worth g sela, >nwa YW TV N7 P*00N ’N — but did not manage to redeem it (and simultaneously pay
for it) until it was worth two, ¥50115nwm Y90 [ — he pays his friend a sela and profits a sela (because
he acquired it at the time of n>wn), and the maaser is his. The Gemara argues that if this Mishnah
followed Rebbe Meir, he would have to pay its current value of two sela’im, because the Torah says
about all Divine property: 1> op1 qoan 1nn — He shall give the money and then it shall become his, but
not through n>wn! The Gemara concedes that this anonymous Mishnah follows Rebbe Yehudah’s
opinion that maaser sheini is personal property, but the halachah follows Rebbe Meir because an
anonymous Mishnah in Eduyos (the most authoritative masechta) follows his opinion.
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1 27 H1nd 05w n NRYNIY nna

It was taught in a Mishnah: 17 57m% obw1vn nxxniw mmna — Regarding an animal (fit for a korban)
that was found between Yerushalayim and Migdal Eder (near Beis Lechem), or within that range in
any direction, we suspect it came from Yerushalayim, where most animals are korbanos. Because it
is unknown what korban it may be, the Mishnah says: m»w o131 — Males are treated as Olos, maps
DnYw °nar — but females, which are unfit for Olos, are treated as Shelamim. The Gemara asks that
a male may also be a Shelamim, and Rebbe Oshaya explains that the animal is not sacrificed: x1a
1°poY T2 1N — We are discussing one who is coming to obligate himself in their value and redeem
them. He brings money for each possibility of the animal’s status and redeems the animal with the
money. The Mishnah means that males may also be Olos, but the possibility of Shelamim is also
taken into account. Later, Rebbe Yochanan disagrees and does not allow one to intentionally remove
kedushah from a valid korban. Instead, he explains that one waits until the animal develops a om
and then transfers its kedushah to other animals. The Gemara will address other possible korbanos
the animals may be.

2 T2%2 MW 9921 NN KR PYTIING YN MR YYM PR

The above explanation is challenged: Yonnn n aun norm — Can physical sanctity, such as that of
a korban, be deconsecrated? But a Mishnah teaches: pwpma Ypm nx Ypm pr — One cannot commit
me’ilah after me'ilah, because the item becomes chullin from the first me'ilah, Nw *9521 N2 KR
1191 — except for animals designated as korbanos and vessels used in service of the Beis Hamikdash.
These items, whose kedushah is qun no1Tp, remain hekdesh even after me'ilah. For example, if several
people successively ride a korban, or drink from a goblet designated for avodah, all of them are
liable for me’ilah, since they do not become chullin. How, then, can one redeem an unblemished
korban with money? The Gemara answers that the Mishnah discussing me'ilah, which by definition
is unintentional, follows Rebbe Yehudah'’s view that unintentional usage of hekdesh makes it
chullin. The Mishnah of the found animal discusses someone intentionally deconsecrating hekdesh,
following Rebbe Meir’s view. Although Rebbe Yehudah’s statement demonstrates that items of
physical kedushah cannot be deconsecrated, the Gemara explains: P>1n% 1mrp1ox5 191 xp xon — Here,
he intends to take the hekdesh out to a state of chullin, and intentional deconsecration is effective even
for aun nwITp.

3 The possibility that the female animal is a nxon

The Gemara asks about the possibility that the female animal that was found may be a nxon, and
answers that a Chatas is only valid within its first year, and the Mishnah discusses an animal found
in its second year. Although it may be a nnw nmayw nxon — Chatas whose year has passed, and is
invalid for offering, such a case is uncommon. The Gemara asks what would be done with a female
animal that is found within its first year. In a Baraisa, Chananya ben Chachinai taught that a she-
goat within its first year is a Chatas. The Gemara objects that it cannot possibly be brought as a
Chatas (since it may also be a Shelamim, whose blood is offered differently than that of a Chatas). It
also cannot be redeemed (using multiple animals to stipulate for each possibility, as above), because
a Chatas cannot be brought voluntarily. Rather, Abaye explains: nxon> — Chananya means it is
treated like a Chatas that cannot be offered: m°oxn nnn x°m no°3% nond — It is brought into a chamber
and dies on its own.
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1 When prohibited transactions with maaser sheini money are voided

In a Baraisa it was taught: >3 "wyn myna mnna oonx? pr — One cannot buy an animal with maaser
sheini funds outside Yerushalayim. If he did so unintentionally, ompn® o1 M — the money must
be returned to its place (i.e., the buyer), because the purchase was in error. If he did so intentionally,
D1pna Yaxm nvyn — the animal must be brought up and eaten in Yerushalayim. Rebbe Yehudah says
this is only if the animal was purchased to be a Shelamim, i.e., to be eaten in Yerushalayim. But if he
bought it to use as chullin and eat it outside Yerushalayim, then the money must be returned and
the sale is void, as a (Rabbinical) penalty to the seller. The Gemara asks that this contradicts Rebbe
Yehudah’s ruling on daf 52b, that kiddushin made intentionally with maaser sheini is valid! It answers:
7 9P PYONNN 210 YWY YN PrRY Ny TwR — A woman knows that maaser sheini does not become chullin
through her accepting it, D201 1nY31 9w — and will go up and eat it in Yerushalayim, so no penalty
was necessary. In the Baraisa, the money’s maaser sheini status was transferred to the animal that
will be eaten outside Yerushalayim. The Gemara clarifies that this is true for a nan nox — learned
woman, but ordinary people may not know this.

2 213 R11N KYX 213 K1Y XY re: misappropriated maaser sheini funds

The previous Baraisa taught that where one used maaser sheini funds to buy something not to be
eaten in Yerushalayim, the sale is voided, and the money must be returned (if the seller is accessible).
The Gemara asks: np19 o1pn — Let us instead penalize the buyer who illegally spent the funds and
require him to consume food in Yerushalayim equal to the value he misappropriated. Why is the
seller penalized by voiding the sale? It answers: 233 X111 X9X 233 X120 &Y — The mouse is not the thief;
the hole is the thief. Just as a mouse could not have stolen food if it lacked a hole in which to hide it,
the buyer would not have misspent the funds if he did not find a seller willing to accept them. The
Gemara persists: But if not for the mouse, what wrongdoing could the hole commit? The buyer is
still the primary guilty party! The Gemara concludes: XMox R>RT &>11 Y3 R12non — It is logical that
wherever the prohibited item is, 101p bnn — that is where we penalize. Since the seller is in possession
of the misappropriated funds, we compel him to return them.

3 The source that Ypo1 M is prohibited in benefit

The next Mishnah teaches that if kiddushin is done with any of a list of items that are prohibited in
benefit, the kiddushin is invalid. The Gemara will provide sources for all of the items listed, among
them Ypo1mw — an ox condemned to stoning. A Baraisa explains that since the ox is stoned to death,
it is obvious that it cannot be eaten (lacking shechitah), so why does the Torah need to write: x>
17w NR 9o8> — Its flesh shall not be eaten? It teaches: 177 Ma1w IR 10w oxW — If he shechted it after
its sentence was finalized, but before it was stoned, n%ax1 Mor — it is forbidden in consumption. The
prohibition in benefit is initially derived from the phrase ™p1 wwn Yv11" — and the owner of the ox
is “clean,” which is interpreted as an expression, like one who says: Y031 *p1°1190 XX> — Ploni went
out “clean” from his possessions, 0123 9w X1 DN 1> PRI — and he has no benefit from them at all. Later,
the Gemara explains that since Rebbe Abahu taught that the phrase “ox° 85" already includes a
prohibition from benefit, the phrase “p1 mwn Hya” instead teaches that its hide is also prohibited
in benefit.
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1 ..av1a %Y 10w nYapw owd

It was taught in a Baraisa about Shimon (or Nechemiah) Ha'amasoni: nmnaw pnx Y3 w1 i — He
would darshen every “nx” in the Torah and explain what it was coming to teach, but when he reached
the pasuk: xvn ppor'n N’ — You should revere "'nx” Hashem, your G-d, he withdrew. Rashi explains he
was afraid to equate the reverence required for Hashem with the reverence for anything else. His
talmidim asked him: 0%y Xin mn NWITY PR 93 °21 — Rebbe, what will become of all the instances of
nx that you darshened until now? He responded: o111 9p 10w *nYapw owa — Just as I received reward
for the derashos I made, mw»™on Yy *nap 75 — so [ received reward for the withdrawal from the derashos.
This continued until Rebbe Akiva came and darshened the nx in the pasuk about revering Hashem:
D°0dN >N M2 — It comes to include talmidei chachamim for a reverence that should be like that
of Heaven.

2 Machlokes when ymxn *110X become forbidden in benefit — nm°p% R VMY

The Mishnah taught that birds used in the metzora’s purification procedure are forbidden in benefit.
The Gemara explains that their prohibition is derived from oy n9. Amoraim dispute when the
birds become forbidden. Rebbe Yochanan says: mo'nw nywn — From the time of shechitah; xin nonw
Y MOXT — it is the shechitah that forbids it in benefit. Reish Lakish says: nmpb nywn — From the
time of their taking for ymxn »mox. Since their prohibition is derived from eglah arufah, we say: n
D7nn o1y A9 — Just as eglah arufah becomes forbidden in benefit while it is alive (because it is
compared to other korbanos), 0nn YM¥n *MD°X R — so too, a metzora’s birds become forbidden in
benefit while they are alive. The Gemara clarifies the time of the eglah arufah’s prohibition: nnT
NMIDIR R PR Y2 — Its descent to the hard valley is what prohibits it. If so, the Gemara wonders,
we should derive that just as o1y n9ap is not forbidden from its taking, so too, the metzora’s birds
should not be forbidden from their taking! It answers that no1p 793w has another time when it could
become prohibited in its lifetime (i.e., its descent to the j°x %n), but the birds do not.

3 The prohibition of benefit of 25n1 w2

The Gemara asks for the source for 25ma w1 — meat cooked with milk being prohibited in benefit.
Rebbe Yishmael’s academy taught that the Torah says: mx 251271 Ywan 8> — You shall not cook a kid
in its mother’s milk, a total of three times. N> MR TNX — One teaches a prohibition of eating meat
and milk that were cooked together, nxin MR TR1 — one teaches a prohibition of benefiting from
them, 1072 Mo*X TR — and one teaches a prohibition of cooking meat and milk together. The Gemara
notes that the Mishnah disagrees with Rebbe Shimon ben Yehudah, who said: n%°5x2 ok 25ma w3
nxIna M — Meat cooked with milk is forbidden in eating, but permitted in benefit. He compares it
with the meat of a treifah, which is permitted in benefit.
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1 Only idolatry and shemittah produce confer their prohibited status onto their payments
The Mishnah on daf 56b taught that although kiddushin done with items prohibited in benefit is
invalid, nwmpn 1T WP 1100 — if the man sold them and married with their payment, the woman
is married, because their payments do not attain their forbidden status. The Gemara explains that
the Torah taught specifically regarding idolatry: 1mm> on n»m — And you shall become banned like
it, which implies: 1mm3 xn ™0 naen "’ anRY 9> — Anything you generate from it is like it (i.e., any
money paid for it is equally forbidden). We do not derive all other forbidden items from idolatry,
because the Torah also taught that shemittah produce transfers its restricted status to its payments,
so they are TnXD D°X2n 0°21N2 10 — two pesukim that come as one to teach the same principle, and we
do not derive laws from such sources (alternatively, there is an exclusion written by each). Yovel is
referred to as “omp” — holy, so its produce (and shemittah’s) confers its status upon its payments
(like hekdesh). Another derashah teaches that the original produce retains its status (as opposed
to hekdesh). It emerges that in a series of transfers, the original produce and final payment have
shemittah status, but the middle ones are permitted.

2 Marrying with terumah, etc.; if nn nxin n2w

The next Mishnah states that if one marries with terumah, maaser, or minn — “gifts” (parts of a
chullin animal given to a kohen), she is married, even if he is a Yisrael. Ulla says: pmn nrx ixin naw
— The pleasure of benefit is not an equity, i.e., one’s ability to choose whom to give terumah to (and
to receive payment to do so) is not considered monetary ownership of the terumah with regard to
using it for kiddushin. He is challenged from our Mishnah, and answers that it is discussing a Yisrael
who inherited tevel from his maternal grandfather who was a kohen, and he fully owns the terumah
(he cannot eat it, but he may sell it to a kohen). Although he inherited tevel (and not terumah), this
Tanna holds: Pn7 mmnw *nd mmin ’Yw nmann — Unseparated gifts are considered like they were already
separated (and owned by the grandfather).

NIXa — 1 Py

3 If a second person marries before the first kiddushin is completed

The third perek begins that if one told a shaliach to marry a certain woman for him, mxp% nwTp1 79m
— and the shaliach went and married her to himself, >10% nwmpn — she is married to the second person.
If one said to a woman: ov WY XY *Y nwTpn NX i — “You are married to me after thirty days,” and
someone else married her in the interim, she is married to the second one (since the first kiddushin
did not yet take effect). If he said: or owbw x> rwsYn — “From now and after thirty days,” and
someone else married her in the interim, nwmpn NP1 NWMPN — she is married and yet not married
to both and requires a get from both. The Gemara will explain that kiddushin set to take effect after
thirty days is valid even if the money given for kiddushin was already spent before that time. It is
not like a 1Tpp — deposit, since it was given to her to spend, and it is also not like a loan, since it
was given to her for kiddushin purposes.
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1 A7n2 gonnn

The Gemara relates that Rav Gidel was once negotiating to purchase land, but Rebbe Abba bought
it first. Rav Gidel's complaint about this was told to Rebbe Yitzchak Nafcha. When Rebbe Abba
came on Yom Tov, Rebbe Yitzchak asked him: m1m2 1o 1w — If a poor person is engaged in trying
to acquire a cake, *Xn 110 750N MR X2 — and another person came and took it first, what is the
halachah? Rebbe Abba responded: yw1 x1p1— He can be called a wicked person for seizing his fellow’s
opportunity. Rebbe Yitzchak then confronted him for doing the same, and Rebbe Abba said he had
not been aware that Rav Gidel was attempting to purchase the land. When Rebbe Yitzchak told him
to give it to Rav Gidel, Rebbe Abba said he would not sell it to him, because it is not a good sign to
sell one’s first acquisition, but he was willing to give it to Rav Gidel as a gift. Rav Gidel, however,
did not wish to take the land for free, because the Torah says: > mann xnen — And he who despises
gifts shall live. Neither took possession of the land, and it became known as “pa7171 Xy " — land of
the Rabbinical students, because it was available for anyone who needed it.

2 Retracting during the thirty days, m12>7 Y0am 11277 °nx

If one gave kiddushin to take effect after thirty days, and the woman retracted in the interim, Rebbe
Yochanan says: nnn — She may retract, 27 90201 M1 °NR — because “‘words” of retraction can come
and negate other mere words, and her agreement to kiddushin to take effect later is merely “words.”
Reish Lakish said she cannot retract. Rebbe Yochanan challenged him from a Mishnah teaching that
one can retract from having appointed a shaliach to separate his terumah! Reish Lakish answered
that a woman who accepted kiddushin is different, m7 mwwn °37 — because it is similar to an act, and
her verbal retraction cannot negate her act.

Although one can even void a shaliach who is delivering a get, that is not considered an act until she
receives it. In another version, they argued about a woman voiding a shaliach appointed to accept
kiddushin for her, and Reish Lakish said she cannot retract. According to this version, Reish Lakish’s
position is refuted from the case of voiding a shaliach to deliver a get. The halachah follows Rebbe
Yochanan, even according to the first version.

3 The meaning of D*w5v X PWIYN — is it a *xin or nn?

The Gemara records a machlokes between Rav and Shmuel, which Rav Yosef clarified was referring
to the final case of the Mishnah: Regarding one who marries or owbw 1R 1wIYN — from now and
after thirty days, and someone else marries her in the interim, nwmpn nrr1 nwTpn — she is married
and yet not married to both and requires a get from both to remarry. Rav said: nompn nrx1 nompn
091> — She remains married and not married forever, meaning this state of uncertainty remains
forever. Shmuel says that after the thirty days end, pox1>o11p ™mn 10 "011°p "wpo — the second one’s
kiddushin is voided, and the first one’s kiddushin is completed. The Gemara explains that Rav was unsure
if the term “DwHw XY PWIYN” is intended as a nran — stipulation (that kiddushin will take effect
“from now,” provided he does not retract for thirty days), or a nin — retraction from his original
statement to marry her “from now,” and marry her instead “after thirty days.” If someone else
marries her in the interim, we remain uncertain which kiddushin took effect first. Shmuel holds it
is definitely a stipulation, so after thirty days pass (without retraction), we know the first kiddushin
took effect at the outset. The Gemara notes there is an identical machlokes Tanna’im about a get given
to take effect nnom IR ovAn — from today and after my death.

Z| CHRU



KIDDUSHIN DAF 60 * O 1T |'WIT"p

1 Rebbe Yochanan: 72 pooin ixn 19708

Abaye says that although Rav was unsure if “D°w%w nx» vwoyn” is a stipulation (effective
immediately) or a retraction (effective after thirty days), he would agree that if one person says
“from now and after thirty days,” and a second says “from now and after twenty days,” and a third
says “from now and after ten days,” she is only possibly married to the first or third, but definitely
not to the second, since the marriages take effect either at the beginning or end of the respective
time periods. Rebbe Yochanan held otherwise and said: 72 po=in nxn 12’08 — Even a hundred men
could take hold of her with kiddushin of the above formula, and she would require a get from all of
them. Rav Mesharshiya, the son of Rav Ami, explained: 1257 X310 »3 wo1 mo — They arranged
themselves like a stack of bricks, paw mPan% ’xm Tm N 95T — where each one leaves a space for the next
(i.e., each brick lays across the two underneath it). Rebbe Yochanan interprets the formula to mean
the kiddushin begins immediately, and is completed over the total time period, allowing others’
kiddushin to take hold in the interim.

2 Machlokes when kiddushin takes effect if it was given on condition he gives her money
The next Mishnah states that if one says: “Be married to me 117 0°nxn 72 1nxw N Yy — on condition
that I give you two hundred zuz,” 1 xim nwTpn 1 M — she is married, and he shall give it to her.
Amora’im disagree when it takes effect. Rav Huna says: 10 x1m — And he gives it, meaning she is
married immediately, provided he eventually pays. Rav Yehudah says: 1n°w3% — She is married
when he gives it, but not before. If someone would marry her before the money is given, the second
kiddushin would take effect according to Rav Yehudah. They argue similarly concerning a get given
on condition that she gives him two hundred zuz, and the Gemara explains the need for each case.
Two Baraisos prove that such a divorce takes effect immediately, and Rav Yehudah answers that they
reflect the minority opinion of Rebbe, who holds: nin %y i Y5 — Anyone who says a transaction
is “on condition,” 17 PwIYN MR — is like he says it should take effect from now.

3 "oy M 2 1Y ww N Yy

The next Mishnah states that if someone says: “Be married to me 19p W3 n°2°% ww nmn % — on
condition that I have a beis kor of land,” she is married, provided that he has that amount of land. The
Gemara wonders that even if he cannot establish that he owns such land, should we consider the
possibility that he might, and require a get? Furthermore, a Baraisa states: 17 > xnw jro»n — We
are concerned that he might have such land! The Gemara answers that our Mishnah only means that
it must be proven when considering it definite kiddushin, but even if it remains unknown, it is still
kiddushin out of doubt. A Mishnah above taught a similar law regarding a condition that he has two
hundred zuz, and the Gemara explains that this Mishnah is teaching that although people’s land
ownership is generally known, we must still be concerned for his possibly owning a beis kor, even
if we are unaware of any.
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1 Clefts and rocks of ten tefachim re: hekdesh, sales, and kiddushin

It was taught in a Mishnah that if someone is makdish his field when Yovel is in effect, the field is
redeemed for fifty silver shekels for each nyw MmN ya1 — area on which a chomer of barley may
be planted. onoo mwy opmy 0°vp1 v — If there were clefts ten tefachim deep, nwy D’ma1 Y90 X
DML — or rocks ten tefachim high, My P11 PR — they are not measured with the field to count
toward a yw 1N Y (rather, they are independently hekdesh and redeemed at value). If they
are smaller, they are counted. The Gemara asks why they are not hekdesh as independent pieces of
land, to be redeemed at the rate of fifty shekels per o1yw mn y1. Mar Ukva bar Chama explains
that the Mishnah refers to clefts filled with water, similar to the rocks of the Mishnah, which are
unplantable. Still, if they are smaller than ten tefachim, they are counted with the field (despite
being unplantable), because they are referred to as “basins” and “spines” of the land, respectively.
Regarding a sale, Mar Ukva said that such clefts are not counted toward the total area even if
they are not filled with water, because one does not want a field that appears divided. Regarding
kiddushin, the Gemara concludes that it shares the halachah of hekdesh, since the husband accepts
to work the field and bring home its produce.

2 oxan derived from 1281 121 1 °13, machlokes regarding %103 xin

In the next Mishnah, Rebbe Meir says: *X1n 1% 121817121 73 °12 °XIND 1°RW *Rin 93 — Any stipulation that
is not doubled like the stipulation of the Bnei Gad and the Bnei Reuven is not a valid stipulation, and not
binding. Although Moshe said that if they would fight to conquer Eretz Yisrael, they would receive
their requested portion in Gilad, he still added that if they would not fight with them, they would
receive a portion in Canaan with the other shevatim. That Moshe had to express both the positive
and negative sides of the agreement teaches that a stipulation is only binding when it is %195 —
doubled. Rebbe Chanina ben Gamliel disagrees and says that Moshe had to express the negative
side to clarify that they would still receive a portion in Canaan,; if he had not, it would be assumed
they would be penalized and receive nothing at all. (Rashi mentions two other rules of stipulations
derived from these pesukim, with which Rebbe Chanina agrees.) Rebbe Meir would respond that the
words ‘15 YIR2” are extra and teach that a stipulation must always be doubled, and Rebbe Chanina
holds they are not extra.

3 Challenges to Rebbe Chanina ben Gamliel from doubled stipulations in the Torah

The Gemara presents numerous challenges to Rebbe Chanina ben Gamliel’s position that a
stipulation is valid without expressing the negative side. Once Hashem said to Kayin: nxw 2v°n ox
— If you better yourself, you will be rewarded, why did He add: yam nxon nno% 2v°n 8% ox1 — But
if you do not better yourself, sin rests at the door? According to Rebbe Chanina, the negative side is
understood! The Gemara answers that without the negative side expressed, one would think: x5 ox
RPT R RIR RS 200 — If you do not better yourself, there will be no reward or punishment, so the pasuk
teaches there will also be punishment. The Gemara answers similarly for why the Torah wrote: ox
YN mpna — If you follow My statutes, there will be blessings, and still added: 1oxnn mpna ox1 — But
if you will despise My statutes, there will be curses. This answer is also given for the Torah writing: DX
o uRnn — But if you refuse and rebel, there will be punishment, after writing that if they would
obey, there would be great bounty.
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1 oYY xa XY 1272 PO — Ex., “Become married to me after I convert”

The next Mishnah teaches several cases of kiddushin performed with a woman who is not currently
eligible to marry the man, but he stipulated it should take effect after she becomes eligible. If one
says, ‘Become married to me anxw InNR> — after [ convert to Judaism,” or *annw x> — “after you
convert,” or MNNWRY NR> — “after [ am freed from slavery,” or nnwnw 1nxY — “after you are freed,”
or 7YY MY NR? — “after your husband dies and you are single,” or Pmnx mnnw INKY W — ‘after
your sister, my wife, dies, permitting you to me,” or Pn 1Y Y1210 x> — “after your yavam performs
chalitzah for you,” the kiddushin is ineffective in all these cases even after the event takes place,
because kiddushin was impossible at the time (the future eligible status is a 091 X2 Xbw 1271 — thing
that has not come into the world). The same applies to being mekadesh his friend’s future daughter. On
daf 63a, Rebbe Meir argues and says that kiddushin is effective in all the above cases.

2 °nT AwYn 1oIMN3 XY 17w Y3 — ex., designating produce as terumah to take effect when
picked

A Mishnah teaches that one cannot separate terumah on grain still attached to the ground. Rav
Assi asked Rebbe Yochanan: If someone designates produce as terumah on attached produce, or
the reverse, WwonwaY — to take effect when the produce is picked, and it was subsequently picked,
is the terumah effective? Rebbe Yochanan answered: 17w 95 — Anything that is within one’s power
to change "n7 nwYN 0N 1Y — is not viewed as missing the act required to change it. Because he
can pick the produce at any time, he can declare terumah to take effect after it is actually picked.
Several challenges to Rebbe Yochanan’s principle are addressed. Conversion is not considered “in
his power,” because it requires the supervision of three Jews, which he cannot control. Even if
someone is mekadesh his own maidservant, to take effect after he frees her (which is within his
power), kiddushin is ineffective, because nmna x1p>yn — originally, she is like an animal, ny1 xnwn
nnx — whereas now, when she is freed, she becomes an independent mind. This fundamental change
renders her a 091p» X2 XYW 127 even where he can effect the change. Rebbe Yochanan can agree that if
one is mekadesh his wife to take effect after divorcing her, it is ineffective, because although he can
divorce her, moTpY 112 — is it in his power to marry her later? Her consent is required!

3 The minimum stage for taking terumah, or marrying a fetus, according to Rebbe Eliezer
ben Yaakov
In a Baraisa supporting Rebbe Yochanan'’s opinion, Rebbe Eliezer ben Yaakov goes further and says
one may even designate terumah before the grain reaches the stage of v — a third of its growth,
to take effect after it reaches this stage and is picked. Clearly, he holds one may effect transactions
on a 07w X2 ’YW 127 (since it is not in his power to separate terumah currently). Rabbah says that
Rebbe Eliezer’s ruling only pertains to nmw — growths at the fodder stage, but the earlier nax stage
is too insignificant. Rav Yosef says his ruling even applies to nix. The Gemara quotes Rebbe Chanina
that although one cannot marry someone’s future daughter, pp 127 n12190 1INWKX a8 — but if his
wife is already pregnant, his words (i.e., kiddushin) are effective. According to Rabbah, this can only be
M2 1w — when her fetus is discernible (parallel to the nnw stage of grain), and according to Rav
Yosef, even before the fetus is discernible (parallel to the oix stage). In another version, they argue
about what kind of nnw can be designated, and both would agree the fetus must be discernible to
effect kiddushin.
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1 nvYYwH THY 12TRY NN HY

The next Mishnah states that if one says to a woman: “Become married to me b 1278w nmn Yy
N0ow — on condition that I will speak on your behalf to the ruler,” or Y¥193 ny nwyx1 — ‘on condition
that Iwork for you like a laborer for a day,” the kiddushin is effective if he performs these services. Reish
Lakish says: momn mw a2 jniw x1m — It is only true where he also gave her something worth a perutah,
but the service itself does not generate kiddushin. This is challenged from two Baraisos: Although
kiddushin made as payment for having driven her on a donkey is invalid (because it was already
owed as a debt), if he said 1mnn Yy J°>ww 1w — “as payment that I will drive you on a donkey,” the
kiddushin is valid. Another Baraisa teaches that if she agrees to kiddushin for a service, such as pinw
105 — “jest before me,” or 199 Mp1 — “dance before me,” kiddushin is valid if it is worth a perutah! The
Gemara answers that they reflect a machlokes Tanna'im if mioah K98 mawh NPk — wages only become
owed at the end (and are not a loan), or they are incrementally owed as work is performed. Rava
explains the source for Reish Lakish’s interpretation.

2 PNYTP MY YIT 2PRI N2 DR "NV

A Mishnah on amud beis states that if a man says: Pnw™p b P71 rR1°NA MR MO TP — I married off my
daughter, but I do not know to whom I married her, and someone claims he is the husband, mx1 — he
is believed. If two people make this claim, one divorces her and the other may marry her. Rav says:
D112 1K1 PRI V3 112 X1 — The one claiming to be the husband is believed to give her a get but is not
believed to marry her. He is believed to divorce her, because 19 891 X0 07X PR — a person does not
sin without benefit for himself, but he is not believed to marry her, because perhaps 19p1n 1> — his
yetzer hara is taking hold of him to make this claim. Rav Assi says he is even believed to marry her (but
agrees that where a woman says she became married and does not know to whom, a claimant is not
believed to marry her, because he may be relying on her going along with his claim). Although our
Mishnah teaches that a second claimant can marry her, Rav would explain that with two claimants,
an imposter is afraid that the father will recognize the true husband, so he gives a get, and the other
is presumed to be the true husband.

3 1 5 MpoY 1n

The Gemara asks: If a father testifies that he accepted kiddushin for his daughter, 77 Yy "1po% 1n
— would we stone to death based on his testimony if she commits adultery as a naarah? Rav says we
would not, because the Torah only granted the father credibility regarding prohibition, but not for
capital punishment. Rav Assi says we would stone based on his testimony, and the father is fully
believed. Rav Assi agrees that a woman who admits to being married would not receive the death
penalty for adultery. He commented: *1rx joon 171 ’nnynw 11 — These teachings of mine appear
to “shatter roofs,” meaning they are completely unlikely to those who do not understand them: If
the father’s testimony, which allows for someone to claim he is the husband (indicating a “weaker”
reliability that she is married altogether), is sufficient for capital punishment, then a woman’s
testimony, which does not allow someone to claim to be the husband (indicating a “stronger”
reliability of her marriage), should certainly be sufficient for capital punishment! But in truth, it is
not difficult: xmnn i ax? — Hashem gave credibility to the father, nyn XY 1719 — but did not grant
her credibility. The distinction regarding someone claiming to be the husband was explained above.
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1 Afather’s testimony that his daughter was married and divorced vs captured

The next Mishnah states that if a father says: mop xnws wnww irnwTp — [ married off my daughter
and accepted her divorce while she was a minor, if she is still a ketanah, he is believed (to disqualify
her from kehunah). If she is an adult, he is not believed. If he says mn»1o1 naw1 — she was captured
and I ransomed her, he is not believed, and she remains permitted to kohanim. The Gemara initially
understands the father is believed in the first case because it is currently n 12 — in his power (to
marry her off and accept her divorce), and he has no reason to lie. He is not believed regarding his
adult daughter’s marriage, nor regarding her captivity, because they are not in his control. This
is challenged, and Rav Ashi adds that it is never in the father’s control to compel her husband
to divorce her, and even her marriage requires someone’s consent! Rather, the Torah specifically
granted a father trustworthiness regarding her marriage in the pasuk: i w°x% >nni>nanx — I gave
my daughter to this man in marriage.

2 Ahusband’s testimony regarding his wife’s status for yibum: the power of 1pv% *» in

The next Mishnah teaches that one is believed to say before his death that he has children
(exempting his wife from yibum) but is not believed to say he has brothers (subjecting her to yibum).
This seems to disagree with Rebbe Nassan: If one told his wife at marriage that he has children or
has no brothers (exempting her from yibum), and at his death said the opposite, Rebbe says he
is not believed to subject her to yibum, and Rebbe Nassan says he is. Abaye ultimately explains
that the Mishnah discusses someone presumed to be exempt from yibum, so he is not believed
to change that status. The Baraisa discusses one presumed to be subject to yibum, who claimed at
their marriage she was exempt. There is reason to believe him, because if he was lying, he could
have instead assured her that he would divorce her before his death, exempting her from yibum.
Rebbe holds: i1 01p *3 Wpwh 5 i — the logic of “why should I lie” is as compelling as witnesses,
thus completely uprooting the previous presumption, so he cannot reinstate it at death. Rebbe
Nassan holds it is 07 npm > — only as compelling as a presumption, and only weakened the original
presumption, so if he retracts his testimony at death, he is believed.

3 Machlokes if one is Xj50% w1 WrR n°nn re: kiddushin of daughters

The next Mishnah states that one who has two sets of daughters from two wives, and declares
that he accepted kiddushin for his “older” daughter, but is uncertain if it was the older of his older
daughters, or the older of his younger daughters, or the younger of the older daughters, Rebbe Meir
says: NMIVPIAY NIVPA 0 YN MoK 1913 — All of them are prohibited to remarry without a get, except for
the youngest of the younger daughters. Rebbe Yose says: m>1maw a1mn m yin nmmm 1915 — They are
all permitted, except for the oldest of the older daughters. The Gemara explains that Rebbe Meir holds:
Rp*D0Y PWD1 W PR nn — A person would place himself in a position of doubt (by using a term with
multiple possible meanings), and Rebbe Yose holds he would not, and only refers to the oldest
daughter.
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1 If a man and woman disagree if they married

The next Mishnah states: pPnwTp mwr Wmxn — If one says to a woman, “I married you,” X mmx xvm
1nwTp — and she says, “You did not marry me,” Pnnanpa Mor X — he is forbidden to her relatives,
PP MMM XM — but she is permitted to his relatives. Although he is not believed insofar as her
prohibition to his relatives is concerned, nor for her to require a get, he is believed to prohibit her
relatives to himself, through the principle of XMo°XT 12NN PWDIR MW — he made it a forbidden piece
to himself (i.e., a person is believed when declaring something forbidden to himself). If she says he
married her, and he denies it, the reverse is true (and she would require a get). Rav says: po — We
force the man to give the get, and Shmuel says: pwpan — We request of him, and the Gemara explains
that where she claims he married her and he denies it, we request but do not force him to give her a
get (since he denies marrying her), but if he voluntarily gave a get (which amounts to an admission
of marriage), we force him to pay her kesubah.

2 PVITRY PYVIN PR TR TV O

Rav Yehudah says: vo1rpb powin pr nx 11 wipnn — One who marries with a single witness, we are
not concerned for his kiddushin, and she is permitted to marry someone else. Shmuel added that
this is so oM DIW 1°0R — even if they both admit that they married in his presence, because the
single witness is insufficient not only for his testimony, but for the kiddushin itself to take effect.
The Gemara deflects challenges to this principle and concludes that Rav Kahana said we are not
concerned for such kiddushin, but Rav Pappa said we are. Rav Ashi asked Rav Kahana that if the
reason to require two witnesses is a gezeirah shavah (127 127) from 1mn — monetary matters, then
we should accept the admission of the man and woman as valid testimony, just like the rule in
monetary matters, that 7 01w 78N> 77 %va N — the admission of the litigant is like one hundred
witnesses! He answered: >»nx% 21 xp x5 onin — There, in monetary matters, his admission does not
disadvantage anyone else, so he is believed to his own detriment, whereas >»Inx% 2°n xp Xon — here,
regarding admission to kiddushin, their admission does disadvantage someone else (namely, their
relatives, in becoming prohibited through their marriage), so they cannot be believed, and kiddushin
does not take effect without two witnesses present.

3 Asingle witness’s testimony, and the litigant’s silence, re: korban, tumah, and disqualifying
a korban

Abaye said: 250 n2ox TR T 19 MR — If a single witness tells someone, “You inadvertently ate forbidden
fats,” pmw n9m — and that person was silent, 081 — the witness is believed, and the person must
bring a Korban Chatas. Similarly, Abaye said that if a single witness tells someone, PnmMnv WL —
“Your tahor foods became tamei,” and that person is silent, the witness is believed. Finally, Abaye said
that if a single witness told someone, 111 7m0 — “Your cow was sodomized,” and is disqualified from
being used as a korban, and the owner is silent, the witness is believed. Abaye brings support from
Tanna'im for these rulings, and the Gemara explains the novelty of all three.
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The Gemara brings the following question: Tnx Tva anrt mwx — If a single witness tells a man that
his wife committed adultery, pmw1 — and the husband is silent, does she become prohibited to her
husband? Abaye says: jpx1 — He is believed, and she is prohibited to him, and Rava says he is not
believed, nmMyaw 12170 — as it is a matter concerning ervah (forbidden relations), mn» myaw 127 px1
o1wn — and a matter concerning ervah cannot be established by fewer than two witnesses. Abaye seeks
support for his position from an incident involving a blind man who was told by a single witness
that his wife committed adultery. He came to Shmuel, who told him: apox %1 77 pimn *x — If you
trust him, go divorce her, pon R R *X1 — but if not, do not divorce her. Presumably, he meant that if
the witness is valid, he would have to divorce his wife! Rava answered that Shmuel meant that if he
especially trusts this witness *1n 15 — like two witnesses, then he should divorce her.

2 The challenge to King Yannai’s lineage and his murderous reaction

A Baraisa relates that when King Yannai returned from a successful conquest, he made a celebratory
feast, inviting the Sages of Israel. A wicked man present, Elazar ben Po'irah, claimed that they were
opposed to him, and suggested that he wear the Tzitz to see their reaction. He did so, and an elder
named Yehudah ben Gedidyah said, “King Yannail maYn 1n3 1% 21 — The crown of kingship is enough
for you. 1R 2w WY nnnd N2 M — Leave the crown of kehunah to Aharon’s descendants!” This was
based on information that Yannai’s mother was captured and disqualified from kehunah, but it was
investigated and found to be without merit (this point is later discussed). Elazar told Yannai that as
king and kohen gadol, he should not suffer such indignity, and advised him to kill the Sages. Yannai
asked: 9y xan m nmm — But what will be with the Torah if the Sages are killed? Elazar responded:
W P2 NN 1910 0 — It is rolled and resting in a corner; TN X1 TN%Y NN Y3 — anyone who
wishes to study it, let him come and study it! Yannai's acceptance of this argument was an allowance
of heretical ideas, since it did not account for Torah Shebal Peh, which would be forgotten. He killed
all the Sages, and the world was desolate until Shimon ben Shetach came and restored the Torah to
its former position. Rashi explains that Shimon ben Shetach was the king’s brother-in-law and his
sister had saved him by hiding him.

3 Machlokes about the mikveh that was found deficient, inferring from om 52 or Yon

A Baraisa discusses a mikveh used under the presumption that it contained forty seah and was later
found deficient. Rebbe Tarfon ruled all the taharos previously prepared based on this mikveh to
be tahor (by assuming it was full until found deficient), and Rebbe Akiva ruled them tamei. Rebbe
Tarfon explained: Ty x171 099 nptna v mpn — This mikveh was presumed to be full and should not be
ruled deficient earlier out of doubt. Rebbe Akiva responded that the people (or utensils) who were
tovel in this mikveh were previously tamei and should not be ruled tahor (based on the questionable
mikveh) out of doubt. Rebbe Tarfon continued that it is analogous to a kohen performing avodah,
who was discovered to be a son of a divorcee or chalutzah (rendering him a chalal, and unfit for
avodah), that his previously performed avodah is valid (based on a derashah brought later). Here, too,
those who previously immersed in this mikveh should be ruled tahor. Rebbe Akiva responded that it
is analogous to a kohen discovered to be a 0 5va, whose previous avodah is invalid. He explained it is
more similar to a m %3, both of which can come about through the testimony of a single witness,
and both are disqualifications in the mikveh and kohen themselves. Rebbe Tarfon replied: %5 x2py
DN 0 wNDd Jan wnon — Akiva, whoever separates from you, is like one who separates from life itself!
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1 The rules of lineage where kiddushin is permitted or forbidden

The Mishnah on the previous daf taught: nvay pr1 poITp w0 PN Y3 — Anywhere there is effective
kiddushin and there is no transgression in the marriage, 111 K 1210 17 — the offspring follows the
lineage of the male (e.g., kohen, levi, and yisrael). Where the marriage is prohibited, Inx 721 10
onon — the offspring follows the blemished parent (such as a mamzer). This first rule is challenged
from a Baraisa, in which Rebbe Yose said: 7mn 19 namn xwiw 1 — Regarding a convert who married
a mamzeres, which he holds is permitted, the offspring is a mamzer. The Gemara answers that the
Mishnah does not follow Rebbe Yose’s opinion, but that of Rebbe Yehudah, who holds a convert
may not marry a mamzeres. The Mishnah does not write it explicitly, because it is included by the
general term “Dipn 92.” Alternatively, the Tanna can be Rebbe Yose, because the Mishnah implies
there are exceptions to its rule. The Gemara discusses other cases not listed by the Mishnah and
explains how they are either included or excluded by the Mishnah’s terms.

2 DYV DDA IR 727 177N 13T INR ToN MR

Ravin quoted Rebbe Yochanan: 1311 nx 790 mmxa — With gentile nations, follow the male regarding
the offspring. nmvawaw ouon R 190 1an1 — If they converted, follow the blemished one from the two of
them. The first statement is explained with a Baraisa teaching that if a member of the nations other
than the seven nations of Canaan has a child from a Canaanite woman, the child can be acquired as
a slave, like his father (and is not condemned to death, as his mother is). However, if a Canaanite
slave fathers a child from a non-Canaanite woman, the child is considered a Canaanite and must
be killed, like his father. The second statement is explained: n™xn xwiw "1my1 — Regarding a male
Ammonite convert who married a female Egyptian convert, if their child is male, 77 nax ko —
cast him after his father, because for a male, the Ammonite parent is a greater blemish (because the
prohibition to regular Jews remains indefinitely), but if the child is a female, 077 nnaR R TO — cast
her after her mother, because for a female, the Egyptian parent is the greater blemish (because a
female Ammonite is permitted to regular Jews).

3 The source that kiddushin is ineffective for prohibitions with a kareis liability

The Gemara provides the source that kiddushin is ineffective between those prohibited with a
punishment of kareis: The pasuk states regarding a divorcee: X XY APm 122 1ran Arx1 — And
she leaves his house, and goes and becomes a wife for another man, implying: ampY X1 o NR? — She
can become married to a strange man, but not to relatives. The Gemara eventually asks that perhaps
this only refers to nox mnx — a wife’s sister, about whom the Torah wrote “npn 85" — you shall not
‘take” (connoting marriage), and the above pasuk teaches that kiddushin is not only prohibited, but
ineffective. How is this extended to all relatives? The Gemara suggests they can be derived from
MR MINK, since they are all ervah, and carry the punishments of kareis (for intentional violations)
and Chatas (for unintentional violations). However, two cases cannot be derived from a wife’s sister:
NR NWR — a brother’s wife, who has the relative leniency of being permitted in a case of yibum (as
opposed to a wife’s sister, who is prohibited even as a yevamah), and a married woman, who has the
leniency of becoming permitted during her husband’s lifetime (through divorce).
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1 What is the case of nx1W NARM 721X NNRA D°W1 °NY WRY 7N »0?

Rav Acha bar Yaakov derives that kiddushin is ineffective for ervah from a kal vachomer from a
yevamah: If a yevamah, who is only forbidden with a x> — negative commandment, yet kiddushin
with her is ineffective, then it is certainly so for those who are prohibited with a kareis punishment!
The Gemara asks that if so, the same could be applied to all those prohibited by a 5! Rav Pappa
answers that the Torah says: Ix1w NNRM 721X DR W1 °NY WR? N °> — If a man has two wives,
one beloved and one hated. Since the husband’s hatred toward his wife would not affect laws, the
Torah must mean rwr1a nnR — beloved regarding her marriage (i.e., permitted), and nx1uw Px10712
— hated in her (prohibited) marriage, yet they are described with “p>nn,” showing the marriage was
effectivel The Gemara explains that according to Rebbe Akiva, who holds that *2na pooin porp pr
XY — kiddushin is not effective for those prohibited with a 1w, the one “hated in her marriage” can be
explained to mean a widow marrying a kohen gadol, according to Rebbe Simai who says Rebbe Akiva
agrees such kiddushin is effective. Otherwise, it refers to those prohibited by an nwy, and if Rebbe
Akiva holds even this is ineffective, it refers to a non-virgin marrying a kohen gadol.

2 Source that kiddushin is ineffective for nnow, and her children are slaves — oy no 0o 12v
Tmnn

The Mishnah on daf 66b taught that kiddushin is ineffective for a slavewoman or a female gentile,
and their children share their status. Rav Huna provides the source that kiddushin is ineffective for
a slavewoman. Avraham said: mmnn oy o 03Y 12w — Stay here yourselves with the donkey, with the
extraneous mention of the donkey teaching that Eliezer, an "1v13 T2y, is from "mn? nmT oy — a
nation legally similar to a donkey, which cannot have kiddushin. That her child is a slave like her can be
derived from: w1IRY N 19 R — The woman and her children shall belong to her master. Later,
this derashah will be replaced with the one provided for a female gentile’s children.

3 Source that kiddushin is ineffective for a n*121, and her children are gentiles

The Gemara says that we learn from 1 1nnnn 8 — you shall not become married with them, that
kiddushin is ineffective with a gentile. Rebbe Yochanan quotes a derashah that the child of a female
gentile is a gentile: >1nxn 732 R 10> > — For he will turn your son away from Me, which teaches: 112
J12°mp whrwn Ran — Your son (i.e., grandson) who comes from a Jewess is called your son (i.e., a Jew),
1112 R9X 732 1P 072210 NTIYA 0 XA 132 PRI — but your son who comes from a female idolator is not called
your son, but her son (i.e., an idolator). The Gemara asks that since the pasuk of “Innnn x5” refers only
to the seven nations of Canaan, what is the source that kiddushin is ineffective with other gentiles?
It ultimately answers that the Torah teaches regarding a Win no> that after the entire procedure,
R 19 v — she shall become a wife for you, implying that beforehand, they cannot be married. We
derive that her child is also a gentile from the pasuk: 1217971 ..0°R> p>an > — If a man has two wives...
and they bore him, which teaches that wherever the woman is someone who can be married (“inent”),
his children’s lineage follows the father’s, but wherever the woman is ineligible for marriage, such
as a gentile, their lineage follows hers.
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1 Machlokes if mamzeirim can “purify” their descendants by marrying a slavewoman

In the next Mishnah, Rebbe Tarfon says: 100’5 pamn po1> — Mamzerim can be “purified,” meaning
their descendants will not be mamzeirim. The mamzer marries a slavewoman, whose child is a slave,
and does not carry the lineage of mamzeirus. Once that slave is freed, his status is like a regular
convert. Rebbe Eliezer disagrees: wmn Tay a1 10 — This child is a slave who is also a mamzer. The
Gemara asks if Rebbe Tarfon permits a mamzer to marry a slavewoman or merely informs us of the
status of their offspring, although their union is forbidden. A proof is brought from Rebbe Simlai,
who told hislandlord (a mamzer) that if he had the chance, he would have purified his children using
Rebbe Tarfon’s method. Since he could not have meant to be sold as an ™2y 72p (who is permitted
to a slavewoman), because the law was no longer operative at that time, this proves that he holds
that a mamzer may marry a slavewoman.

'on1 "MWy — T P9

2 Y2an %Y ponr 7wy

The fourth perek begins: 511m 19y Donr mwy — Ten genealogical categories ascended from Bavel to
Eretz Yisrael. 1) kohanim, 2) leviim, 3) yisraelim, 4) chalalim (disqualified kohanim), 5) converts, 6)
freed slaves, 7) mamzeirim, 8) nesinim, 9) shetukim, and 10) asufim (the last two are defined by
the Mishnah as different cases of questionable lineage). The Gemara explains that the word “5p”
— ascended, was used to allude to a Baraisa that states: Y%7 yIx Yon 1123 wipni maw — The Beis
Hamikdash is higher than all of Eretz Yisrael, mxxn Yan i %810 Y w1 — and Eretz Yisrael is higher
than all other lands. The Mishnah says they ascended “from Bavel” instead of “to Eretz Yisrael,” which
supports Rebbe Elazar’s statement: Yaan xwy 5y X% — Ezra did not ascend from Bavel, n7103 ixwyw Ty
now1 p1 — until he made it like fine, sifted flour (by removing the families with compromised lineage),
and then went up. Abaye says: 110 DR 19Y — The Mishnah teaches “they went up,” meaning on their
own, but Rava says: 11n m>vn — The Mishnah teaches “he brought them up,” meaning against their will.
Their machlokes is analyzed.

3 Apin 1A re: questionable lineage

Rebbe Yose said: npmn 11 — The reliability of chazakah is great, as evidenced from the time of
Nechemiah. Three families of kohanim were unable to produce proof that they were not chalalim
(and unfit for avodah in the Beis Hamikdash), so they were dismissed from performing avodah, and
Nechemiah told them that they may not eat kodashim “until a kohen arises to the Urim V'Tumim”
(i.e., until Moshiach). By only prohibiting kodashim, we infer that he said: nonpma onx »n — You
remain with your prior status; just as they ate terumah in exile as kohanim, they may continue to do
so, despite their questionable lineage. The Gemara asks that according to the opinion that eating
terumah is accepted as proof for full genealogical status of kehunah, why did Nechemiah allow them
to continue eating terumah, since it risks their being allowed to marry kohanim (and they may be
chalalim)? It answers that the concern does not apply to this group, 1°npm y7 — because their
status was publicly known as weakened. Still, their chazakah enabled extending their permit to begin
eating Biblical terumah, which they had not had in exile. An alternate interpretation is given.
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Rabbah bar bar Chanah said: 1> nmn nrrw nwx xwnn %3 — Anyone who marries a woman who is not
genealogically fit for him, 2 v9p noyn — the Torah considers him n'm 1WIM11213 D9 937 107N 12°K)
— as if he plowed the entire world and sowed it with salt, as the pasuk says regarding people who could
not identify their ancestry: ko n >n non bnn 09w nox1 — And these are those who ascended from Tel
Melach, Tel Charsah (darshened as the words wmn and nYn). Rav said: mn 0w nwr xw1n %3 — Anyone
who marries a woman unfit for him for the sake of money, i 17w 021112 7 — he will have children
who are unfit, which he supports from a pasuk. He further darshens that pasuk to add that he will
lose any money he gained from her, as well as her own money, in as little as a month. The Gemara
also says about one who marries a woman unfit for him: wx1 n"apm o wox — Eliyahu ties him,
and Hashem whips him. A Tanna says that Eliyahu writes, and Hashem signs, about such people: x
W NR Y0199 19 — Woe to he who disqualifies his children, \nnown nk oo — and who taints his family,
19 NN APRY TWR XKW1 — and who marries a woman unfit for him.

2 5019 1MIN2 HRINY INKI,0NYH RKN2W3A 12T 1K1 910D H0197 9

The above Tanna concludes: Y100 Y0197 921 — And anyone who declares others genealogically disqualified,
is himself disqualified, 09199 Xnawa 12 1781 — and never speaks praises of others. Shmuel added: mma
9010 — It is with his own blemish that he disqualifies others. The Gemara relates a story in which a man
from Nehardea asked to purchase meat in a butcher shop in Pumbedisa. He was told to wait for the
attendant of Rav Yehudah bar Yechezkel to take first, and he reacted by denigrating Rav Yehudah,
calling him Yehudah “bar sheviskel” (implying, “the glutton”), after which Rav Yehudah placed a ban
on him. When he was told the man regularly called people slaves, Rav Yehudah announced that the
man himself was a slave (based on Shmuel’s principle, as Rav Yehudah later explained). The man
summoned Rav Yehudah to court before Rav Nachman, and the Gemara relates how Rav Yehudah
posed numerous challenges to Rav Nachman’s use of unusual language and practices.

3 X7 KTV RIPDRP *RINVA N2 MIKRT 9

After Rav Yehudah defended banning the man from Nehardea for demeaning his attendant, he
explained that he declared him a slave based on Shmuel’s principle (that one disqualifies others with
a blemish he himself possesses). The man objected to being called a slave, saying he was actually a
descendant of the Chashmonaim. Rav Yehudah then quoted Shmuel: xnxp *xymwn man mxT 93
X1 X1y — Anyone who says, ‘T am from the family of the Chashmonaim,” is in fact a slave. Although
his testimony could not be accepted (since it was given after the case arose), he told them Rav
Masna agrees with him. Rav Masna, who had not been in Nehardea for thirteen years, arrived that
day and confirmed the statement, adding that after Herod (a slave) massacred the family of the
Chashmonaim, one maiden survived, climbed to the rooftop, and declared that anyone claiming to
be a descendant of the Chashmonaim is actually a slave, whereupon she fell off the roof and died.
The man was then declared to be a slave.
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Rav Yehudah said in the name of Shmuel: Yx70> Y85 noy m¥r Y3 — All lands are like dough (i.e.,
a mixture of genealogically pure and impure people) compared to Eretz Yisrael, 9215 1oy 9870 YR
— and Eretz Yisrael is like dough compared to Bavel. The Gemara relates that in Rebbe’s days, they
attempted to make Bavel like dough compared to Eretz Yisrael. Rashi explains that they wanted
families in Eretz Yisrael to be assumed to have good yichus, and those in Bavel would need to be
investigated before marrying someone from Eretz Yisrael. Rebbe, who descended from a Babylonian
family, said: >rp p2°% wn onx nip — You are putting thorns between my eyes! He sent them to
Rebbe Chanina bar Chama, who related a tradition he had from Rebbe Yose identical to Shmuel’s
statement. A similar attempt was made in Rebbe Pinchas’s days, and he instructed his servants to
run while carrying him out of the beis midrash after he announces two things. He first said that birds
do not Biblically require shechitah, and while they were preoccupied with this novelty, he declared
Bavel's genealogical superiority. His servants fled with him before his students could catch him and
ask him to disclose the identity of families with tainted yichus.

2 The discretion in transmitting and pronouncing Hashem’s Names

Rebbe Yochanan said that Hashem’s four-letter Name is transmitted by the Sages to their students
once every seven years. Another version says twice every seven years, but Rav Nachman bar
Yitzchak said the first version is reasonable, since the Torah says: 0919 nw nr — This is My Name
forever, »nan%p> — and it is spelled without a vav to be read laleim, to hide. Rava once sought to speak
publicly about this Name, until an elder told him that it must remain hidden. Rebbe Avina explained
that the Torah says “nw mi” — this is My Name, and then o1 71" — this is My mention, implying two
different Names, because Hashem says: X131 1% 10211803 89 — [ am not pronounced in the way [ am
written. 27 7281 RIpN °"7 T2 I8 N1 — [ am written with yud, hei, etc., and I am pronounced with
alef, dalet, etc. A Baraisa teaches that the twelve-letter Name was originally transmitted to everyone,
but when people who used the Name carelessly increased, it was transmitted only to nnnaaw oy
— discreet kohanim, 073797 DIPAR NIPPIA MR D°P°920 AN DY1XM — and the discreet kohanim would
murmur it during the melody of their fellow kohanim. Rav says that the forty-two-letter Name is only
transmitted to one who is discreet, humble, has reached middle age, does not get angry, or drunk,
and does not harbor resentment when wronged. He concludes by describing the reward of one who
is careful with this Name.

3 xmp’nw N2 1

Ulla once went to Rav Yehudah'’s house in Pumbedisa and saw that his son Rav Yitzchak had not yet
married. When he questioned Rav Yehudah, he responded that he did not know where he could find
a wife of reliable genealogy. Ulla said: j»nxp x3’mm 12v7 " 138 1o’ — Do we know where we come from?
Perhaps we are descendants of those whom the Torah condemns for adulterous behavior and are also
genealogically unfit! Rav Yehudah then asked Ulla what he should do, and he told him: xmp>nwna
— Goafter silence, i.e., a family whose members are silent in arguments, X271°12°pT27°Ri1 "> — as the
people of the West [Eretz Yisrael] examine people’s lineage: *1171 *7m2 >0 2180 °> — When two people
would quarrel with each other, o1 01T W71 1 N — they would see which of them would be silent
first, >0 onrn xi M — and they would say, “This one is of better lineage,” because those with tainted
lineage are generally resentful at being rejected by others, and are therefore quarrelsome. Similarly,
Rav said: xow11»n 9221 emipnw — The “silence” of the people of Bavel is the proof of their pure lineage.
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1 Persians represented by the bear, comparing o°nan *1n%n to Nwi *x9N

The Gemara quotes a pasuk in Daniel that says: 2179 o7 xvan »nx xrn 1)1 — And behold, another
beast, a second one, similar to a bear. Rav Yosef taught a Baraisa explaining: 000198 — These are the
Persians, 2175 Pt pomRw — who eat and drink like a bear, 2175 Poamont — are fat like a bear, 2w po1m
2175 — grow hair like a bear, 2173 nMman on% PR1 — and have no rest, like a bear (which constantly paces,
even when tied). When Rebbe Ami would see a Persian riding, he would say: x771 82171770 — That
is a wandering bear. Rebbe asked Levi to draw analogies for various groups. He described Persians
as similar (in their might) to Dovid Hamelech’s soldiers, Chabarin as similar to destructive angels,
Yishmaelim as similar to demons of the bathroom, and when asked to analogize the Torah scholars
of Bavel, he said: mwn »oxonb om1 — They are similar to administering angels. Rashi comments that
they wear white garments.

2 1MM3 PPTX KI21Y TY 02V I T0DI PPN PR

The Gemara relates several prophetic statements of Rebbe at the time of his death, the last of
which was: 111 "1 21 W orn — Today Rav Yehudah was born in Bavel, which matches an Amoraic
statement that when Rebbe Akiva died, Rebbe was born. When Rebbe died, Rav Yehudah was born.
When Rav Yehudah died, Rava was born. When Rava died, Rav Ashi was born. jn 101 13 prw 71m59
ovwin — This is to teach you that a tzaddik does not leave this world 1mn> p>1x X121w 79 — until another
tzaddik like him is created, as the pasuk says: wnwn x21wnwn N — And the sun rises and the sun sets
(i.e., a new tzaddik’s sun rises [i.e., he is born] before another tzaddik’s sun sets). 1Wwnw nin23 XYW v
"y Y — Before the sun of Eli was extinguished, >nnin Yxmw Yw 1wnw ant — the sun of Shmuel the
Ramasi rose, as the pasuk says: 1mm 2310 Y8mw1 125 010 0poR M — And the lamp of Hashem, before
it was extinguished, and Shmuel lay, etc. (describing Shmuel’s first prophecy, before Eli's “lamp” was
extinguished).

3 Machlokes if mamzeirim will be pure x2% Tny?

Rebbe Yose says in a Baraisa: x2% Tny% oo *»nn vmn — Mamzeirim and nesinim will be
genealogically pure in the time of Moshiach, but Rebbe Meir says they will not be pure. Rebbe Yose
brought a proof from a pasuk: omnv AL 01 029y "np I — [ will throw pure water upon you, and you
will become pure. Rebbe Meir responded: 02193 %311 02 mxmiv 2an mx ximwa — When the pasuk says:
From all of your impurities and all your defilements, it implies: mnmnn 891 — but not from mamzeirus.
Rebbe Yose countered: Danx 9ox 1R xinwa — When the pasuk says: [ will purify you, which appears
extraneous, NN 10 AR IR 11 — say that it means even from mamzeirus. The Gemara asks how
Rebbe Yose explains the pasuk: Tr7ox2 9mn 201 — And a mamzer will dwell in Ashdod, and answers
with Rav Yosef’s interpretation: pinyaxa jxnmb Yxw» na pan — The house of Yisrael will dwell securely
in their land, pr1OY N2 M1 M1 — where they had earlier been like strangers (i.e., estranged like a
mamzer). Rav Yehudah quoted Shmuel as saying the halachah accords with Rebbe Yose. Rav Yosef
commented that if not for this ruling, pa%p >3 1mx 0 Pron 1wYR nr M — Eliyahu would come
and remove from us many groups of people in neck shackles.
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1 Machlokes if namn xw1

It was taught in a Baraisa: Rebbe Yose said: nmmn xwi w — A convert may marry a mamzeres, but
Rebbe Yehudah says he may not. The Gemara explains that the word "onp” — congregation, is written
five times regarding those prohibited to marry into “Hashem’s congregation.” Rebbe Yose holds
all five are needed: One prohibits a mamzer, etc. from marrying into a family (‘congregation”) of
kohanim, one for leviim, and one for yisraelim. The fourth permits a mamzer to marry a shetuki (an
uncertain mamzer), and the fifth permits a shetuki (Biblically) to marry a legitimate yisrael. Since no
"onp” remains to include converts as “»np,” it emerges that Hnp M XY 0 Hnp — the congregation
of converts is not considered a congregation regarding the prohibition to marry a mamzer. Three
explanations are given why Rebbe Yehudah has an extra 51p to include converts.

2 The prohibition of 1w

The Mishnah taught that a shetuki (one whose father is unknown) may not marry a legitimate
yisrael. Rava says that Biblically, a shetuki is permitted to a legitimate yisrael (without concern for
mamzeirus). Only a minority of people who may have had relations with this unmarried woman
are relatives who would render the child a mamzer, so if the man went to her, we rule that w573
WD X1 — whatever departs, we assume it departs from the majority. Even if the woman went to
him, making him"y1ap* — fixed in place, which is ruled nxmm Sy nxnn> — fifty-fifty, the child is still
permitted to a legitimate yisrael, because the Torah says: W x> X9 — A mamzer may not enter into
the congregation of Hashem, teaching: x2> poo mn & x> kY7 817 8T 70 — Only a definite mamzer
may not enter, but an uncertain mamzer may enter. Rava initially explains that a shetuki is Rabbinically
forbidden from marrying a legitimate yisrael to avoid possibly marrying one’s paternal sister (since
his father is unknown). The Gemara proves this is considered unlikely and concludes: ponra oy nbyn
— They set a high standard regarding genealogy. A similar discussion and conclusion follow regarding
an *mox — foundling, whose father and mother are both unknown.

3 Three people who are believed only when they testify immediately: 1°’nnan nyoio ,m°n »mior
Rav Chisda said: 171 19% Y& oanxa nwYw — Three people are believed only when they testify
immediately, and they are: "m12n MV PN D108 — one who testifies about an asufi, a midwife, and
one releasing her fellow women from niddah concerns. The first was explained above by Rav: yar Y3
pwaw — As long as he is in the street, P5Y DRI K1 AR — his father and mother are believed when
they claim he is their child. But once he was gathered in from the street, he is considered an asufi
and requires full testimony. A Baraisa teaches that a midwife is believed about newborn twins to
identify which emerged first, but only if she had not left the room. Rebbe Eliezer says that even if
she merely turned her face away, she is no longer believed. In the final case, a Mishnah teaches that
if three women slept in one bed, and blood is found under one of them, they are all tamei (niddah)
out of doubt. However, if one checked herself and found herself to be a niddah, we assume the
blood came from her, and the others are tahor. Rav Chisda says this is only if she checked herself
immediately.
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1 Limitations on the trustworthiness of a seller or judge

It was taught in a Baraisa that where two people are arguing over who bought an item, the seller
is believed to identify the true buyer. This is only where the merchandise is still in the seller’s
possession, because it is his responsibility to complete the transaction and give it to the buyer,
and so he is careful to remember him. Once it left his possession, he is no longer granted special
trustworthiness, because he is less careful to remember the buyer once he has fulfilled his
responsibility. Although he would remember who paid him, the case is where he received money
from both, but says: >nm> Ypa Tm xnym N — ‘I received money from one willingly, and from one
against my will.” Similarly, a judge is believed when he says: *na»n mi roor > — “I ruled in favor of
this one, and against that one,” but only when the litigants are before him, and he is still responsible
to remember his decision. After they left, he is no longer believed, since he is not responsible to
remember his verdict. He cannot simply rejudge the case, because the case was a ruling of >»> 778w
— a ruling based on the judge’s discretion, and he may rule differently the next time.

2 Abba Shaul’s ruling that a shetuki is a "m12" — an “examined one”

The Mishnah on daf 69a taught that Abba Shaul called a shetuki a °p11a — an examined one. The
Gemara asks that if this means mx nx ppmaw — that we ask his mother, ninR1 npa31w5% NI — and
if she says, ‘T had relations with a genealogically fit person,” she is believed, this is merely a repetition of
Rabban Gamliel’s position, who taught that an unmarried pregnant woman is believed to identify
the father as being one of pure lineage (Rebbe Yehoshua disagreed)! The Gemara suggests that
Rabban Gamliel only ruled the mother fit (for a kohen), but not her daughter, and Abba Shaul rules
even the daughter fit. However, since there is an opinion that An2a vwan n2 Ywonn "Ma1> — the
opinion (i.e., Rabban Gamliel) that rules her fit also rules her daughter fit, the Gemara answers instead
that Rabban Gamliel's ruling was n>3x w2 a7 — where most of the men of the city are fit in relation
to her (i.e., her child from them would be fit for kehunah), but Abba Shaul says she is believed even
where most people of the city would render her child unfit for kehunah.

3 a1 x2% oImn Yapa K% PNoRa Y3 — an Ammoni and Moavi ger may marry a mamzeres
The next Mishnah teaches: 9npa xab pmoxn 95 — All those forbidden to enter the congregation, omn
T2 T R2Y — are permitted to marry one another. For example, a mamzer and shetuki (uncertain
mamzer) may marry one another. Rebbe Yehudah forbids them. Rebbe Elazar says: anm jx12 18
— Those whose prohibition to the congregation is certain are permitted to those whose prohibition
to the congregation is certain (such as mamzeirim with nesinim), but safek mamzeirim cannot marry
a certain mamzer (for example), nor a safek one. Since the permit for a mamzer with a shetuki was
already taught on daf 69, and Rebbe Yehudah's opinion would appear identical to Rebbe Elazar’s, the
Gemara proceeds to suggest numerous interpretations of the Mishnah and then disproves them,
until Rava ultimately explains: 1112 k>R >axm 1y W — An Ammoni or Moavi convert is the difference
between them, and they are the ones “forbidden to enter the congregation” that the Mishnah permits
to marry other such people, such as mamzeirim. Even Rebbe Yehudah, who prohibits converts to
marry mamzeirim, would agree that these converts (who are prohibited to legitimate Jews) are
permitted to mamzeirim, and the Gemara concludes that the first part of the Mishnah is all one
opinion.
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1 Machlokes whose relations disqualify a woman to kehunah

A Baraisa presents three opinions about which people disqualify a woman to kehunah through
relations. The Tanna Kamma holds, as the Gemara explains, that anyone whose relations are
forbidden disqualifies her. Rebbe Yose says: Y010 9100 w710 95 — Anyone whose offspring is disqualified
from kehunah disqualifies her, and anyone whose offspring is fit for kehunah does not. Rebbe Shimon
ben Gamliel says: 12 xwn nnrw 95 — Anyone whose daughter you (a kohen) may marry, Xw1 nnx
MMYR — you may marry his widow, but if his daughter is prohibited to kehunah, his widow is also
disqualified (through relations). The Gemara explains that all agree that the rule is modeled after a
widow who marries a kohen gadol (the source of a woman becoming disqualified). The Tanna Kamma
holds that anyone whose relations are forbidden, like a widow to a kohen gadol, is disqualified to
kehunah, which includes even a second-generation Egyptian convert. Rebbe Yose holds he must
also have disqualified children, like a widow marrying a kohen gadol (whose children are chalalim),
excluding a second-generation Egyptian, whose children are permitted to the congregation. Rabban
Shimon ben Gamliel says that only if all his children are disqualified, like a widow to a kohen gadol,
is she disqualified, which excludes a »axm1>1my 7, whose female children are permitted.

2 The halachah about a mamzer and shetuki marrying, and a pregnant arusah

Rav ruled like Rebbe Elazar that an uncertain mamzer may not marry a certain mamzeres or
an uncertain one. Shmuel argued that the halachah should follow Hillel, who taught that ten
genealogical categories ascended from Bavel, and all (people forbidden to the congregation) may
marry each other. The Gemara asks that Rav and Shmuel both contradict themselves, because
regarding an 112°»w no1x — arusah who became pregnant, and the father is unknown (anyone but the
husband would render the child a mamzer), Rav said 7mn 790 — the child is a mamzer, and Shmuel
said *pinw 79101 — the child is a shetuki. Presumably, this means that Rav permits the uncertain child
to a certain mamzeres, and Shmuel forbids the child to a mamzeres, which is the reverse of their
positions above! The Gemara first answers to reverse the opinions of this machlokes and explains
the need for the two disputes. Alternatively, the opinions need not be reversed, but reinterpreted,
as the Gemara proceeds to explain.

3 mmd x> Y °n13, and three opinions regarding the prohibition of Kusim

Rebbe Elazar taught: noma ke x5 °nia — A Kusi cannot marry a Kusis, although they are members
of the same nation. Several explanations are disproven, until Rebbe Yehoshua ben Levi said: vow
"21amponn — There are three opinions on the matter of the Kusim’s disqualification. Rebbe Yishmael
holds: 17 nvR »12 m> — Kusim were converts because of the attacking lions (and their insincere
conversion was invalid), i 0°>100 0°3712 02 WNLIY DN — and the kohanim who assimilated with
them, as a pasuk describes, were unfit kohanim.

Jews cannot marry these invalid converts. Rebbe Akiva holds Kusim are nmx >3 — true converts,
and only legitimate kohanim assimilated with them. Jews cannot marry them because they only
required yibum for an arusah but allowed a nesuah to marry without chalitzah (because they
erroneously interpreted "nxinn nMn nwKR” as “the outside wife”), and Rebbe Akiva holds that a child
from a yevamah and another man is a mamzer. Finally, Rebbe Elazar holds that Kusim cannot even
marry each other, because some are unfamiliar with the laws of marriage, leading to some invalid
divorces, and subsequent mamzeirim. Since the descendants of those familiar with the laws were
not mamzeirim, no Kusi can marry another.
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The next Mishnah states: nins nwx xwnn — One who wishes to marry a woman who is a kohenes 7%
NIV W MANR PR IR P1122 — must investigate four of her mothers (female ancestors), as well as
their mothers (to determine if any is forbidden to the congregation), which is eight altogether, as
the Mishnah delineates. A daughter of a levi or yisrael requires investigating another generation.
The Mishnah then lists several positions that do not require investigations into their ancestors,
because they are only given to those of pure lineage. The Gemara explains that male ancestors
are not investigated, because when men quarrel, they make accusations of impure lineage, so
any possible issue would be widely known (as opposed to women, who accuse each other of
immorality). A potential husband does not require investigation, because xwrH nIw> 1AM XY
100> — genealogically fit kohanos were not prohibited from marrying those unfit for kehunah. Similarly,
the Rabbis did not require women to investigate possible mamzeirus. Later, the Gemara says that
although Rebbe Meir requires investigation in all cases, the Chachamim only require it 19y XMpw>
WY — when her lineage was contested.

2 The requirement of pure lineage for members of Sanhedrin

The Mishnah taught that the ancestors of a member of Sanhedrin do not require investigation.
The reason is: p7¥2 Pp1n 7 72w 0w — Just as beis din must be clean in justice, D 230 PP 19 — S0
they must be clean from any genealogical blemish. A source is brought from a pasuk alluding to the
Sanhedrin: 72 px 0w oy 1> 1913 — You are entirely beautiful, My friend, and there is no blemish in
you. When the Gemara asks that this may mean a physical blemish, another source is brought.
Hashem said to Moshe: qny ow 1ax’nm — And [the members of Sanhedrin] will stand with you; oy
1> o112 — “with you” implies they must be similar to you, i.e., with pure lineage. The Gemara persists
that perhaps only the Sanhedrin required pure lineage because of the Shechinah, since they were to
receive prophecy! Rav Nachman concludes with Yisro’s advice to Moshe: Jnx wwn poyn Ypm — And
the burden will be lightened from upon you, and they will bear it “with you,” implying 75 o172 — judges
who are similar to you, with pure lineage.

3 Positions of authority for converts

The host of Rav Adda bar Ahava, who was a convert’s son, was arguing with Rav Bivi about which
of them should run the town’s affairs. Rav Yosef quoted a Baraisa: The pasuk says: .. 750 7Yy »won oo
PR 29pn — You shall appoint over yourselves a king... who is from your brothers’ midst, teaching: 93
Dwn Anxw nrwn — All appointments you make, even minor ones, TNX 23pn KOR i kY — may only
be of one who is from your brothers’ midst. The host was therefore disqualified. Rav Adda bar Ahava
asked Rav Yosef if this holds true for a convert’s son, who mother is a Jewess, and he responded
that this constitutes “your brothers’ midst.” Therefore, Rav Bivi (who was a great man) should manage
the spiritual needs of the town, and the host should manage its physical needs. Abaye commented
that if one takes a Rabbinic scholar into his inn, he should take someone like Rav Adda, who knows
how to argue in his favor. Rebbe Zeira and Rabbah bar Avuha would deal respectfully with children
of converts and put them in positions of authority, but in Eretz Yisrael, they would not even
appoint them as an inspector of measures, and in Nehardea, they would not be appointed even as
a supervisor of irrigation.
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The next Mishnah states: 025 nnnon  n1on 1 Yon na — The daughter of a male chalal is disqualified
from kehunah forever (i.e., even many generations later), n'%9n xw1w Y810 — but a yisrael who married
a chalalah, nnna% nvw> 1M1 — his daughter is fit for kehunah. This distinction is based on the pasuk: X9
PRy 9om — He shall not profane his offspring among his people, from a gezeirah shavah (rmyavnya)
from the prohibition for a kohen to become tamei from a corpse, which only applies to male kohanim.
The Mishnah disagrees with Rebbe Dostai ben Yehudah, who says: mYon% mano mpn Yxer 212w ow>
— Just as sons of a yisrael are like a purifying mikveh to chalalos (because their daughters are permitted
to kohanim), 0°95n% Mo mpn YR 1115 — so too, the daughters of a yisrael are like a purifying mikveh
to chalalim, and their daughters are permitted to kohanim. He darshens the above pasuk to teach: oya
5rPnT i R — Within one people (a chalal marrying a chalalah) he profanes his children, oy 12
50 PR — but within two people (a chalal marrying a bas yisrael), he does not profane them.

2 Number of malkos for a triple widow, or one with multiple disqualifications to kehunah
A Baraisa teaches: nmbox nmbx nmox — A kohen who has relations with a widow, a widow, and a widow,
NNR X298 2°M1PR — is only liable for one set of malkos. This cannot mean relations with three different
widows, because he would surely be liable for all three. If he had relations three times with one
widow, and received a warning each time, he would receive malkos for each, as taught regarding a
nazir who continuously drinks wine after multiple warnings. Rather, the case is a woman who was
widowed from three different husbands, o’ponm nmw 17 x°n7 1mn — where you might have said
that she is prohibited by three separate titles of prohibition (because each widowhood results from
a different husband), Y"np x>%1 1pva o’pbmn 0om — so the Baraisa teaches us that separate physical
entities are required for multiple malkos, and they are not present in this case. The Baraisa teaches that
if a kohen has relations with a woman who is a widow, a divorcee, a chalalah, and a zonah, if these
events occurred to her in the above order, he is liable for all four. This Tanna holds that generally,
MR YV YN MO°R PR — a prohibition does not take effect upon another prohibition, but X oM MOK
> — he holds a more expansive prohibition does take effect. The Gemara explains how the above
order is progressively more expansive.

3 1D MoRN ROR 1990 PR

Rav Pappa asked Abaye: If a yisrael had relations with his sister, does she become a chalalah? Do
we say a kal vachomer, that since a woman becomes a chalalah through relations of a mere lav (i.e.,
kehunah prohibitions), then she certainly would become a chalalah through relations punishable by
kareis, or do we say that she only becomes a chalalah through a kehunah prohibition? He answered:
N MoK ROKR 1990 PR — There is no chalalah except as a result of kehunah prohibitions. This is derived
from the extra word "noon" written by a kohen gadol's prohibitions. Rav Ashi notes that if a kohen has
relations with his sister, she becomes a zonah, but not a chalalah, as above. If he has relations with
her again, she then becomes a chalalah, since she was a zonah at the time of the second relations.
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1 Machlokes if i, wTp — if marriage of a kohen to a prohibited woman without relations
incurs mpon

Abaye says: np1» wp — If a kohen married a woman prohibited to kohanim, he incurs malkos, even
without relations. np2 Yva — If he had relations, he incurs malkos, even without marrying her. The
former is for violating “np> X2” — he shall not take, meaning marriage, and the latter is for violating
“9om &Y” — he shall not profane (he)r. Rava says he only incurs malkos for relations after marriage,
because the Torah juxtaposed the prohibitions to teach: np> X oy i — What is the reason for ‘he
shall not take”? 95m &9 own — Because the Torah commands: He shall not profane. Abaye agrees that
regarding the prohibition to remarry his divorced wife (who married someone else in the interim),
malkos are only for relations after marriage, because the Torah says: moxY 12 nvn% nnnpb — To take
her [in marriage] to be a wife for him, with the second phrase indicating relations. Although Rava
holds that marriage alone does not incur malkos, he agrees that a kohen gadol receives malkos for
prohibited relations alone (as well as any kohen). They both agree that relations with one’s divorced
wife do not incur malkos without marriage, because nmn mox pmp*» 717 — the Torah only forbade
such relations through marriage.

2 A kohen marrying a convert’s daughter (or a girl who converted before the age of three)
In the Mishnah on daf 77a, Rebbe Yehudah taught: 55n n23 131 13 ma — A convert’s daughter is
prohibited to a kohen like a chalal's daughter. He eventually derives it from a mwn 78 — common
characteristic between a chalal (whose parents were fit Jews, but he originates from a transgression)
and a first-generation Egyptian convert (whose parents were non-Jews, but he was not born
through a transgression): n100 11 Ynp 212 1’0 — They are unlike most of the congregation, and
their daughter is forbidden. Although both also disqualify a woman to kehunah through relations,
Rebbe Yehudah derives that a convert also would, from the same mwii 7x. Rebbe Shimon ben Yochai
holds that a convert herself is permitted to a kohen, if she was converted before the age of three. He
supports this from Moshe’s telling the soldiers who fought against Midyan that they could spare
the girls below the age of three for themselves, and Pinchas (a kohen) was among those soldiers. The
other Tanna'im respond that they could keep them as slaves. The Gemara explains that all Tanna'im
(including the other two quoted in the Mishnah) find support in a pasuk that states that kohanim
must marry women YX10° "2 v — from the seed of the House of Yisrael.

3 2% believing a father that his child is a mamzer, or only for a bechor

The next Mishnah states that one who says: "mn it »13 — “This son of mine is a mamzer,” is not
believed, even if the mother agrees, and even if the child has not yet been born. Rebbe Yehudah
holds the father is believed. A Baraisa darshens the word "> — he shall recognize (his firstborn son)
to teach: D NR 11> — He can identify him to others. From here Rebbe Yehudah derived that a father
is believed to identify his firstborn, and even to say he is a chalal or mamzer. The Chachamim say he
is not believed to disqualify his son, and Rava explains that they derive from ">" that a father can
identify his firstborn son where it is unknown. Although it seems obvious that a father is believed (to
entitle him to a double portion of inheritance), since he could simply give him any of his possessions
as a gift, a pasuk is needed for possessions he obtains after his identification (and he could not give
as a gift). According to Rebbe Meir, who holds one may transfer possessions he later acquires, this is
needed for possessions he acquires as a b0 — dying man, when he is incapable of transferring them.
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The Gemara says: 70T max nwp — If a girl's father married her off on the road, vyammxy noTm — and
she later accepted kiddushin herself in the city, namaxonm — and now she is found to be a bogeres (a full
adult), Rav says: 12105 nana xon 0 — Behold, she is a bogeres before us, and is assumed to have been
so before the father’s kiddushin, so it is invalid (and her own is valid). Shmuel says: "1 pb 1rw»n
o — We are concerned for both marriages, because we are unsure when she became a bogeres.
The Gemara clarifies that these marriages were accepted the day that six months after naarus are
completed, when she becomes a bogeres. Rav says: n1ma n1x1ox¥2 nana xnwnm — Since she is a bogeres
now, we assume that in the morning, too, she was a bogeres, and Shmuel says: D10 >R X171 RNWi —
Perhaps she only developed signs of bagrus now.

2 RN °NIN 0N RN TV Mpn

Shmuel is challenged from a Mishnah: qon xynn 1w mpn — If a mikveh was measured and found
lacking forty seah, all tamei utensils that were immersed in it (and any foods prepared in them) are
tamei, even if the uncertainty occurred in a 011 mwn — public domain, where uncertainties are
normally ruled tahor. This proves that the currently deficient mikveh is assumed with certainty to
have been deficient earlier! The Gemara explains that regarding mikveh, we say: 1npim % xnv Tyn
920 &Y WK1 — Keep the tamei utensil on its last-known presumption, and say it was not legally immersed
(i.e., the mikveh was already deficient). Although the mikveh itself had a chazakah that it contained
forty sewh and should be presumed unchanged until it was found deficient, 7195 10n ™ — behold,
it is deficient before you, which suggests that it was deficient since it was last checked. The Gemara
asks that the “bogeres before you” should also be assumed to have been so earlier and concludes: onn
Rmy1> °nn — Regarding mikveh, there are two weaknesses against assuming a later deficiency (the
utensils’ earlier tamei status, and the mikveh’s current deficient status); Rmy»% x7n xon — regarding
the bogeres, there is only one weakness against assuming a later change to bagrus (her current status
of bagrus), so it remains an uncertainty. A similar discussion follows regarding a barrel of wine (used
for separating terumah) that was discovered to be vinegar.

3 When one must prove his wife’s or children’s lineage

The next Mishnah states that one who went overseas with his wife, and returns with his wife and
children and says: m1215x%1 17 X071 0 00 NPY MY NRYY R — The wife who went overseas with me is
this one, and these are her children from me, does not need to prove her lineage (since it was proven
at their marriage), nor of the children, since they are assumed to be theirs. If he returns with only
children (saying that his wife died), he must prove the children are from his wife. If he returns with
a different wife and children, he must prove the wife’s lineage, but not the children’s (since they
are presumed to be theirs). If he returns with only children and says they are from a second wife,
he must prove both her lineage, and that these children are hers. The Gemara explains: D°>1132 12121
Nk — All cases that children are assumed to be hers are where they are clinging to her. A Baraisa
adds that proof must be brought for her grown children (who do not cling to her), and that if there
is a second wife (and the first died), we cannot assume the children are hers because they cling to
her (because she may have raised them).
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Rebbe Yochanan says: mpma Yy ppbn — We administer malkos based on legal presumptions, 1910
mpmni %p o1 — and we execute by stoning and burning based on legal presumptions. The first ruling is
based on Rav Yehudah’s statement: i"mrowa i1 npymin — If a woman became established as a niddah
with her neighbors (who saw her that day wearing the clothing she wears as a niddah), °7p np1» nova
n11 0wn — her husband would incur malkos for relations with her because of the niddah prohibition,
although her niddah status was not factually known. The second ruling is based on Rabbah bar Rav
Huna’s statement: 1 7in2 191w npiem pin mox1 w8 — In a case where g man, @ woman, a young
boy, and a young girl all grew up in the same house, creating the unproven presumption that they are
parents and their children, a1 %p i1 p9po1 — they are stoned to death because of each other (i.e., if the
boy has relations with the woman, presumed to be his mother), i1 Yy nr pown — and they are burned
to death because of each other (i.e., if the girl has relations with the man, presumed to be her father).

2 Machlokes if mpmin Sy nmn o

Reish Lakish said: mpmnn %p pomw — We burn terumah based on legal presumptions indicating it
became tamei, but Rebbe Yochanan said: pomw px mpmnin by — We do not burn terumah based on legal
presumptions. This parallels another machlokes they have: A Mishnah teaches that if a child is found
near a dough, and there is dough in his hand, Rebbe Meir rules the dough tahor, and the Chachamim
say it is tamei, 1DVY PPN 70 15717 100 — because it is the way of a child to play with sheratzim in garbage
heaps, rendering him tamei, and, by extension, the dough he appears to have touched. Rebbe Meir
holds that although most children play with sheratzim, a minority do not, and since the dough was
tahor until now, we say: npmn> xR MO — Join the minority of children who are not tamei to the
chazakah of the dough’s taharah, xam % yax — and the majority position becomes weakened and
does not indicate tumah. The Rabbanan hold: 07 ’r77 1813 XUWn — The minority is as if it does not
exist, and cannot be joined with the dough’s chazakah, 77y xam npim ka1 — and where a majority
position and a chazakah are in conflict, the majority prevails. Reish Lakish says that the terumah
is burned according to the Rabbanan, while Rebbe Yochanan says it is not (because its tumah is
uncertain).

3 Yichud: a man with two women, and a woman with two men

The next Mishnah teaches the laws of yichud: w1 >nw oy 07X 10 X9 — A man may not be secluded
with two women, DWIR >1® DY NT°NN NN TR YR — but a woman may be secluded with two men. Rebbe
Shimon permits seclusion with two women, or spending the night with them, if his wife is present,
IMIMWN INVRY *100 — because his wife watches him. Yichud is permitted with one’s mother or daughter.
A Baraisa explains the distinction between two men and two women: Jiby mbp [T W PRI1 —
Because women’s minds are light to be persuaded, and both may agree to sin. Although Abba Shaul
permits a burial performed by a man and two women, that is because 7x 1°an mrax nywa — during
mourning, one’s desire is broken, and he will not have relations with them (the Rabbanan disagree).
Rav says the permit for yichud with two men is only for morally upright people, 101 Yax — but
regarding immoral people, X2 "1 MY *2119°DR — even with ten people, yichud is not permitted.
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1 Rabbinical malkos for yichud, and the exceptions of 1ya n5v2 and 0°271 mw1> mno nno
Rav said: mn» Yy ppbn — We administer Rabbinical malkos for yichud, mn»n %y piow pr1 — but do
not forbid a married woman to her husband based on yichud. Rav Ashi said that even malkos are not
given to a married woman, lest people think she committed adultery (and received malkos because
the death penalty is not applicable today), and her children are mamzeirim. Amora’im disagree if
they can give her malkos and announce that it was for yichud and not adultery. Rabbah said: n7pa
TN DN PYwIN PR YY1 — If her husband is in the city, we are not concerned about yichud, since she is
afraid that her husband may come at any time. Rav Yosef said: 0°2771 mwnY mno nno — If the door of
the room where the yichud is taking place is open to the public thoroughfare, Tin» D1on PYYVIN PR — we
are not concerned about yichud. Rav Yosef himself sought to prevent Rav Bivi (his guest) from being
secluded with his wife, despite his being in the city, because she was a close friend of Rav Bivi’s,
2 XN — and felt familiar with him.

2 Y nYo 'm — Needing atonement for intent for an aveirah

A Baraisa explains the pasuk: n% noo>'m o1on mw’r — Her husband revoked [her nedarim] and Hashem
will forgive her, as referring to a woman who violated her nedarim without knowing they were
revoked, and implies she requires forgiveness. Rebbe Akiva would weep when reaching this pasuk
and say: 190 W12 AP 1IN WA DIIRY NI 0 i — [f regarding someone who intended to eat pork,
and lamb’s meat came to his hand (i.e., he intended to eat non-kosher but mistakenly ate kosher), the
Torah says he requires atonement and forgiveness (as evidenced by a woman whose nedarim were
revoked), 01 N3 NAX HY 1IN W2 172 7YY1 TN 102 YIORY 19w "1 — then how much more so regarding
someone who intended to eat pork and did so! A similar point is made regarding an "1n owr (brought
for a doubtful transgression), about which the Torah says: 1y xwn — He shall bear his iniquity. Rebbe
Akiva would weep about this pasuk and say: If one who possibly transgressed an aveirah, thinking
it was permitted, “bears his iniquity,” then all the more so one who sins willfully! Issi ben Yehudah
said about this pasuk: onTn 93 11 1 127 %Y — About this matter, let all those who mourn, grieve.

3 Yichud with relatives

The Mishnah taught that one may be secluded with his mother or daughter. Rav Assi said: o8 T1°nn
1MnR oY — A man may be secluded occasionally with his sister, but may not reside alone with her, 71
M2 DY1 MR DY — but he may reside alone with his mother or daughter, because he is not tempted to sin
with them. Shmuel said: n2 oy 17081 IMN2w N 93 oY T°nn% Mox — It is forbidden to be secluded
with all the arayos in the Torah, even with an animal. Shmuel is challenged from the Mishnah that
permits yichud with a mother and daughter, and responds that another Baraisa says: Ww11mmm i
nmnaw My 9> — Regarding one’s sister, mother-in-law, and all other arayos in the Torah, biny TN PR
DTV RYX — one may not be alone with them unless there are witnesses present. It must be a machlokes
Tanna'im, as we find that Rebbe Meir said: *na >1om »2 110 — Be careful with me that I should not be
secluded with my daughter, and Rebbe Tarfon said the same about his daughter-in-law. A student
mocked his strict practice, and a short time later sinned with his mother-in-law.
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1 15w D023 WY MY 99BN 15 TP MIMIK 132 DR DTR T 091

In the final Mishnah, Rebbe Meir says: np1 mp1 muix 112 R 078 ™Y 0915 — A person should always
teach his son a clean and easy trade, 120 0023 WY 17 Y9171 — and he should pray to Him to Whom
all wealth and possessions belong, MPw» NPIY N2 PRY MINR PRY — for there is no trade that does not
include poverty and wealth, MIMRA 0 MPYY K9 MRG0 NPIY RO — because neither poverty nor wealth
is a result of a trade; 121 09 Y31 R9R — rather, everything depends on one’s merit. Rebbe Shimon ben
Elazar says: namx on% wow g1 n P 1 — Have you ever seen a wild animal or bird that has a trade?
Yet they are sustained without trouble, and they were only created to serve me, and [ was created
to serve my Master. Does it not follow that [ should be sustained without trouble? *wyn nymnw xHx
— However, I corrupted my deeds, no1s nx *nnopm — and ruined my sustenance. In a Baraisa, Rebbe
Shimon ben Elazar says that he never saw a deer that produced fig cakes, nor a lion that was a porter,
nor a fox that was a storekeeper, yet they are sustained without trouble.

2 7N1HD MINIKA PN DR ARIIWY 1Y 19 MR ,AYI9NR MIMIKA PN DR ARIY N VR

Rebbe said in a Baraisa: 09wn  niaww max 72 prx — There is no trade that ceases to exist. Rashi
explains that whether the trade is clean or repulsive, there will always be people interested in
learning it, as long as the world has a need for it. n%1wn mimxa PV DX AR 0 wr — Fortunate is
he who sees his parents in a superior trade, D MR PN DR IRV 0212 18 — and woe is he who sees
his parents in an inferior trade. Similarly, the world requires both perfume merchants and tanners.
DD IMIMIRY "0 WR — Fortunate is he who is a perfume merchant, *poM2 1MmRY *n 15 X1 — and woe
is he who is a tanner. Map1 K921 07131 K22 D92 WK *X — The world cannot exist without both males and
females. ©11 132w 0 WwR — Fortunate is he whose children are males, m2°p1 112w "N 19 X1 — woe is
he whose children are females.

3 770 KYR 222 DR TRYN PRI DNYAY MINIK 9D 7R 17N

In a Baraisa, Rebbe Nehorai says: 0912w numx 3 1% man — I put aside every trade in the world, *rx
7N KYX *11 N& Y — and [ only teach my son Torah, because every trade only provides for a person
in his youth (when he can perform it), but in his old age he is left exposed to hunger. nrx nmn Yax
1> —However, Torah is not so. \n17% npa 01&Y 19 N — It stands by a man in his youth, nINX 1% nimn
MIPT NP2 Mpm — and gives him a future and a hope in his old age, because he receives reward for his
previous study even if he is too sick or old to do so now. Regarding one’s youth the pasuk says: "m
DW1D 2R 19Y N2 1091 ' — And those who hope in Hashem shall renew their strength; they shall sprout
wings like eagles. Regarding one’s old age a pasuk says: viv 1y 0101 n2wa naw 1y — They will still
be fruitful in old age; vigorous and fresh they will be.
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