NOTES

If the father delivered…she is sentenced to strangulation – ב…ה ֵרי זוֹ ְ ּב ֶחנֶ ק
ֲ מ ַסר ָה ָא:ָ Some commentaries write
that this baraita does not prove that delivering a woman
to her husband’s messengers changes her status to that
of a married woman, and therefore it has no bearing on
the earlier dispute (Shita Mekubbetzet). This is because
the baraita, as the Gemara explains, merely proves that
a bride who has been transferred to her husband’s
messenger is no longer classified as a betrothed young
woman, as she is not in her father’s house. However, this
does not necessarily mean that she is considered a married woman (see Rivan).
HALAKHA

The execution of an adulteress – וֹא ֶפת
ֶ ּיתת ַהנ
ַ מ:ִ If a
betrothed young woman committed adultery, she and
the one with whom she committed adultery are sentenced to stoning. If she was a grown woman, or if she
had entered the wedding canopy, even if she had not yet
engaged in intercourse with her husband, or if her father
had delivered her to the husband’s messengers, even
before the wedding canopy, she is liable to be executed
by strangulation, like a regular married woman who
committed adultery (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot
Issurei Bia 3:4).

–  ָמ ַסר ָה ָאב ִל ׁ ְשלו ֵּחי ַה ַ ּב ַﬠל וְ זִ ְּינ ָתה:ָּתנָ א
ֵּ  ְמנָ א ָהנֵי ִמ.ֲה ֵרי זוֹ ְ ּב ֶחנֶ ק
ילי? ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
״לזְ נוֹת ֵ ּבית
ִ  ָא ַמר ְק ָרא:ַא ִמי ַ ּבר ָח ָמא
יה״ – ּ ְפ ָרט ְל ׁ ֶש ָּמ ַסר ָה ָאב ִל ׁ ְשלו ֵּחי
ָ ָא ִב
.ַה ַ ּב ַﬠל

§ A Sage taught in a baraita: If the father delivered his daughter
to the husband’s messengers and she subsequently committed
adultery, she is sentenced to strangulation,N in accordance with
the halakha of a married woman who committed adultery, rather
than stoning, which is the punishment for a betrothed woman
who commits adultery.H The Gemara asks: From where are these
matters derived? Rabbi Ami bar Ĥama said that the verse states,
in the context of the command to stone a young woman who commits adultery during betrothal: “To play the whore in her father’s
house” (Deuteronomy : ), which excludes a case when the
father has delivered her to the husband’s messengers, when she
is no longer in her father’s house.

ימא ּ ְפ ָרט ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְכנְ ָסה ַלח ּו ּ ָפה וְ ל ֹא
ָ  וְ ֵאThe Gemara raises a diﬃculty: But one can say that the verse is
! נִ ְב ֲﬠ ָלהexcluding a case where she has entered the wedding canopy but
she has not yet had intercourse, whereas if her father has merely
delivered her to the husband’s messengers she is still considered to
have sinned in his house and is punishable by stoning like any other
betrothed woman.
 חו ּ ָּפה ְ ּב ֶה ְדיָ א: ֲא ַמר ִלי ַא ִמי,ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
אוֹר ָ ׂשה
ָ נַﬠ ָרה ְ ּבתו ָּלה ְמ
ֲ ״כי יִ ְהיֶ ה
ִּ .ְּכ ִת ָיבא
– ״בתו ָּלה״
ּ ְ :נַﬠ ָרה״ – וְ ל ֹא ּבוֹגֶ ֶרת
ֲ ,ְל ִא ׁיש״
.נְשו ָּאה
ׂ אוֹר ָ ׂשה״ – וְ ל ֹא
ָ ״מ
ְ :וְ ל ֹא ְ ּבעו ָּלה

In answer to this question, Rava said: The verse cannot be excluding that case, as Ami said to me that the case where she already
entered the wedding canopy is not derived by inference from that
verse; it is explicitly written in the following verse: “If there is a
young woman who is a virgin betrothed to a man” (Deuteronomy
: ). The terminology of the verse indicates that it applies to a
“young woman” and not to a grown woman; to a “virgin” and not
to a non-virgin; and to a “betrothed” woman and not to a married
woman.

ׂ ימא
ָ נְשו ָּאה? ִא ֵיל
ׂ  ַמאיThe Gemara analyzes this statement: What is the meaning of the
– נְשו ָּאה ַמ ָּמ ׁש
–  ֶא ָּלא ָלאו. ַהיְ ינ ּו ְ ּבתו ָּלה וְ ל ֹא ְ ּבעו ָּלהterm: A married woman, in this context? If we say that she is
actually married and has already engaged in intercourse with her
.נְסה ַלחו ּ ָּפה וְ ל ֹא נִ ְב ֲﬠ ָלה
ָ ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְכ
husband, this ruling is the same as the previous one, that she must
be a virgin and not a non-virgin. Rather, is it not the case that it
is referring to a woman who has entered the wedding canopy
but has not had intercourse, and yet if she committed adultery
at this stage she is sentenced to strangulation, like one who had
engaged in relations with her husband? Consequently, the other
verse, cited by Rabbi Ami bar Ĥama, cannot be referring to this
case.

Perek IV
Daf 49 Amud a
נָשא – ָה ְד ָרא
ָ ׁ יכא דְּ ָה ְד ָרא ְל ֵבי
ָ  ֵה:ימא
ָ  וְ ֵאThe Gemara asks another question: But say that in a case where
 ַההוּא ְּכ ָבר: ְל ִמ ְּיל ָתא ַק ָּמיְ ָיתא! ֲא ַמר ָר ָבאshe returns to her father’s house, she returns to the previous
matter, i.e., her former status, as though she had never left her
.ּ ְפ ָס ָק ּה ַּת ָּנא דְּ ֵבי ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל
father’s authority. Rava said: That question has already been
resolved by the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael.
 ״וְ נֵ ֶדר ַא ְל ָמנָ ה:דְּ ָתנָ א דְּ ֵבי ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל
וּגְ רו ׁ ָּשה ּכֹל ֲא ׁ ֶשר ָא ְס ָרה ַﬠל נַ ְפ ׁ ָש ּה יָ קוּם
לוֹמר? וַ ֲהל ֹא מוּצֵ את
ַ  ַמה ַּת ְלמוּד,יה״
ָ ָﬠ ֶל
!ִמ ְּכ ַלל ָאב וּמוּצֵ את ִמ ְּכ ַלל ַ ּב ַﬠל
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This is as the tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: “But
the vow of a widow or of a divorcée, everything with which she
has bound her soul shall stand against her” (Numbers : ).
What is the meaning when the verse states this? Is it not already
known that if she is widowed or divorced she has already been
removed from the category of one under the authority of her
father and she has likewise been removed from the category of
one under the authority of her husband? Who, then, could possibly
nullify her vows?

, ֲה ֵרי ׁ ֶש ָּמ ַסר ָה ָאב ִל ׁ ְשלו ֵּחי ַה ַ ּב ַﬠל,ֶא ָּלא
,אוֹ ׁ ֶש ָּמ ְסר ּו ׁ ְשלו ֵּחי ָה ָאב ִל ׁ ְשלו ֵּחי ַה ַ ּב ַﬠל
יא ְך
ָ וְ נִ ְת ַא ְר ְמ ָלה ַ ּבדֶּ ֶר ְך אוֹ נִ ְת ָ ּג ְר ׁ ָשה – ֵה
יה ׁ ֶשל זוֹ אוֹ ֵ ּבית
ָ  ֵ ּבית ָא ִב,קוֹרא ָ ּב ּה
ֵ ֲאנִי
 ֵּכיוָ ן ׁ ֶשיָּ צְ ָאה: ָלוֹמר ְלך
ַ ַ ּב ְﬠ ָל ּה ׁ ֶשל זוֹ? ֶא ָּלא
ׁ ָש ָﬠה ַא ַחת ֵמ ְר ׁשוּת ָה ָאב – ׁשוּב ֵאינוֹ יָ כוֹל
.ְל ָה ֵפר

Rather, this is referring to a case where the father delivered his
daughter to the husband’s messengers or where the father’s
messengers delivered her to the husband’s messengers, and she
was widowed or divorced on her way to the wedding canopy.
How do I consider her? Is she a member of her father’s house, or
a member of her husband’s house? Her status is entirely unclear.
Rather, this verse comes to tell you: Since she has left her father’s
domain for a short time her father is no longer able to nullify
her vows,H as she is considered a widow or a divorcée in all regards.
The same applies to the issue at hand: She retains the status of a
married woman even if she returns to her father’s house.

 ַה ָ ּבא: ַאף ֲאנַן נַ ִמי ָּתנֵינָ א:ֲא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
אוֹר ָסה – ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ַﬠד
ָ נַﬠ ָרה ַה ְמ
ֲ ַﬠל
 וְ ִהיא,אוֹר ָסה
ָ נַﬠ ָרה ְ ּבתו ָּלה ְמ
ֲ ׁ ֶש ְּת ֵהא
,נַﬠ ָרה – וְ ל ֹא ּבוֹגֶ ֶרת
ֲ  ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא.ְ ּב ֵבית ָא ִב ָיה
אוֹר ָסה – וְ ל ֹא
ָ  ְמ,ְ ּבתו ָּלה – וְ ל ֹא ְ ּבעו ָּלה
– יה״ ְל ַמעו ֵּטי ַמאי
ָ ״ב ֵבית ָא ִב
ּ ְ :נְשו ָּאה
ׂ
?ָלאו ְל ַמעו ֵּטי ָמ ַסר ָה ָאב ִל ׁ ְשלו ֵּחי ַה ַ ּב ַﬠל

Rav Pappa said: We, too, learn this principle in a mishna (Sanhedrin b): One who has intercourse with a young woman
betrothed to another is liable to stoning only if she is a virgin, a
young woman, betrothed, and she is in her father’s house. The
Gemara analyzes this mishna: Granted, the term young woman
indicates that this punishment does not apply if she is a grown
woman; similarly, this punishment applies only if she is a virgin,
but not if she is a non-virgin, and only if she is betrothed, but
not if she is a married woman. However, when the mishna states
that she is in her father’s house, what does that phrase come to
exclude? Does it not serve to exclude a case when the father
delivered her to the husband’s messengers, indicating that in
such a case the punishment of stoning no longer applies?

 ַאף ֲאנַ ן נַ ִמי:ֲא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק
נְסה
ָ  ֵּכיוָ ן ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְכ, ַה ָ ּבא ַﬠל ֵא ׁ ֶשת ִא ׁיש:ָּתנֵינָ א
 ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא,נִשו ִּאין
ׂ ּ ִל ְר ׁשוּת ַה ַ ּב ַﬠל ְל
נְסה
ָ  נִ ְכ.נִ ְב ֲﬠ ָלה – ַה ָ ּבא ָﬠ ֶל ָיה ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה ְ ּב ֶחנֶ ק
.ִל ְר ׁשוּת ַה ַ ּב ַﬠל ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא – ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה

Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said: We, too, learn this principle in
another mishna (Sanhedrin a): With regard to one who has
intercourse with a married woman, once she has entered her
husband’s authority for marriage, even though she has not
had intercourse with him, one who has intercourse with her is
punished by strangulation, which is the punishment for adultery
with a married woman. It is clear that this halakha applies if
she merely entered the husband’s authority for the purpose of
marriage, even if they have not yet entered the wedding canopy.
The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from here that this is so.

.מתני׳ ָה ָאב ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ִ ּב ְמזוֹנוֹת ִ ּב ּתוֹ
זֶ ה ִמ ְד ָר ׁש דָּ ַר ׁש ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ֶ ּבן ֲﬠזַ ְריָ ה
,ּ ַה ָ ּבנִים יִ ְיר ׁשו:ִל ְפנֵי ֲח ָכ ִמים ְ ּב ֶכ ֶרם ְ ּב ְיַבנֶ ה
– יוֹר ׁ ִשין
ְ  ָמה ַה ָ ּבנִים ֵאינָ ן.ּוְ ַה ָ ּבנוֹת יִ זּוֹנו
 ַאף ַה ָ ּבנוֹת ֵאין,יתת ָה ָאב
ַ ֶא ָּלא ְל ַא ַחר ִמ
.יהן
ֶ יתת ֲא ִב
ַ נִיזּוֹנוֹת – ֶא ָּלא ְל ַא ַחר ִמ

HALAKHA

Since she has left her father’s domain for a short time,
he is no longer able to nullify her vows – ֵּכיוָ ן ׁ ֶשיָּ צְ ָאה
ש ָﬠה ַא ַחת ֵמ ְר ׁשוּת ָה ָאב ׁשוּב ֵאינוֹ יָ כוֹל ְל ָה ֵפר:
ָ ׁ If a betrothed
young woman’s father, or his messengers, accompanied
the husband or his messengers as they brought the
woman to the wedding canopy, she does not completely
leave her father’s authority until she enters the wedding
canopy. During this period, her father and her husband
together can nullify her vows. However, if her father or
his messengers handed her over to the husband or his
messengers, the father can no longer nullify her vows.
Consequently, even if the groom died before the couple
could enter the wedding canopy, and the bride returned
to her father’s house while she was still a young woman,
her father does not regain the right to nullify her vows.
However, some hold that the father can nullify vows that
she took upon herself after the death of her husband (Beit
Yosef, citing Tur; see Shakh and Taz; Rambam Sefer Hafla’a,
Hilkhot Nedarim 11:22; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 234:12).

mishna

A father is not obligated to provide his
daughter’s sustenance. This exposition
was expoundedN by Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya before the Sages
in the vineyard of Yavne:N Since the Sages instituted that after
the father’s death, the sons inheritN the sum of money specified
in their mother’s marriage contract, and the daughters are
sustained from their father’s estate, these the two halakhot are
equated: Just as the sons inherit only after the father’s death, not
during his lifetime, so too, the daughters are sustained from
his property only after their father’s death.

NOTES

This exposition was expounded – זֶ ה ִמ ְד ָר ׁש דָּ ַר ׁש: In the Jerusalem
Talmud this exposition is discussed at length. The basis of this
exposition is the fact that these two obligations are juxtaposed
in the marriage contract. However, although it is common for the
Sages to derive halakhot based upon the juxtaposition of laws in
the Torah, it is quite unusual for them to derive halakhot based
upon the juxtaposition of clauses in a legal contract.
In the vineyard of Yavne – ב ֶכ ֶרם ְ ּב ְיַבנֶ ה:
ּ ְ As explained by the
commentaries, this was the name of the Sanhedrin that presided
in Yavne. It was called a vineyard because when it was in session,
the Sages themselves, along with their students, would sit in
rows, like the rows of a vineyard (Jerusalem Talmud). It is also possible that the Sanhedrin may have been situated near vineyards,
lending the name a double meaning. The Rambam in his Commentary on the Mishna (Eduyyot 2:4), adds that this name alludes
to the entire Jewish people, which is compared by the prophets

to a vineyard (see Isaiah 5:1). Although this Sanhedrin did not
have the full authority available to a Sanhedrin because it was not
located on the Temple Mount, the Sages of this council did meet
in order to formally establish halakhot for generations to come.
The sons inherit, etc. – ה ָ ּבנִים יִ ְיר ׁש ּו וכו׳:ַ The commentaries
explain that this is not referring to the halakha of inheritance
according to Torah law. Rather, it is one of the rabbinically instituted stipulations of the marriage contract that the sons born to
this wife should inherit their mother’s marriage contract, regardless of their share in the inheritance of their father’s property. This
is known as the marriage document concerning male children
(see 52b). Another enactment, also a stipulation of the marriage
contract, is that the father is obligated to sustain his daughters.
Although the commentaries explain that these two decrees were
not enacted at the same time, Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya nevertheless interpreted them as connected (Ritva).
. פרק ד׳ דף מט. KeTUBoT . Perek IV . 49a
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NOTES

A mitzva to sustain daughters, etc. – ִמצְ וָ ה ָלזוּן ֶאת ַה ָ ּבנוֹת
וכו׳: The later authorities debate whether there is any
practical diﬀerence between the opinions of Rabbi Meir
and Rabbi Yehuda, both of whom apparently aﬃrm that
it is a mitzva to sustain sons and daughters. Some write
that the diﬀerence concerns a case when there is enough
to provide sustenance only for a son or a daughter, as the
tanna’im dispute which of them takes precedence (Rabbi
Akiva Eiger). Others contend that Rabbi Meir’s stated reason why it is an a fortiori inference that there is a mitzva
to sustain the sons, that the sons occupy themselves
with Torah study, indicates that the two Sages disagree
in a case when the sons are not occupied with studying
Torah (Ĥatam Sofer).

,גמ׳ ִ ּב ְמזוֹנוֹת ִ ּב ּתוֹ – הוּא דְּ ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב
חוֹבה
ָ , ִ ּב ּתוֹ נַ ִמי.ָהא ִ ּב ְמזוֹנוֹת ְ ּבנוֹ – ַחיָּ יב
 ַמ ּנִי,יכא
ָּ  ָהא ִמצְ וָ ה – ִא,יכא
ָּ הוּא דְּ ֵל
, ָלא ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,נִיתין? ָלא ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ִ ַמ ְת
.רוֹקא
ָ יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ וְ ָלא ַר ִ ּבי

gemara

With regard to the mishna’s statement
that a father is not obligated to provide
his daughter’s sustenance, the Gemara infers: It is with regard to
providing his daughter’s sustenance that he is not obligated, but
with regard to providing his son’s sustenance, he is obligated.
Furthermore, with regard to his daughter, too, there is no obligation, and therefore the court cannot compel him to provide sustenance for his daughter, but there is a mitzva, i.e., it is proper, for
him to do so. With this interpretation in mind, whose opinion is
expressed in the mishna? It is not Rabbi Meir, nor Rabbi Yehuda,
nor Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka.

חוֹמר
ֶ ָ ַקל ו, ִמצְ וָ ה ָלזוּן ֶאת ַה ָ ּבנוֹת:דְּ ַתנְיָא
. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר, דְּ ָﬠ ְס ֵקי ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה,ַל ָ ּבנִים
, ִמצְ וָ ה ָלזוּן ֶאת ַה ָ ּבנִים:אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
 ַר ִ ּבי. ִמ ׁ ּשוּם זִ ילו ָּתא,חוֹמר ַל ָ ּבנוֹת
ֶ ָוְ ַקל ו
חוֹבה ָלזוּן ֶאת
ָ :אוֹמר
ֵ רוֹקא
ָ יוֹחנָ ן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ
 ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ַחיֵּ י,יהן
ֶ יתת ֲא ִב
ַ ַה ָ ּבנוֹת ְל ַא ַחר ִמ
.יהן – ֵאלּ ּו וְ ֵאלּ ּו ֵאינָן נִיזּוֹנִין
ֶ ֲא ִב

As it is taught in a baraita, it is a mitzva to sustain daughters,N
and the same applies by an a fortiori inference to sons, who are
engaged in the study of Torah. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir.
Rabbi Yehuda says: It is a mitzva to sustain sons, and the same
applies by an a fortiori inference with regard to daughters, due to
the dishonor they will suﬀer if they are forced to go around begging.
Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka says: It is an obligation to sustain
the daughters after their father’s death; however, during their
father’s lifetime both these and those, sons and daughters alike,
are not sustained.

ִ ַמ ּנִי ַמ ְת
נִיתין? ִאי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר – ָהא ָא ַמר
 ִאי ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה – ָהא ָא ַמר,ָ ּבנִים ִמצְ וָ ה
– רוֹקא
ָ יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ  ִאי ַר ִ ּבי,ָ ּבנִים נַ ִמי ִמצְ וָ ה
!יכא
ָּ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִמצְ וָ ה נַ ִמי ֵל

The Gemara restates its question: Whose opinion is expressed in
the mishna? If you say it is Rabbi Meir, didn’t he say that providing
sustenance even to one’s sons is merely a mitzva, not an obligation?
If the mishna expresses the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, didn’t he say
that providing sustenance to one’s sons is also a mitzva, not an
obligation? If it is Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka, according to his
opinion there is not even a mitzva to provide sustenance for one’s
daughters. Consequently, none of opinions of the tanna’im of the
baraita fits the ruling of the mishna.

יב ֵﬠית
ּ ָ  ִא,ימא ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ  ִאThe Gemara answers that the mishna can be explained in several
ימא ַר ִ ּבי
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ  ִא,ימא ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ָ  ֵאdiﬀerent ways. If you wish, say that the mishna is in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Meir; if you wish, say that it follows the
.רוֹקא
ָ יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda; and if you wish, say it is the opinion of
Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka.
: וְ ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר,ימא ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ ִא
 וְ הוּא,ָה ָאב ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ִ ּב ְמזוֹנוֹת ִ ּב ּתוֹ
,יכא
ָּ  ָהא ִמצְ וָ ה ְ ּב ִב ּתוֹ – ִא.ַהדִּ ין ִל ְבנוֹ
 וְ ַהאי דְּ ָק ָתנֵי ִ ּב ּתוֹ – ָהא.חוֹמר ַל ָ ּבנִים
ֶ ַָקל ו
:ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן

The Gemara explains in detail: If you wish, say it is Rabbi Meir, and
this is what he said in the mishna: A father is not obligated to
provide his daughter’s sustenance, and the same is true with
regard to providing sustenance for his son. This indicates that
there is a mitzva, though not an obligation, to provide for his
daughter, and by an a fortiori inference it is a mitzva with regard
to the sons. And the reason that the mishna teaches only the case
of his daughter, and omitted any mention of sons, is not because a
father is obligated to feed his sons. Instead, it teaches us this:

Perek IV
Daf 49 Amud b
 ָהא,יכא
ָ , דַּ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִ ּב ּתוֹThat even with regard to his daughter, there is no obligation to
ָּ חוֹבה הוּא – דְּ ֵל
.יכא
ָּ  ִמצְ וָ ה – ִאprovide her sustenance, however, there is a mitzva to do so.
: וְ ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר,ימא ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ וְ ִא
 וְ ָכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן,ָה ָאב ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ִ ּב ְמזוֹנוֹת ִ ּב ּתוֹ
 וְ ַקל,יכא
ָּ  ָהא ִמצְ וָ ה ִ ּב ְבנוֹ – ִא.ִל ְבנוֹ
 וְ ָהא דְּ ָק ָתנֵי ִ ּב ּתוֹ – ָהא ָקא.חוֹמר ַל ָ ּבנוֹת
ֶ ָו
.יכא
ָ  דַּ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִ ּב ּתוֹ:ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן
ָּ חוֹבה ֵל
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And if you wish, say that the mishna is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and this what he said in the mishna: A
father is not obligated to provide sustenance for his daughter, and
all the more so he is not duty-bound to provide for his son. It may
be inferred from here that there is at least a mitzva with regard to
a son, and the same applies by a fortiori inference with regard to
the daughters. And the reason that the mishna teaches the case of
his daughter is because it teaches us this: That even with regard
to his daughter there is no obligation, despite the mitzva to guard
her from dishonor.

,רוֹקא
ָ יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ ימא ַר ִ ּבי
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ וְ ִא
, ֵאינוֹ ַחיָּ יב ִ ּב ְמזוֹנוֹת ִ ּב ּתוֹ:וְ ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר
 וְ הוּא ַהדִּ ין דַּ ֲא ִפילּ ּו.וְ הוּא ַהדִּ ין ִל ְבנוֹ
 וְ ַאיְּ ֵידי דְּ ָבנוֹת ְל ַא ַחר,ִמצְ וָ ה נַ ִמי ֵל ָּיכא
ָ יהן
ֶ יתת ֲא ִב
ַ ִמ
חוֹבה – ָּתנָ א נַ ִמי ֵאינוֹ
.ַחיָּ יב

And if you wish, say that the mishna is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka, and this is what he said
in the mishna: A father is not obligated to provide sustenance for
his daughter, and the same is true with regard to providing for
his son. And the same is true with regard to a mitzva; there is not
even a mitzva to feed either one’s sons or daughters, but since
the tanna wanted to say with regard to daughters that after their
father’s death there is an obligation to sustain them from his estate,
he also taught in a parallel manner that the father is not obligated
to provide sustenance for his daughters during his lifetime. Consequently, it is incorrect to infer from here that there is a mitzva to
sustain them despite the lack of obligation; rather, the tanna means
that there is no obligation and not even a mitzva to do so.

ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ִא ְיל ָﬠא ָא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
 ְ ּבאו ׁ ָּשא:ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ַ ּבר ֲחנִינָ א
ִה ְת ִקינוֹ ׁ ֶשיְּ ֵהא ָא ָדם זָ ן ֶאת ָ ּבנָיו וְ ֶאת
:ּיב ֲﬠיָ א ְלהו
ּ ַ  ִא.נוֹתיו ְּכ ׁ ֶש ֵהן ְק ַט ּנִים
ָ ְ ּב
יה אוֹ ֵאין ִה ְל ְכ ָתא
ֵ ִָה ְל ְכ ָתא ְּכו
ּ ות
 ִּכי ֲהוָ ה ָאת ּו:יה? ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
ֵ ְָּכו
ּ ות
 יָ ארוֹד:ּ ָא ַמר ְלהו,יה דְּ ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
ּ ְל ַק ֵּמ
!?יָ ְל ָדה וְ ַא ְ ּבנֵי ָמ ָתא ׁ ַש ְדיָ א

§ Rabbi Ile’a said that Reish Lakish said in the name of Rabbi

,יה דְּ ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
ּ ִּכי ֲהוָ ה ָאת ּו ְל ַק ֵּמ
,יה ָא ִס ָיתא ְ ּבצִ ּבו ָּרא
ּ  ְּכפ ּו ֵל:ָּא ַמר ְלהו
,נֵיה
ָ וְ ֵליקוּם וְ ֵל
ּ  עו ְּר ָבא ָ ּב ֵﬠי ְ ּב:ימא
 וְ עו ְּר ָבא.נֵיה
ּ וְ ַההוּא ַ ּג ְב ָרא ָלא ָ ּב ֵﬠי ְ ּב
עוֹרב ֲא ׁ ֶשר
ֵ ״ל ְבנֵי
ִ נֵיה? וְ ָה ְכ ִתיב
ּ ָ ּב ֵﬠי ְ ּב
, ָהא – ְ ּב ִחי ָּו ֵרי,יִ ְק ָראוּ״! ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
.ָהא – ְ ּבאו ָּּכ ֵמי

Yehuda bar Ĥanina: In Usha the Sages instituted that a man
should sustain his sons and daughters when they are minors.
A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Is the halakha in accordance with his opinion or is the halakha not in accordance with
his opinion? Must a man feed his young children in practice or not?
The Gemara answers: Come and hear: When they would come
before Rav Yehuda to complain about a father who refused to
sustain his children, he would say to them: The jackal [yarod]L
bears oﬀspringN and casts the obligation to feed them on the
residents of the town? Even a jackal feeds its young, and it is
certainly proper for a father to support his children.
When they would come before Rav Ĥisda to register a similar
complaint, he would say to them: Turn over a mortar for himN in
public, as a raised platform, and let that father stand up and say
about himself: The raven wants to care for its sons, and yet this
man does not want to support his sons. The Gemara questions
this statement: And does the raven want to feed its sons? But isn’t
it written: “He gives to the beast its food, to the young ravens
that cry” (Psalms : )? This verse indicates that the parents of
young ravens do not feed them. The Gemara responds: This is not
diﬃcult, as in this case it is referring to white ones, and in that
case it is referring to black ones.N There are diﬀerent types of ravens,
some of which feed their young while others do not.

:יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵל,יה דְּ ָר ָבא
ּ  ִּכי ֲהוָ ה ָא ֵתי ְל ַק ֵּמThe Gemara further relates: When an incident of this kind would
come before Rava, he would say to the father: Is it satisfactory
?יתזְּ נֵי ָ ּבנֶיךָ ִמ ְ ּצ ָד ָקה
ַּ נִיחא ָלךְ דְּ ִמ
ָ
to you that your sons are sustained through charity? All these
incidents prove that the halakha is not in accordance with the
enactment of Usha; although these Sages stated forcefully that it is
proper for a father to support his children, they did not force him
to do so by the authority of the court.
 ֲא ָבל,וְ ָלא ֲא ָמ ַרן ֶא ָּלא דְּ ָלא ֲא ִמיד
 ִּכי ָהא.יה
ּ יה ַﬠל ָּכ ְר ֵח
ּ ֲא ִמיד – ָּכ ֵפינַן ֵל
יה ְל ַרב נָ ָתן ַ ּבר ַא ִמי וְ ַא ּ ֵפיק
ּ ֵדְּ ָר ָבא ָּכ ְפי
.ֵיה ַא ְר ַ ּבע ֵמ ָאה זוּזֵ י ִלצְ ָד ָקה
ּ ִמ ּינ

The Gemara adds: And we said this halakha only when he is not
wealthy and must toil hard to provide food for his children, but if
he is wealthy we coerce him against his willHN to sustain them.
Like this case of Rava, who coerced Rav Natan bar Ami, who was
a wealthy man, to donate to charity, and collected from him four
hundred dinars for charity.H This shows that even in the absence
of a particular obligation, the court will compel a person to give
charity if he can aﬀord it. The same reasoning certainly applies to
a man’s own children.

LANGUAGE

Jackal [yarod] – יָ ארוֹד: The word yarod, or yaror, according
to the version of the Arukh and several other sources, is the
Aramaic for the Hebrew tanna or tannim. Several interpretations are oﬀered for this term in the Bible. Some claim it is the
name of an animal, the common jackal, whereas others say it
is a bird, identified as a nocturnal bird similar to the owl. Rashi
occasionally identifies it as a four-legged animal, although
elsewhere he says it is a bird. The common denominator
between these two creatures is that they both cry out in the
night. The Tosefta states that yarodim are a species of birds.
However, it is possible that the term bears both meanings.
In any case, the source of the proverb mentioned here with
regard to the yarod is unclear.
NOTES

The jackal [yarod] bears oﬀspring – יָ ארוֹד יָ ְל ָדה: The commentaries disagree over the meaning of this term. Although
the biblical word tannin, jackal, is translated as yarod, it is
possible that tannin does not consistently refer to the same
animal and can variously refer to a beast or a bird. Some
claim that yarod is a type of bird that does not feed its young
(Rid). However, most commentaries maintain that it refers
to the jackal, which is cruel to its young (Rashi). It is noted
that according to this interpretation, Rav Yehuda accused
the father of being crueler than the yarod, which does not
neglect to feed its own young despite its cruelty (Ritva; see
Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura on the mishna).
Turn over a mortar for him – יתא
ָ יה ָא ִס
ּ כפ ּו ֵל:ְּ Some commentaries omit the phrase: For him. This reading indicates that
someone else would stand on a raised podium and declare
this man cruel to his children. Most commentaries, however,
maintain that the father himself was compelled to issue this
statement and embarrass himself in public. It has even been
suggested that one aim of this exercise was to find someone
willing to take care of the children in lieu of their father. Some
commentaries explain that Rav Yehuda said to overturn a
mortar as a curse, i.e., to signify that the father’s livelihood
should be overturned and diminished (Ritva). Others add
that turning over a mortar alludes to the fact that this man
has overturned the natural order, as even cruel animals feed
their own children (Maharal).
In this case it is referring to white ones and in that case
to black ones – הא ְ ּב ִחי ָּו ֵרי ָהא ְ ּבאו ָּּכ ֵמי:ָ Rashi explains that
this statement refers to diﬀerent stages of development of
a raven. Initially the young raven is white, and its parents do
not have pity on their young, but afterward they turn black,
at which point their parents do care for them. Support for his
interpretation can be found in Eikha Rabba (see also Arukh).
Others maintain that the Gemara is speaking of two diﬀerent
species of raven, black ones and white ones (Tosafot; Likkutei
Ge’onim).
We coerce him against his will – יה
ּ יה ַﬠל ָּכ ְר ֵח
ּ כ ֵפינַן ֵל:ָּ The
precise manner in which the father is coerced is not specified
by the Gemara. Consequently, many commentaries explain
that the court forces him verbally, by reproving and shaming
him in public, but it does not actually extract the money from
him (Rav Hai Gaon). Others maintain that, if necessary, the
court compels him by confiscating his property and using
it as needed (see Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna).

HALAKHA

A father’s obligation to sustain his children – חוֹבת ָה ָאב ָלזוּן
ַ
בנָיו:ּ ָ A father is obligated to support his children until they are
six years old. The Sages in Usha decreed that a father must
support his children even beyond they age of six, until they
have matured. If he does not want to support them the court
reprimands him and shames him, and publicly declares that he
is cruel and does not wish to feed his children, and he is worse
than a ritually impure bird, which does feed its young. However,
the court cannot compel him to do so, unless he has spare
money for charity, in which case the court seizes his property

and uses it to feed his children until they mature (Rambam Sefer
Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 12:14–15; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 71:1).
If he is wealthy the court coerces him…for charity – ֲא ִמיד
…לצְ ָד ָקה
ִ יה
ּ כ ֵפינַן ֵל:ָּ All are obligated to give charity to the poor.
If someone gives less than the appropriate sum according to
his means, the court forces him and administers lashes for
rebelliousness until he gives the amount they have deemed
appropriate for him (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Mattenot
Aniyyim 7:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 248:1).
: פרק ד׳ דף מט. KeTUBoT . Perek IV . 49b
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: § ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ִא ְיל ָﬠא ָא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁישRabbi Ile’a said that Reish Lakish said: In Usha the Sages
וֹתב ָּכל נְ ָכ ָסיו
ֵ  ַה ּכ:ּ ְ ּבאו ׁ ָּשא ִה ְת ִקינוinstituted that in a case of one who writes a document stating
that he is giving all his propertyN as a gift to his sons in his
.ְל ָבנָיו – הוּא וְ ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ נִ זּוֹנִים ֵמ ֶהם
lifetime, he and his wife are sustained from the property until
their deaths.
ימא ַר ִ ּבי
ָ ית
ֵּ ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא וְ ִא
:ּדוֹלה ִמזּוֹ ָא ְמרו
ָ  ְ ּג:ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר נַ ְח ָמנִי
 הוּא וְ ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ,ַא ְל ָמנָ תוֹ נִזּוֹנֶ ת ִמ ְּנ ָכ ָסיו
!?יב ֲﬠיָ א
ּ ָ ִמ

Rabbi Zeira objects to this, and some say this objection was
raised by Rabbi Shmuel bar Naĥmani: What is the significance
of this ruling? After all, the Sages said a greater novelty than that:
A man’s widow is sustained from his property even if his estate
was inherited by his daughter and therefore belongs to her husband. Although the property is comparable to property from the
estate that was sold to a third party, from which a widow is not
entitled to claim her sustenance, in this case the Sages decreed
that she can claim her livelihood from her late husband’s estate
to prevent her from losing out entirely. With this in mind, is it
necessary to state that he and his wife, during his lifetime, receive
their sustenance from property he gave as a gift to his sons?

 ִמי ׁ ֶש ֵּמת:יה
ּ דְּ ׁ ָש ַלח ָר ִבין ְ ּב ִא ַ ּיג ְר ֵּת
ִיח ַא ְל ָמנָ ה ו ַּבת – ַא ְל ָמנָ תוֹ נִיזּוֹנֶ ת וְ ִה ּנ
נִישאת ַה ַ ּבת – ַא ְל ָמנָ תוֹ
ׂ ֵ ּ ,ִמ ְּנ ָכ ָסיו
,נִיזּוֹנֶ ת ִמ ְּנ ָכ ָסיו

The Gemara provides the background for this ruling: As Ravin
sent in his letter to Babylonia: With regard to one who died and
left a widow and a daughter,H his widow is sustained from his
property, as this is a stipulation of the marriage contract. If the
daughter, who is her father’s heir, married, the estate is considered usufruct property whose produce belongs to her husband,
but even so his widow is sustained from his property.

 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ֶ ּבן,ֵמ ָתה ַה ַ ּבת
 ַﬠל:יוֹסי ַ ּבר ֲחנִינָ א
ֵ ֲאחוֹתוֹ ׁ ֶשל ַר ִ ּבי
 ַא ְל ָמנָ תוֹ:ּ וְ ָא ְמרו,יָ ִדי ָהיָ ה ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה
נִ יזּוֹנֶ ת ִמ ְּנ ָכ ָסיו – ה ּוא וְ ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
!?יב ֲﬠיָ א
ּ ָ ִמ

If the daughter died and her husband inherited from her, Rabbi
Yehuda, son of the sister of Rabbi Yosei bar Ĥanina, said: I was
involved in an incident of this kind when this very question came
before the Sages for a ruling, and they said: Even in this case, his
widow is sustained from his property. The Gemara reiterates:
With all that said, is it necessary to state that he and his wife are
entitled to receive their sustenance from property he gave his son?

יכא
ָ  ַמה ּו דְּ ֵתThe Gemara responds: The ordinance is necessary lest you say
ָּ  ָה ָתם הוּא דְּ ֵל:ימא
יה
ְ –  ֲא ָבל ָה ָכא, דְּ ָט ַרחthat it is in that case there, with regard to a widow, that they
ּ נִט ַרח ְל ִד ֵיד
instituted this halakha, as there is no one to toil on her behalf,
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ו ְּל ִד ָיד ּה
since she is by herself, but here, where the husband is alive, he
can toil for himself and for her, i.e., his wife. The ordinance
of Usha therefore teaches us that the court does not force him
to do so, and they may claim their sustenance from his former
property.
יה אוֹ
ֵ ָ ִה ְל ְכ ָתא ְּכו:ּיב ֲﬠיָ א ְלהו
ּ ַ ִא
ּ ות
,יה? ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
ֵ ֵָלית ִה ְל ְכ ָתא ְּכו
ּ ות
,ימי
ֵ ְדְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א וְ ַר ִ ּבי יוֹנָ ָתן ָהו ּו ָקי
יה
ַ ׁ  ָ ּג ִחין ו,ֲא ָתא ַההוּא ַ ּג ְב ָרא
ּ ּנְש ֵק
יה ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.יה
ּ ְל ַר ִ ּבי יוֹנָ ָתן ַא ַּכ ְר ֵﬠ
וֹתב
ֵ  ּכ:יה
ּ  ַמאי ַהאי? ָא ַמר ֵל:ֲחנִינָ א
,נְ ָכ ָסיו ְל ָבנָיו הוּא

A dilemma was raised before the scholars: Is the halakha in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ile’a, or is the halakha not
in accordance with his opinion? The Gemara answers: Come
and hear, as Rabbi Ĥanina and Rabbi Yonatan were standing
together, and a certain man approached, bent over, and kissed
Rabbi Yonatan on his foot. Rabbi Ĥanina said to Rabbi Yonatan:
What is this? Why does he owe you such a mark of gratitude? He
said to him: He wrote a document stating that he was giving his
property to his sons,

NOTES

One who writes that he is giving all his property, etc. – that one would give his sons everything and thereby be
ה ּכ ֵוֹתב ָּכל נְ ָכ ָסיו וכו׳:ַ The early authorities state that this ordi- forced to go begging.
nance is based on his assumed intention, as it is unlikely
HALAKHA

A widow and a daughter – א ְל ָמנָ ה ו ַּבת:
ַ With regard to a
man who died and left a widow and a daughter, whether
from that wife or from another woman, if his estate is not
large enough to sustain both of them, his widow gets precedence. Even if the daughter married, thereby granting
her husband rights to her father’s estate, the widow may
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continue to collect her sustenance from the estate. Furthermore, even if the daughter died and her husband inherited
her property, the widow still receives her sustenance from
the property, as indicated by the story related in the Gemara
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 19:21; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 93:4).

