Perek XIII
Daf 107 Amud a
NOTES

Abba – א ָ ּבא:ַ Some commentaries explain that Rav was
called Abba, meaning father, either due to his great wisdom, i.e., as he was a like a father in wisdom, or out of
aﬀection (Rivan; Rashi). Others state simply that there
is a tradition that Abba was Rav’s actual name (ge’onim).
Consequently, while his students and others referred to
him by the title Rav, his colleague Shmuel called him by
his real name (see Arukh on Abaye).

 ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל,וֹס ִקין ְמזוֹנוֹת ְל ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש
ְ ּפ
.וֹס ִקין ְמזוֹנוֹת ְל ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש
ְ  ֵאין ּפ:ָא ַמר
מוֹדה ִלי ַא ָ ּבא ִ ּב ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
ֶ :ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָא ָדם,אשוֹנִים
ׁ ֳח ָד ׁ ִשים ָה ִר
.ִיח ֵ ּביתוֹ ֵר ָיקן ַמ ּנ

The court apportions sustenance for a married woman,H i.e., if a
husband went overseas and left behind nothing with which his wife
could provide for her sustenance, the court withdraws money from
his estate for this purpose. And Shmuel said: The court does not
apportion sustenance for a married woman. Shmuel further said:
Abba,N i.e., Rav, concedes to me that the court does not touch the
husband’s estate for the first three months. This is because a person
does not leave his house empty, and therefore it is certain that he
left something with which his wife can sustain herself at least in the
short term.

ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְמע ּו ּבוֹ ׁ ֶש ֵּמת – ּכו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא
 ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י – ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ׁ ָש ְמע ּו.ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י
 דְּ ָהא,וֹס ִקין
ְ  ּפ:ּבוֹ ׁ ֶש ֵּמת; ַרב ֲא ַמר
 ֵאין: ּו ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ֲא ַמר.ְמ ׁש ּו ְﬠ ָ ּבד ָל ּה
.וֹס ִקין
ְ ּפ

The Gemara comments: In a case where they heard that the husband
died, everyone agrees that the court sustains his wife from his estate.
When they disagree it is in a case where they did not hear that he
had died abroad. Rav said that the court apportions sustenance for
the wife, as his estate is legally mortgaged to her and must provide
her with sustenance, and Shmuel said that in this case the court does
not apportion sustenance for her.

ימא
ָ  ֵא:ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא? ַרב זְ ִביד ֲא ַמר
ישינַן
ִ ׁ ְ ָחי: ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ֲא ַמר,צְ ָר ֵרי ַא ְּת ּ ְפ ָס ּה
ׁ ֶש ָּמא ֲא ַמר ָל ּה ״צְ ִאי ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ַדיִ ְך
.זוֹנוֹתיִ ךְ ״
ַ ִ ּב ְמ

The Gemara asks: What is the reason for Shmuel’s ruling? Rav Zevid
said: One can say that he gave her a bundle of money before he
departed. Rav Pappa said: We are concerned that perhaps he said
to her before his departure: Spend your earnings to sustain yourself,
i.e., he renounced his rights to her earnings and in exchange he is no
longer required to provide her with support.

דוֹלה
ָ יכא ֵ ּבינַיְ יה ּו ְ ּג
ָּ  ַמאי ֵ ּבינַיְ יהוּ? ִאThe Gemara asks: What is the practical diﬀerence between these two
, וְ ָלא ָס ְפ ָקהexplanations? The Gemara answers: There is a practical diﬀerence
between them in a case where the woman is an adult, and therefore
it is possible that he left her money, and the amount she earns is not
enoughH for her needs. According to the opinion of Rav Zevid, one
can assume that he gave her money and therefore it is not necessary
for the court to allocate her sustenance from his estate, whereas
according to the opinion of Rav Pappa, as her earnings are not enough
for her sustenance the court apportions more for her from his estate,
despite the husband’s possible stipulation.
. ִאי נַ ִמי ְק ַט ָּנה וְ ָס ְפ ָקהAlternatively, there is a diﬀerence between them in the case of a
minor wife, with whom the husband would not have left money, but
her earnings are enough for her sustenance. Rav Zevid would claim
that the court must provide for her from his estate, as he would not
have left her money, whereas Rav Pappa would argue that he might
have told her to sustain herself from her own earnings.

HALAKHA

The court apportions sustenance for a married woman –
וֹס ִקין ְמזוֹנוֹת ְל ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש
ְ פ:ּ If a man went overseas and his wife
comes to the court to claim her sustenance from his estate,
she does not receive any during the first three months after his
departure, as it is presumed that a man does not leave his home
empty. After this point in time, the court apportions sustenance
for her from her husband’s property. The halakha is in accordance
with the opinion of Rav, as stated later in the Gemara (107b;
Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 12:16; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 70:5).

sustenance, her earnings are not taken into consideration until
her husband returns. If he discovers that she has earned money,
her earnings belong to him. The reason for this ruling is that
the Gemara indicates that according to the opinion of Rav
the court apportions money for the wife’s sustenance even
where her earnings suﬃce for her sustenance (Maggid Mishne).
Others maintain that she is given money only if it is determined
that she is unable to support herself with her own earnings
(Rosh). The reason is that when the court collects payment
from someone in his absence, they make an eﬀort to protect
his interests (Ĥelkat Meĥokek; Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot
She is an adult and the amount she earns is not enough – Ishut 12:16; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 70:5, 70:10, and in the
דוֹלה וְ ָלא ָס ְפ ָקה
ָ  ְ ּג: When money is apportioned to a wife for her comment of Rema).
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 וְ ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ, ִמי ׁ ֶש ָה ַל ְך ִל ְמ ִדינַ ת ַהיָּ ם:ְּתנַ ן
, ִּת ׁ ּ ָש ַבע ַ ּב ּסוֹף: ָחנָן ָא ַמר,ּת ַוֹב ַﬠת ְמזוֹנוֹת
 נֶ ְח ְלק ּו ָﬠ ָליו ְ ּבנֵי.וְ ל ֹא ִּת ׁ ּ ָש ַבע ַ ּב ְּת ִח ָּלה
 ִּת ׁ ּ ָש ַבע ַ ּב ְּת ִח ָּלה:ּ וְ ָא ְמרו,דוֹלים
ִ ּכ ֲֹהנִים ְ ּג
 ַﬠד ָּכאן ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י – ֶא ָּלא ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן.ו ַּב ּסוֹף
! ֲא ָבל ְמזוֹנֵי – יָ ֲה ִבינַ ן ָל ּה,ׁ ְשב ּו ָﬠה
.ִּת ְר ְ ּג ָמ ּה ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל – ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְמע ּו ּבוֹ ׁ ֶש ֵּמת

 ִמי ׁ ֶש ָה ַל ְך ִל ְמ ִדינַ ת ַהיָּ ם:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
 ְ ּבנֵי ּכ ֲֹהנִים,וְ ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ ּת ַוֹב ַﬠת ְמזוֹנוֹת
ְ דוֹלים
ִ ְ ּג
:אוֹמר
ֵ  ָחנָ ן. ִּת ׁ ּ ָש ַבע:אוֹמ ִרים
 ּ ָפ ַס ְק ִּתי: וְ ִאם ָ ּבא וְ ָא ַמר.ל ֹא ִּת ׁ ּ ָש ַבע
!ָל ּה ְמזוֹנוֹת – נֶ ֱא ָמן

§ We learned in the mishna: With regard to one who went overseas and his wife is demanding sustenance, Ĥanan says: She takes
an oath at the end,H and she does not take an oath at the outset.
The sons of High Priests disputed Ĥanan’s opinion and said: She
takes an oath both at the outset and at the end. The Gemara comments: They disagree only with regard to an oath; however, with
regard to sustenance everyone agrees that the court gives it to her.
This apparently contradicts the opinion of Shmuel. The Gemara
explains that Shmuel interpreted the mishna in accordance with
his opinion as referring to a case when they heard concerning him
that he died overseas. In this scenario, everyone agrees that the
court provides her with sustenance from the husband’s estate.
Come and hear a baraita: With regard to one who went overseas
and his wife is demanding sustenance, the sons of High Priests
say: She takes an oath. Ĥanan says: She does not take an oath, i.e.,
she receives sustenance without having to swear. And if he came
and said: I apportioned money for her sustenance and left her
with suﬃcient funds, he is deemed credibleH and she must return
all that she received from his estate through the court. This poses a
diﬃculty for the opinion of Shmuel, who maintains that the court
does not supply her with sustenance ab initio.

 וְ ָהא. ָה ָכא נַ ִמי – ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְמע ּו ּבוֹ ׁ ֶש ֵּמתThe Gemara answers: Here, too, it is referring to a case where they
heard concerning him that he died abroad. The Gemara asks:
״אם ָ ּבא וְ ָא ַמר״ ָק ָא ַמר! ִאם ָ ּבא ְל ַא ַחר
ִ
But the tanna said: If he came and said, which indicates that the
.ׁ ְשמו ָּﬠה
husband is not dead. The Gemara explains that the baraita means:
If he came after the rumor. There was a rumor that he had died, and
for this reason the court provided her with sustenance, and later it
was determined that the rumor was false.
 ִמי ׁ ֶש ָה ַל ְך ִל ְמ ִדינַ ת ַהיָּ ם:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
וְ ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ ּת ַוֹב ַﬠת ְמזוֹנוֹת וְ ִאם ָ ּבא וְ ָא ַמר
.זוֹנוֹתיִ ךְ – ַר ׁ ּ ַשאי
ַ צְ ִאי ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ַדיִ ךְ ִ ּב ְמ
ָק ְדמ ּו ֵ ּבית דִּ ין ו ָּפ ְסק ּו – ַמה ׁ ּ ֶש ּ ָפ ְסק ּו
. ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְמע ּו ּבוֹ ׁ ֶש ֵּמת,ּ ָפ ְסקוּ! ָה ָכא נַ ִמי

Come and hear another baraita: With regard to one who went
overseas and his wife is demanding sustenance, if he came and
said that prior to his departure he told her: Spend your earningsH
to sustain yourself, he is permitted to act accordingly. If the
court went ahead and apportionedH sustenance for her, what
they apportioned is apportioned, and she is not required to return
it. Again, this poses a diﬃculty for the opinion of Shmuel. The
Gemara answers: Here, too, it is referring to a case where they
heard concerning him that he died abroad.

 ִמי ׁ ֶש ָה ַל ְך ִל ְמ ִדינַ ת ַהיָּ ם:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
וְ ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ ּת ַוֹב ַﬠת ְמזוֹנוֹת – ֵ ּבית דִּ ין
,נְסין ְל ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
ִ  וְ זָ נִין ו ְּמ ַפ ְר,יוֹר ִדים ִלנְ ָכ ָסיו
ְ
. וְ ל ֹא דָּ ָבר ַא ֵחר,נוֹתיו
ָ ֲא ָבל ל ֹא ָ ּבנָיו ו ְּב

Come and hear another baraita: With regard to one who went
overseas and his wife is demanding sustenance, the court
descends to his propertyH and feeds and provides a livelihood
for his wife, but not for his sons and daughters, and they do not
give her something else.H Once again this presents a diﬃculty
for the opinion of Shmuel.

 ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ֶרה ֶאת ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ ַﬠל:ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת
!נוֹתיו נַ ִמי
ָ  ִאי ָה ִכי ָ ּבנָיו ו ְּב.יְ ֵדי ׁ ָש ִל ׁיש
 ַמאי. וְ ל ֹא ִה ׁ ְש ָרה ָלזוֹ,ְּכ ׁ ֶש ִה ׁ ְש ָרה ָלזוֹ
?ּ ָפ ְס ָקא

Rav Sheshet said: This is referring to one who feeds his wife
by means of a third party.N In this case, even if the husband was
available he would not be providing her with her sustenance directly,
as he appointed someone else to give her money in accordance with
her needs. The Gemara asks: If so, his sonsN and daughters should
also receive this support. The Gemara answers: It is referring to a
case where he appointed a third party for this purpose, his wife’s
sustenance, but he did not appoint a third party for this purpose,
the sustenance of his children. The Gemara asks: If that is correct,
why was it stated without qualification? There is no hint in the
baraita that the husband diﬀerentiated in this manner.

HALAKHA

She takes an oath at the end – ת ׁ ּ ָש ַבע ַ ּב ּסוֹף:ִּ In the case
of a woman whose husband went overseas, and instead
of going to court she took the initiative and sold part of
his estate to sustain herself, her sale is valid. She does not
need to issue an announcement or take an oath unless her
husband returns and claims that he left her money, or she
comes to collect her marriage contract following his death,
in which case she must swear that she sold his property
only to provide herself with the necessary sustenance.
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Ĥanan
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 12:16; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 70:5).
And if he came and said I apportioned…he is deemed
credible – וְ ִאם ָ ּבא וְ ָא ַמר ּ ָפ ַס ְק ִּתי…נֶ ֱא ָמן: If a woman did not
file a claim for sustenance in court and did not sell her
husband’s estate but instead waited for his return, and he
says that he left her funds with which to sustain herself
while she claims that she had to borrow money in order
to eat, the husband takes an oath of inducement and is
exempt from any further obligation, and she must pay all
her debts on her own (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut
12:21; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 70:10).
If he came and said, spend your earnings, etc. – ִאם ָ ּבא
וְ ָא ַמר צְ ִאי ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ַדיִ ְך וכו׳: If a husband said to his wife prior
to his departure: Spend your earnings to sustain yourself,
and she remained silent, she is not entitled to sustenance
from him or his estate, because if she did not agree to his
stipulation she should have raised a claim against him or
told him that her earnings are not enough. However, if she
did protest the arrangement, he cannot force her to accept
it (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 12:20 and Maggid
Mishne there; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 70:9).
If the court went ahead and apportioned – ָק ְדמ ּו ֵ ּבית דִּ ין
ו ָּפ ְסק ּו: If a wife came to court in her husband’s absence
and the court apportioned funds for her sustenance, or
if she sold property from his estate on her own initiative,
and subsequently her husband came and said that he left
her means for her sustenance, she must swear over a holy
object, i.e., an oath by Torah law, that he did not leave her
anything. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion
of Ĥanan. However, if she sold movable property she must
take an oath of inducement, by rabbinic law. The reason is
that this property is legally in her possession, and therefore
she is considered to have issued a full denial of a claim,
not merely a partial one, and one who denies an entire
claim does not swear by Torah law (Vilna Gaon; Rambam
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 12:21–22; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 70:10).
The court descends to his property – יוֹר ִדים ִלנְ ָכ ָסיו
ְ בית דִּ ין:ּ ֵ
When the court decides to apportion funds for a wife’s
sustenance, they sell properties from the estate of the
husband to procure the requisite funds, as stated in the
baraita (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 12:16; Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 70:5).
And not something else – וְ ל ֹא דָּ ָבר ַא ֵחר: The court apportions funds for the sustenance of a wife whose husband
has gone overseas. They use his estate to pay for food,
clothes, household wares, and a place to live, but not for
jewelry. The halakha is in accordance with the baraita and
the opinion of Rav Ĥisda. The Vilna Gaon cites a tradition
that Rav Ĥisda was Rav Yosef’s teacher, and with regard to
these first generations of amora’im, the halakha follows
the earlier generation (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut
13:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 70:5).

NOTES

To one who feeds his wife by means of a third party –  ְ ּב ַמ ׁ ְש ֶרהa third party to care for his family, it is obvious why his wife
את ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ׁ ָש ִל ׁיש:ֶ In this case the husband appointed the alone is entitled to sustenance, as his property is mortgaged
third party prior to leaving on his journey to care for his family. only with regard to her requirements, whereas it is merely an
Later that third party decides that he no longer wishes to pay optional mitzva for him to sustain his children, not an oblithe required sums (Rivan).
gation. However, according to the opinion of Shmuel, who
maintains that he appointed someone for this purpose, the
If so, his sons, etc. – אי ָה ִכי ָ ּבנָיו וכו׳:
ִ According to the opin- diﬀerence between his wife and his children is unclear (Ritva;
ion of Rav that this does not refer to one who appointed see Tosafot).
. פרק י״ג דף קז. KeTUBoT . Perek XIII . 107a
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NOTES

They may not descend – לא ָמצ ּו נָ ְח ֵתי:ָ This halakha that
the testimony of a single witness is accepted only with
regard to a wife is based on the concern that she might
end up a deserted wife if proper testimony were required.
To ensure that the woman herself will examine the matter
carefully, the Sages enacted several stringencies in this
case. Although the testimony of this witness is legally
valid not only to allow the woman to remarry but also to
claim her marriage contract, nevertheless it is not considered full-fledged testimony. Consequently, it cannot
be relied upon with regard to monetary matters, which
means that the heirs do not inherit their father’s property
on the basis of that testimony.

 ְּכ ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְמ ָﬠה ּבוֹ ׁ ֶש ֵּמת:ֶא ָּלא ֲא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
 דְּ ִאי ָ ּב ֵﬠית ִאינְסו ֵּבי ְ ּב ֵﬠד,ְ ּב ֵﬠד ֶא ָחד; ִהיא
 ָמצֵ י ִמינְ ְס ָבא – ְמזוֹנֵי נַ ִמי יָ ֲה ִבינַ ן,ֶא ָחד
.ָל ּה

Rather, Rav Pappa said that Shmuel would explain this baraita as
referring to a case where she heard that he had died, and she was
told this by one witness. Therefore, as far as she is concerned, since
this is a case where if she wanted to remarry based on the testimony of that one witness she may marry, as in this situation the
Sages permitted her to rely on the account of a single witness so
that she not end up a deserted woman, the court also provides her
with sustenance, as she may claim her marriage contract based on
this testimony.

יחת ִלנְ ָכ ָסיו
ַ  דְּ ִאי ָ ּבע ּו ְל ִמ,נוֹתיו
ָ  ָ ּבנָיו ו ְּבHowever, with regard to his sons and daughters, since this is a case
 ְ ּב ֵﬠד ֶא ָחד ָלא ָמצ ּו נָ ְח ֵתי – ְמזוֹנֵי נַ ִמי ָלאwhere if they wanted to descend to his estate on the basis of the
testimony of one witness, they may not descendN and take the
.ּיָ ֲה ִבינַן ְלהו
property, as two witnesses are required for matters of inheritance,
the court also does not provide them with sustenance. As far as
the children are concerned, there is still insuﬃcient evidence for
the death of their father.
: ַמאי ״דָּ ָבר ַא ֵחר״? ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א ָא ַמרIncidentally, the Gemara asks: What is: Something else, men ַמאן דַּ ֲא ַמר. צְ ָד ָקה:יוֹסף ָא ַמר
ֵ  ַרב, ַּת ְכ ׁ ִשיטtioned in the baraita? Rav Ĥisda said: This is a wife’s ornaments,
to which she is entitled in addition to her sustenance. Rav Yosef
ַּת ְכ ׁ ִשיט – ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן
said: It is money for charity. The Gemara comments: According
to the one who said that the court does not pay for her ornaments
if the husband has gone overseas, all the more so
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The first three months – אשוֹנִים
ׁ של ׁ ָֹשה ֳח ָד ׁ ִשים ָה ִר:
ְ ׁ For the
first three months after her husband’s death a yevama
may neither enter into levirate marriage nor perform
ĥalitza, as she might be pregnant by her late husband.
Since the delay is caused by the first husband, she is
entitled to sustenance from his property. After this stage,
she is no longer treated like a regular widow, as she is
bound to her yavam by the levirate bond. However, as
the yavam has not yet entered into levirate marriage with
her, her status is less than that of a betrothed woman.
Consequently, she is not entitled to sustenance from
him (see Rivan).

–  ַמאן דַּ ֲא ַמר צְ ָד ָקה ֲא ָבל ַּת ְכ ׁ ִשיט, צְ ָד ָקהhe maintains that she does not receive money from his property
.יה דְּ ִת ַ ּינ ָ ּוול
ָ  דְּ ָלא, יָ ֲה ִבינַן ָל ּהfor charity, as the court does not take donations of charity from
ּ נִיחא ֵל
one’s property without his knowledge. Conversely, the one who
said that the court does not give money for charity would argue:
However, they do give her ornaments, as it is assumed that it
is not satisfactory for him for his wife to be degraded by a lack
of jewelry.
 ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ֳח ָד ׁ ִשים, ַהיְּ ָב ָמה: ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמעThe Gemara further suggests: Come and hear: With regard to a
,אשוֹנִים – נִיזּוֹנֶ ת ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשל ַ ּב ְﬠ ָל ּה
ׁ  ָה ִרyevama, a woman whose husband died childless and he has a
brother [yavam], and who is waiting either to enter into levirate
marriage with the yavam or perform ĥalitza, for the first three
monthsN after her husband’s death she is sustained from the
property of her husband.H
יל ְך – ֵאינָ ּה נִיזּוֹנֶ ת ל ֹא ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשל
ָ יכן וְ ֵא
ָּ  ִמFrom then on, as long as she has not entered into levirate marriage,
–  ָﬠ ַמד ַ ּבדִּ ין ו ָּב ַרח. ַ ּב ְﬠ ָל ּה וְ ל ֹא ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשל ָיָבםshe is not sustained, neither from the property of her husband
nor from that of the yavam. If the yavam stood in judgment and
.נִיזּוֹנֶ ת ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשל ָיָבם
the court ruled that he should enter into levirate marriage, and
he fled, she is sustained from the property of the yavam. This
apparently contradicts Shmuel’s ruling, as here the woman is provided with sustenance from the estate of the yavam in his absence,
despite the fact that his obligation toward her is less than that of
a husband.
HALAKHA

The sustenance of a yevama – מזוֹנוֹת ָיְב ָמה:ְ For the first three her, and he agreed but was unable act upon the ruling due to
months after the death of her husband, a yevama receives her circumstances beyond his control, e.g., an illness (Jerusalem
sustenance from his property. From that point onward, she is Talmud) or if he had to flee the country, he is obligated to prosustained neither from the property of the husband nor from vide her sustenance (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 18:15;
that of the yavam. If her yavam stood in judgment and he was Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 106:1).
required to perform ĥalitza or enter into levirate marriage with
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? ְל ַמאי נֵיחו ּׁש ָל ּה ְל ַהאי:ָא ַמר ָלךְ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ּ ַ ִאי ִמ ׁ ּשוּם צְ ָר ֵרי – ָלא ִמ
יה
ּ יק ְר ָבא דַּ ְﬠ ֵּת
יה – ָלא
ָ  ִאי ִמ ׁ ּש ּום ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ֶד,ְלגַ ָ ּב ּה
.יה
ּ ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ְﬠ ְ ּב ָדא ֵל

The Gemara answers that Shmuel could have said to you: With
regard to what need we be concerned in this case? If the concern is
due to the possibility that he gave her a bundle of money before his
departure, the mind of the yavam is not that close to this woman that
he would leave money with her; if the concern is due to her earnings,
i.e., that he said to her: Spend your earnings to sustain yourself, she
is not yet obligated to give him her earnings.

 ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ׁ ֶש ָה ְל ָכה ִהיא ו ַּב ְﬠ ָל ּה:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
, ֵמת ַ ּב ְﬠ ִלי: ו ָּבאת וְ ָא ְמ ָרה,ִל ְמ ִדינַ ת ַהיָּ ם
. ָרצְ ָתה – ּג ָוֹבה ְּכתו ָ ּּב ָת ּה,ָרצְ ָתה – נִיזּוֹנֶ ת
ֵּ
הוֹל ֶכת ַﬠד
ֶ ְנֶסת ו
ֶ ״ג ְיר ׁ ַש ּנִי ַ ּב ְﬠ ִלי״ – ִמ ְת ּ ַפ ְר
.ְּכ ֵדי ְּכתו ָ ּּב ָת ּה

Come and hear: With regard to a wife who went with her husband
overseas, and she cameH back and said: My husband died, if she
wishes she is sustained from his property, and if she wishes she
collects payment of her marriage contract. If she said: My husband
divorced me, but she does not present a bill of divorce, she is continually sustained from his property up to the amount of her marriage contract. The reason is that she may collect this money whether
or not her claim is believed: If she is still married, she is entitled to
her sustenance, and if she is divorced she receives the marriage contract. This once again presents a diﬃculty for the opinion of Shmuel,
as she collects money from her husband’s estate in his absence.

 ו ַּמאי ׁ ְשנָ א. ָה ָכא נַ ִמי ְּכ ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְמע ּו ּבוֹ ׁ ֶש ֵּמתThe Gemara answers: Here, too, it is referring to a case where they
יהי ִהיא דְּ ַא ְפ ִס ָידה
ִ  ַﬠד ְּכ ֵדי ְּכתו ָ ּּב ָת ּה? דְּ ִאheard concerning the husband that he died. The Gemara asks: And
what is diﬀerent about the sum up to the amount of her marriage
.ַא ַּנ ְפ ׁ ָש ּה
contract; why is she given no more than this? If he is dead, she should
be allowed to sustain herself from all his property until she weds
another. The Gemara answers: The reason is that she is the one who
caused the loss to herself. By claiming that she was divorced, she
forfeits her right to more sustenance.
 ֵּכיצַ ד ָא ְמר ּו ְמ ָמ ֶאנֶ ת ֵאין ָל ּה:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
יוֹש ֶבת
ֶ ׁ לוֹמר ְ ּב
ַ ְמזוֹנוֹת? ִאי ַא ָּתה יָ כוֹל
.ַּת ַחת ַ ּב ְﬠ ָל ּה – ׁ ֶש ֲה ֵרי ַ ּב ְﬠ ָל ּה ַחיָּ יב ִ ּב ְמזוֹנוֹת
;ֶא ָּלא ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ָה ַל ְך ַ ּב ְﬠ ָל ּה ִל ְמ ִדינַ ת ַהיָּ ם
–  ַט ְﬠ ָמא.יאנָ ה
ֲ  ָﬠ ְמ ָדה ו ֵּמ,ָלוְ ָתה וְ ָא ְכ ָלה
!יאנָ ה – יָ ֲה ִבינַן ָל ּה
ֲ  ָהא ָלא ֵמ,יאנָ ה
ֲ דְּ ֵמ

The Gemara further suggests: Come and hear: How, i.e., in what case,
did the Sages say that a minor who refuses her husband does not
receive sustenance?H You cannot say that this halakha applies to
a young girl who is living under the authority of her husband, as
her husband is obligated in her sustenance. Rather, it applies to a
case where her husband went overseas, and she borrowed money
and sustained herself for a while, and subsequently she arose and
refused him. The Gemara infers: The reason is that she refused
him, which indicates that if she did not refuse her husband, the
court gives her sustenance. This apparently shows that a woman is
sustained from her husband’s property when he goes overseas.

 ָה ָכא ְל ַמאי נֵיח ּו ׁש:ֲא ַמר ָל ְך ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ָל ּה? ִאי ִמ ׁ ּשוּם צְ ָר ֵרי – צְ ָר ֵרי ִל ְק ַט ָּנה ָלא
יה – ְק ַט ָּנה
ָ  וְ ִאי ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ֶד,ַמ ְת ּ ִפיס
.ָלא ָס ְפ ָקה

The Gemara answers that Shmuel could have said to you: With
regard to what need we be concerned here? If the concern is due
to the possibility that he left her a bundle of money before his departure, one does not give a bundle of money to a minor. If the concern
is due to the possibility that he instructed her to subsist on her earnings, the earnings of a minor are not enough to cover the expenses
of her sustenance. In summary, no resolution has been found for the
dispute between Rav and Shmuel, notwithstanding the numerous
sources cited by the Gemara.

:ימי ֲא ַמר
ִ ִַּמאי ֲהוָ ה ֲﬠ ָל ּה? ִּכי ֲא ָתא ַרב ד
 ו ָּפ ַסק,ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ָ ּבא ִל ְפנֵי ַר ִ ּבי ְ ּב ֵבית ׁ ְש ָﬠ ִרים
, ִל ְפנֵי ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל ְ ּבצִ ּפ ִוֹרי.ָל ּה ְמזוֹנוֹת
:יוֹחנָן
ָ  ָּת ֵהי ָ ּב ּה ַר ִ ּבי.וְ ל ֹא ּ ָפ ַסק ָל ּה ְמזוֹנוֹת
וְ ִכי ָמה ָר ָאה ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ּ ָפ ַסק
ָל ּה ְמזוֹנוֹת? ָהא ל ֹא נֶ ְח ְלק ּו ְ ּבנֵי ּכ ֲֹהנִים
 ֲא ָבל,דוֹלים וְ ָחנָ ן ֶא ָּלא ְל ִﬠנְ יַ ן ׁ ְשב ּו ָﬠה
ִ ְ ּג
!ְמזוֹנֵי – יָ ֲה ִבינַן ָל ּה

The Gemara asks: What is the conclusion that was reached about this
dispute? How should this case be treated in practice? When Rav
Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael, he said: An incident of this kind came
before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi in Beit She’arim, and he apportioned
sustenance for her. However, a similar incident came before Rabbi
Yishmael in Tzippori, and he did not apportion sustenance for
her. Rabbi Yoĥanan wondered about this ruling: And what did
Rabbi Yishmael see such that he did not apportion sustenance for
her? After all, the sons of High Priests and Ĥanan disagreed in the
mishna only with regard to whether she is obligated to swear an oath,
but as far as sustenance is concerned, they concur that the court
gives it to her.

HALAKHA

A woman who came from overseas, etc. – ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
ש ָ ּב ָאה ִמ ְּמ ִדינַ ת ַהיָּ ם וכו׳:
ֶ ׁ If a woman who traveled overseas with her husband returned alone, claiming that
her husband died, she is believed. She may choose
whether she wishes to receive her sustenance as a
widow or to receive payment of her marriage contract. If she says that her husband divorced her, she is
not believed, but she may take her sustenance up to
the value of her marriage contract, as she is entitled
to this sum in any case (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot
Ishut 18:24; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 93:17).
One who refuses her husband does not receive
sustenance – מ ָמ ֶאנֶ ת ֵאין ָל ּה ְמזוֹנוֹת:ְ With regard to
a minor girl who was married oﬀ by her mother or
brothers, as long as she remains with her husband
he is obligated to provide her sustenance and her
redemption. However, if he went overseas, and she
borrowed money for her sustenance or her redemption and subsequently refused him, he is not obligated to pay her debts, as stated in the baraita here
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 24:5; Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 116:5).
NOTES

Have you gone that far – פ ְת ִרית ּו ָ ּב ּה ּכו ֵּּלי ַהאי:ָ ּ Some
commentaries suggest two explanations of this statement. It may be a rhetorical question: Were you able
to analyze this case to such great depth? Alternatively,
it may be a challenge: If you did in fact discuss this
case, you should have reached a diﬀerent conclusion
(Rivan).

יה ַרב ׁ ֶש ֶמן ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא ְּכ ָבר ִּת ְר ְ ּג ָמ ּה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלRav Shemen bar Abba said to Rabbi Yoĥanan: Our Rabbi in Baby. ְּכ ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְמע ּו ּבוֹ ׁ ֶש ֵּמת: ַר ֵ ּבינ ּו ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ְ ּב ָב ֶבלlonia, Shmuel, already interpreted it as referring to a case where
they heard concerning the husband that he died. Rabbi Yoĥanan
? ּ ָפ ְת ִרית ּו ָ ּב ּה ּכו ֵּּלי ַהאי:יה
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
said to him in astonishment: Have you gone that farN in your
analysis of this case that you were able to resolve this problem?
: פרק י״ג דף קז. KeTUBoT . Perek XIII . 107b
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NOTES

Glazed vessels – מאנֵי דְּ קוּנְיָא:ָ Rashi explains that these
vessels are plated with lead, while others claim that this
is referring to vessels glazed with glass (Tosafot; Rabbeinu
Ĥananel; Arukh). Some commentaries contend that Rav
Zevid’s ruling refers only to cold liquids, e.g., wine used
as a libation. In the case of hot substances, however, Rav
Zevid concedes that these earthenware vessels remain
prohibited (see Tosafot).
And someone arose and sustained – וְ ָﬠ ַמד ֶא ָחד ו ִּפ ְירנֵס:
Rashi and most authorities maintain that this does not
apply if the woman borrows money. In that case, the
lender sues her for the money, and she in turn claims
payment from her husband, who must pay her. However,
others contend that even in this situation, the man who
funded her is not entitled to anything unless the husband
agrees to pay him (ge’onim). The commentaries further
note that although in many cases the Sages decreed that
one who freely spent money in aid of another should
be reimbursed, in this case the obligation to sustain the
woman is a personal one that applies exclusively to her
husband (Nimmukei Yosef ). Furthermore, it can be argued
that the provider’s intervention was unnecessary, since if
she limited her expenses she could presumably sustain
herself through her own earnings.

 ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ָ ּבא ִל ְפנֵי:ִּכי ֲא ָתא ָר ִבין ֲא ַמר
,ַר ִ ּבי ְ ּב ֵבית ׁ ְש ָﬠ ִרים וְ ל ֹא ּ ָפ ַסק ָל ּה ְמזוֹנוֹת
ִל ְפנֵי ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל ְ ּבצִ ּיפ ִוֹרי ו ָּפ ַסק ָל ּה
 ָמה ָר ָאה ַר ִ ּבי:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.ְמזוֹנוֹת
ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ּ ָפ ַסק ָל ּה? דְּ ָהא ל ֹא נֶ ְח ְלק ּו ָחנָ ן
,דוֹלים ֶא ָּלא ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן ׁ ְשבו ָּﬠה
ִ ו ְּבנֵי ּכ ֲֹהנִים ְ ּג
יה ַרב
ּ ֲא ָבל ְמזוֹנוֹת – יָ ֲה ִבינַן ָל ּה! ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ְּכ ָבר ִּת ְר ְ ּג ָמ ּה ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל:ׁ ֶש ֶמן ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא
:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ְ ּב ָב ֶבל – ְּכ ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְמע ּו ּבוֹ ׁ ֶש ֵּמת
?ּ ָפ ְת ִרית ּו ָ ּב ּה ּכו ֵּּלי ַהאי

When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael, he said a diﬀerent version of
this discussion: An incident came before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi
in Beit She’arim, and he did not apportion sustenance for her;
an incident came before Rabbi Yishmael in Tzippori, and he
apportioned sustenance for her. Rabbi Yoĥanan said: And what
did Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi see such that he did not apportion
sustenance for her? As, the sons of High Priests and Ĥanan
disagreed only with regard to an oath, but when it comes to
sustenance, the court gives it to her. Rav Shemen bar Abba said
to Rabbi Yoĥanan: Shmuel in Babylonia already interpreted it as
referring to a case where they heard concerning him that he died.
Rabbi Yoĥanan said to him in astonishment: Have you gone that
far in your analysis of this case?

ּפוֹס ִקין ְמזוֹנוֹת
ְ  ו,יה דְּ ַרב
ּ וְ ִה ְל ְכ ָתא ְּכוָ ֵת
יה דְּ ַרב
ּ  וְ ִה ְל ְכ ָתא ְּכוָ ֵת.ְל ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש
 דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א ָא ַמר.הוּנָ א ָא ַמר ַרב
 ֵאינִי:ֹאמר ְל ַב ְﬠ ָל ּה
ַ כוֹלה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ׁ ֶש ּת
ָ ְ י:ַרב
.עוֹשה
ׂ ָ נִיזּוֹנֶ ת וְ ֵאינִי

The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is in accordance with the
opinion of Rav, and therefore one apportions sustenance for a
married womanH whose husband went overseas. In passing, the
Gemara mentions other rulings of halakha. And the halakha is in
accordance with that which Rav Huna said that Rav said. As Rav
Huna said that Rav said: A woman can say to her husband: I
will not be sustained by you and in turn I will not work,H i.e., you
will not keep my earnings. The reason is that this arrangement was
enacted by the Sages for the wife’s benefit. Consequently, she can
relinquish her rights to her sustenance in this manner.

LANGUAGE

Glazed [kunya] – קוּנְיָא: From the Greek κονία, konya,
meaning dust, sand, or various powders. It can be used
to refer to vessels covered with glaze, lime, or stucco.
BACKGROUND

Glazed vessels [manei dekunya] – מאנֵי דְּ קוּנְ יָ א:ָ As
described in the Gemara, manei dekunya are vessels
glazed with diﬀerent types of materials, which give the
vessel various colors. Due to the variation in material, different types of glaze also aﬀect the degree to which the
contents of the vessel are absorbed into the vessel walls.
Glazing is achieved by covering the earthenware vessel
during its manufacture with certain materials, mainly salts.
The quality of the glazing and the degree of its impermeability are largely dependent on the temperature achieved
during its manufacture and the specific substances used.
Even nowadays a lead base is often used for glazing (see
Rashi), to which various salts are added. Certain types of
glazing are likely to crack, in which case the vessels would
absorb the liquids placed in them. In summary, the colors
of the glazing mentioned here reflect the technique used
for sealing the vessels, which aﬀects both their impermeability and the potential for the appearance of holes and
cracks.

.יה דְּ ַרב זְ ִביד ְ ּבקוּנְ יָ א
ּ  וְ ִה ְל ְכ ָתא ְּכוָ ֵתAnd the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Zevid
L
 ִחי ָּו ֵרי, ָהנֵי ָמאנֵי דְּ קוּנְיָא: דַּ ֲא ַמר ַרב ִזְבידwith regard to glazed [kunya] vessels. As Rav Zevid said: With
regard to these glazed vessels [manei dekunya],NBH i.e., earthenware
,ּוְ או ָּּכ ֵמי – ׁ ָשרו
vessels that are glazed over, the white and black ones are permitted
after they have been washed, as the glazing prevents the vessels from
absorbing the foods placed inside them. Some earthenware vessels
absorb the food and drink that is cooked in them and are therefore
rendered forbidden if at any time they contained forbidden food,
e.g., wine poured as a libation or leaven on Passover. The white and
black vessels are not considered like regular earthenware vessels,
which are rendered permanently forbidden.
 וְ ָלא ֲא ָמ ַרן ֶא ָּלא דְּ ֵלית. יְ רו ֵ ּּקי – ֲא ִס ִיריConversely, green ones are forbidden, as they absorb from the
– טוֹפנֵי
ְ  ֲא ָבל ִאית ְ ּבה ּו ַק ְר,טוֹפנֵי
ְ  ְ ּבה ּו ַק ְרsubstances placed inside them. And we said that white and black
ones are permitted only if they do not have cracks; however, if
.ֲא ִס ִירי
they have cracks they are forbidden, as the forbidden food is
absorbed by the earthenware through the cracks.

mishna

In the case of a husband who went overseas,
 וְ ָﬠ ַמד,מתני׳ ִמי ׁ ֶש ָה ַלךְ ִל ְמ ִדינַ ת ַהיָּ ם
and someone arose and sustainedN his
:אוֹמר
ֵ  ָחנָ ן.ֶא ָחד ו ִּפ ְירנֵ ס ֶאת ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
H
wife in his absence, and upon the husband’s return the provider
.עוֹתיו
ָ יבד ֶאת ְמ
ּ ֵ  ִאdemands from him the money he spent on his wife, Ĥanan says:
He has lost his money, i.e., the husband is not obligated to repay
him, as the provider acted of his own free will and was not instructed
to do so by the husband.

HALAKHA

One apportions sustenance for a married woman – וֹס ִקין
ְ ּפ
מזוֹנוֹת ְל ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִאיש:ְ If a woman’s husband went overseas, the
court apportions sustenance for her, in accordance with the
opinion of Rav. The Rambam adds that although the ge’onim
dispute whether a woman who does not present her marriage contract is provided with sustenance, he rules that she is
given sustenance during the husband’s lifetime, as a husband’s
obligation to provide his wife with sustenance applies by Torah
law (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 12:18; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 70:8).

And someone arose and sustained his wife – וְ ָﬠ ַמד ֶא ָחד ו ִּפ ְירנֵס
את ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ:ֶ If a man went overseas and someone else sustained
his wife, the husband is not obligated to repay him upon his
return, as he did not instruct him to do so and she did not
borrow the money from him. The halakha is in accordance
Glazed vessels – מאנֵי דְּ קוּנְיָא:ָ With regard to vessels glazed
with the opinion of Ĥanan (see 109a). Some commentaries
with lead or with shards of glass (Tosafot), if they are green
write that if this provider owed money to the husband, the
their status is like that of vessels made from natron, and they
amount he gave the wife is deducted from his debt (Rema,
are rendered permanently forbidden if they had been used for
based on Mordekhai), and similarly, if anyone sustained her
forbidden food. With regard to white or black vessels, if they
from the husband’s property he is exempt from payment (Beit
have no cracks then they have the status of metal vessels with
Shmuel; Ĥelkat Meĥokek; Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut
I will not be sustained and I will not work –  ֵאינִי נִיזּוֹנֶ ת וְ ֵאינִיregard to cleansing, but if they are cracked they are treated
12:19; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 70:8).
עוֹשה:
ָׂ
The Sages instituted that a woman must give her hus- like other earthenware vessels. The halakha is in accordance
band her earnings in exchange for her sustenance. Since this with the opinion of Rav Zevid (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot
enactment is for her benefit, if she says: I will not be sustained Ma’akhalot Assurot 11:19; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 135:6).
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by you and in turn I will not work, her request is accepted, and
she cannot be compelled to give him her earnings. The halakha
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer
Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 12:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 69:4).

:ּ וְ ָא ְמרו,דוֹלים
ִ נֶ ְח ְלק ּו ָﬠ ָליו ְ ּבנֵי ּכ ֲֹהנִים ְ ּג
 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי. וְ יִ ּטוֹל,יִ ׁ ּ ָש ַבע ַּכ ָּמה הוֹצִ יא
 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.יהם
ֶ וֹסא ֶ ּבן ָה ְר ִּכינָס ְּכ ִד ְב ֵר
ָ ּד
ִיח  ִה ּנ: יָ ֶפה ָא ַמר ָחנָ ן.יוֹחנָ ן ֶ ּבן זַ ַּכאי
ָ
.עוֹתיו ַﬠל ֶק ֶרן ַה ְ ּצ ִבי
ָ ְמ
 ַה ּמוּדָּ ר ֲהנָ ָאה ֵמ ֲח ֵבירוֹ:גמ׳ ְּתנַן ָה ָתם

The sons of High Priests disagreed with Ĥanan’s opinion and said:
The man swears how much he spent on behalf of the woman, and
he takes that sum from the husband. Rabbi Dosa ben Harkinas
said that the halakha is in accordance with their statement. Rabbi
Yoĥanan ben Zakkai said: Ĥanan spoke well in this case, as this
man is like one who placed his money on the horn of a deer in
midflight, i.e., he has no reasonable expectation of reimbursement.

gemara

We learned in a mishna there (Nedarim
a): With regard to one who is prohibited
by a vow from deriving benefit from another,

Perek XIII
Daf 108 Amud a
,ﬠ ֶאת חוֹבוֹ ּפוֹר
ֵ  ו, ׁש ֵוֹקל לוֹ ֶאת ׁ ִש ְקלוֹthe other may contribute his shekel for him,H i.e., it is permitted
וֹט ִלין
ְ ּ ו ְּב ָמקוֹם ׁ ֶשנ. ו ַּמ ֲחזִ יר לוֹ ֲא ֵב ָידתוֹfor the second individual to donate the half-shekel from his own
money to the Temple on behalf of the first one, who is prohibited
.ָ ׂש ָכר – ִּת ּפוֹל ֲהנָ ָאה ַל ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש
by the vow from deriving benefit; and he may repay his debtH for
him, i.e., if the one prohibited by the vow owes money to a third
party, the one from whom he may not derive benefit may pay oﬀ
that debt on his behalf. And he may return to him his lost object,H
and in a place where one takes a wageN for returning a lost article,
the benefit paid for the return of the item goes to the Temple
treasury of consecrated property.N
 ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ׁש ֵוֹקל לוֹ ֶאת ׁ ִש ְקלוֹ – ִמצְ וָ הThe Gemara discusses this mishna: Granted, he may contribute
 ּת ְוֹר ִמין ַﬠל ָה ָאבוּד וְ ַﬠל: דִּ ְתנַן, ָק ָﬠ ֵבידhis shekel for him, as he thereby performs a mitzva. The one
prohibited by the vow from deriving benefit does not derive any
.ַה ָ ּגבוּי וְ ַﬠל ֶה ָﬠ ִתיד ִל ָ ּגבוֹת
direct benefit from this action, as even if he did not pay the halfshekel, all Jews have a share in the communal oﬀerings brought in
the Temple, as we learned in a baraita: One performs the collection
of money from the chamber with the intention that the ceremony
apply to money that is lost,H and money that has already been
gathered but has not yet been brought to the Temple, and money
that will be gathered in the future. This shows that even if one did
not give a half-shekel, the communal oﬀerings are nevertheless
sacrificed in his name.
 ּו ַמ ֲחזִ יר לוֹ ֲא ֵב ָידתוֹ – נַ ִמי ִמצְ וָ הAnd concerning the halakha that he may return to him his lost
N
ﬠ לוֹ ֶאת חוֹבוֹ – ָהא  ֶא ָּלא ּפ ֵוֹר. ָק ָﬠ ֵבידobject, he also performs a mitzva by means of this action. However, with regard to the statement that he may repay his debt for
!יה
ּ ָק ִמ ׁ ְש ָּת ְר ׁ ִשי ֵל
him, this is problematic because it provides a gain for the one
prohibited by the vow from deriving benefit; if he did not repay the
person’s debt, that person would have to pay it from his own pocket.
Consequently, it should be considered as though the one prohibited
from deriving benefit received money.
NOTES

And in a place where one takes a wage – וֹט ִלין ָ ׂש ָכר
ְ ּו ְּב ָמקוֹם ׁ ֶשנ:
There is no obligation to give a reward to one who returned
a lost object, as there is both a mitzva to return a lost article
to its rightful owner and a prohibition against neglecting this
duty. Nevertheless, in some places the owner of the lost article
presents a small gift to the finder as a sign of his gratitude. In
certain circumstances, the owner of the lost object must reimburse the finder if he had taken time from his work to restore
the lost item to its owner.
The benefit goes to the Temple treasury of consecrated
property – ת ּפוֹל ֲהנָ ָאה ַל ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש:ִּ The Gemara in Nedarim 33a asks
why the finder cannot accept his reward; after all, it is the owner
of the lost object who is prohibited from deriving benefit from
the finder, not the reverse. One answer, cited by Rashi here, is
that this refers to a case where each of them was prohibited by
vow from deriving benefit from the other, which means that

HALAKHA

May contribute his shekel for him – ש ֵוֹקל לוֹ ֶאת ׁ ִש ְקלוֹ:ׁ In a
case where one is prohibited by a vow from deriving benefit
from another, that other person may donate the half-shekel
to the Temple treasury on his behalf (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a,
Hilkhot Nedarim 6:4).
And he may repay his debt – ﬠ ֶאת חוֹבוֹ ּפוֹר
ֵ ו: In a case
where one is prohibited by vow from deriving benefit from
another, that other individual may pay oﬀ his debts. Even
if the one who paid the debt was given the collateral the
lender had previously taken, he must return it to the borrower. This is in accordance with the opinion of Ĥanan and
the statement in the Jerusalem Talmud that this halakha
refers not only to one who provides sustenance for a wife
but to any case involving a creditor (see Tosafot). However,
some authorities (Baĥ; Sma) dispute this and maintain that
this halakha applies only to debts that are similar to sustenance (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 6:4; Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 221:2).
And he may return to him his lost object – ו ַּמ ֲחזִ יר לוֹ
א ֵב ָידתוֹ:
ֲ In a case where one is prohibited by vow from
deriving benefit from another, that other individual may
return to him his lost object. If the two are mutually prohibited from benefiting from each other, and they are in a place
where a reward is given to one who returns a lost article
to its rightful owner, the one who found the lost object
returns it to the other in fulfillment of the mitzva, and the
reward is paid to the Temple treasury of consecrated property (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 7:1; Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 221:3).
One performs the collection for money that is lost, etc. –
ת ְוֹר ִמין ַﬠל ָה ָאבוּד וכו׳:ּ When the treasurers take money from
the chamber, they do so with the intention that this money
represents those whose coins are in the chamber, those
whose coins were collected but did not yet arrive to the
chamber, and those whose coins are yet to be collected
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 2:9 and Kesef
Mishne there).

the finder may not derive benefit from the owner of the lost
article either. Others explain that this refers to a place where it
was customary to give something to the finder; however, this
finder would rather not derive benefit from this type of favor.
Under other circumstances, the finder could simply refuse the
reward, but if he does so in this case he is providing benefit to
the owner. Consequently, the money is given to a third party,
the Temple treasury of consecrated property (Nimmukei Yosef ).
He also performs a mitzva – נַ ִמי ִמצְ וָ ה ָק ָﬠ ֵביד: The fact that
he is performing a mitzva is not enough to render this action
permitted, since if the other person is in need of charity he may
not give him money, despite the fact that by doing so he would
fulfill a mitzva. The diﬀerence between these two cases is that
as opposed to one who donates to charity, one who returns a
lost object does not give anything tangible of his own, as he
merely returns to the owner that which belongs to him (Ritva).
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