HALAKHA

There is no abrogation with regard to slaves – ימפוֹן
ְ ִס
יכא
ּ ַ One who buys a slave or maidservant canָּ ב ֲﬠ ָב ִדים ֵל:
not nullify the sale if he discovers a blemish that does not
prevent them from performing their labors. This is because
he already saw any visible blemishes when he bought and
accepted them, and hidden blemishes are irrelevant, since
a slave is intended for work. However, if there is a blemish that prevents the slave from performing his work, this
is a mistaken acquisition, in accordance with the Gemara
(Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Mekhira 15:12; Shulĥan Arukh,
Ĥoshen Mishpat 232:10).

נְסה ַלחו ּ ָּפה וְ ל ֹא נִ ְב ֲﬠ ָלה
ָ  ִאי ָה ִכי נִ ְכThe Gemara asks: If so, if the rabbinic decree that prohibits a woman
 וַ ֲה ַדר, נַ ִמי! ָה ָתם ִמ ְיבדַּ ק ָ ּב ֵדיק ָל ּהbetrothed to a priest from partaking of teruma is due to concern for
possible abrogation of the marriage, then a woman who entered the
.ְמ ַﬠיֵּ יל
wedding canopy but has not yet engaged in sexual intercourse
should also be prohibited from partaking of teruma, as the husband
does not yet know whether she has blemishes. The Gemara answers:
There, in that situation, he investigates her through the agency
of his female relatives and only then enters the wedding canopy.
Consequently, there is no longer any concern about abrogation.
 ֶﬠ ֶבד ּכ ֵֹהן ׁ ֶש ְּל ָקחוֹ,ֶא ָּלא ֵמ ַﬠ ָּתה
ִמיִּ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ָלא ֵליכוּל ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
יכא; דְּ ִאי
ְ ימפוֹן! ִס
ְ ִס
ָּ ימפוֹן ַ ּב ֲﬠ ָב ִדים ֵל
–  וְ ִאי דְּ גַ ָּו ֵאי,יה
ּ דְּ ַא ָ ּב ָר ֵאי – ָהא ָק ֲחזֵ י ֵל
 וְ ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ֵּס ֶתר – ָלא,אכה ָקא ָ ּב ֵﬠי
ָ ִל ְמ ָל
 נִ ְמצָ א ַ ּג ָּנב אוֹ.יה
ְ ִא
ּ יכ ּ ַפת ֵל

The Gemara asks: However, if that is so, then according to this
rationale, a priest’s slave whom the priest purchased from an
Israelite should not partake of teruma, due to concern of abrogation. Perhaps the priest will discover a defect in the slave, resulting
in the retroactive cancellation of the acquisition and causing the
slave to return to his Israelite master after he had mistakenly eaten
teruma. The Gemara answers: There is no abrogation with regard
to slaves,H since no type of defect could cause the cancellation of
the transaction. The reason for this is that if the defect is external,
then he sees it at the point of sale and accepts it. And if the defect
is internal, since he needs him for labor, concealed defects do not
concern him. With regard to other types of defects, e.g., if he was
discovered to be a thief or

Perek V
Daf 58 Amud a
LANGUAGE

Gambler [kuvyustus] – קו ְּביו ְּסטוּס: From the Greek
κυβευτής, kubeutēs, meaning one who plays with dice,
a gambler. The defect is not only the amount of time he
wastes by being involved in gambling, but there is also the
possibility that he may lose money in the game and steal in
order to pay his debts.

– יכא
ָּ  ַמאי ִא. קו ְּביו ְּסטוּס – ִה ִ ּגיעוֹa gambler [kuvyustus],LHN it has come to him, meaning that the
–  ִל ְס ִטים ְמזוּיָ ין אוֹ מו ְּכ ָּתב ְל ַמ ְלכוּתseller has caught the buyer in a binding transaction, and he cannot
annul the sale due to this kind of defect, as these characteristics are
.ָּהנְ ה ּו ָק ָלא ִאית ְלהו
common in slaves. What is the halakha if it was discovered that the
slave was an armed bandit or that the king had signed his death
warrant, and there is a danger that the government will catch him
and execute him? These are serious and uncommon defects that in
principle could invalidate a sale. However, these defects generate
publicity.N In such unusual and severe circumstances, everyone
is aware of them. Therefore, it is assumed that the buyer knew
about them as well and nevertheless acquiesced to buy the slave.
Consequently, there is no reason to revoke the sale of a slave.
HALAKHA

A thief or a gambler – ג ָּנב אוֹ קו ְּביו ְּסטוּס:ּ ַ If one bought a slave
and discovered that the slave was an armed robber, this is considered a defect that makes him worthless, since the king will
presumably catch the slave and kill him. Similarly, if the slave
had been registered as belonging to the king, this is also a
defect that voids the transaction. However, if the slave is found

to be a thief or a kidnapper, the buyer cannot renege, since it
is presumed that slaves act in this way. The Rema writes that
discovering the slave to be a kidnapper is akin to finding out
that he is an armed robber. But if he turns out to be a gambler,
this does not void the transaction (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot
Mekhira 15:13; Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 232:10).

NOTES

Gambler – קו ְּביו ְּסטוּס: This word is from Greek, and there is some
dispute among the commentaries about the meaning of the
word in the Gemara. Rabbeinu Gershom, Rashi, and the Rivan
explain that this is a kidnapper (see Rambam). Tosafot express
puzzlement at this interpretation and prefer the explanation of
Rabbeinu Ĥananel, that it means a gambler.
Generate publicity – ק ָלא ִאית ְלה ּו:ָ Rashi explains that since
matters like this generally become public knowledge, if one
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bought the slave regardless, it appears that he considered this
defect and accepted it. Consequently, he may not renege on
his transaction. However, Rabbeinu Tam, Rambam, and others
explain that if the buyer was unaware of such a major defect
or of any hidden blemish that could cause the slave to be idle
from work, such as epilepsy or skin boils, the transaction may
be annulled. In this case, however, the defect is common knowledge and therefore there is no concern that someone would
inadvertently buy such a slave (see Ra’avad).

 ַמאי. ֵ ּבין ְל ָמר ו ֵּבין ְל ָמר ָלא ָא ְכ ָלה, ִמ ְּכ ִדיThe Gemara asks: After all, according to this Sage, Ulla, and
. ְ וְ ָה ַלך, ָמ ַסר, ִק ֵ ּבל:ּיכא ֵ ּבינַיְ יהו
ָּ  ֵ ּבינַיְ יהוּ? ִאaccording to that Sage, Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yehuda, she may
not partake of teruma, so what is the diﬀerence between them?
The Gemara answers: The practical diﬀerence between them
is in cases where he accepted, or he transferred or went.N If
the husband explicitly accepted her blemishes, there is no concern with regard to abrogation, but there is still a concern that
she will give her family members teruma wine. Conversely, if
the father transferred his daughter to the agents of the husband
and entrusted her to their care, or if the father’s own agents went
with the girl and the agents of the husband, there is no longer
concern that she might give her family members teruma, as she
is not with them, but there is still a concern about abrogation.
ְ :אוֹמר
ֵ ַ״ר ִ ּבי ַט ְרפוֹן
נוֹתנִין ָל ּה ַה ּכֹל ְּתרו ָּמה״
,לוֹקת ְ ּב ַבת ּכ ֵֹהן ְלכ ֵֹהן
ֶ  ַמ ֲח: ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י.וכו׳
יִש ָר ֵאל ְלכ ֵֹהן – דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל ֶמ ֱחצָ ה
ׂ ְ ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ַבת
.חו ִּּלין ו ֶּמ ֱחצָ ה ְּתרו ָּמה

§ The mishna states that there is a dispute with regard to how a
priest must provide for the sustenance of his betrothed once
the appointed time for the marriage arrives. Rabbi Tarfon says:
He may give her everything from teruma. Rabbi Akiva says:
He must give her half non-sacred food and half may be teruma.
Abaye said: This dispute is referring to a daughter of a priest
betrothed to a priest. But with regard to an Israelite woman
who was betrothed to a priest, all agree that he must give her
half non-sacred food and half may be teruma. A priest’s daughter is familiar with the halakhot of teruma and knows how to
handle it when she is ritually impure, but when an Israelite
woman is not yet familiar with these procedures, there is concern
that she might defile the teruma. Consequently, she is given some
non-sacred food to use as well.

 ֲא ָבל,לוֹקת ַ ּב ֲארו ָּסה
ֶ  ַמ ֲח: וְ ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ יAnd Abaye also said that this dispute is referring only to a
נְשו ָּאה – דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל ֶמ ֱחצָ ה חו ִּּלין ו ֶּמ ֱחצָ ה
ׂ  ִ ּבbetrothed woman whose wedding date has arrived, but with
regard to a married woman, all agree that her husband must give
.ְּתרו ָּמה
her half of her needs from non-sacred food and half may be
teruma, as it is not appropriate for his wife to have to go to the
trouble of selling teruma in order to obtain non-sacred food.
נוֹתנִין
ְ :אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ַט ְרפוֹן,ַּתנְ יָ א נַ ִמי ָה ִכי
:אוֹמר
ֵ
יבא
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק,ָל ּה ַה ּכֹל ְּתר ּו ָמ ה
 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים.ֶמ ֱחצָ ה חו ִּּלין ו ֶּמ ֱחצָ ה ְּתרו ָּמה
יִש ָר ֵאל
ׂ ְ  ֲא ָבל ַ ּבת,ֲאמו ִּרים – ְ ּב ַבת ּכ ֵֹהן ְלכ ֵֹהן
ְלכ ֵֹהן – דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל ֶמ ֱחצָ ה חו ִּּלין ו ֶּמ ֱחצָ ה
, ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ַ ּב ֲארו ָּסה.ְּתרו ָּמה
נְשו ָּאה – דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל ֶמ ֱחצָ ה חו ִּּלין
ׂ ֲא ָבל ִ ּב
.ו ֶּמ ֱחצָ ה ְּתרו ָּמה

This is also taught in a baraita: Rabbi Tarfon says: He may
give her everything from teruma, and Rabbi Akiva says: Half
must be non-sacred food and half may be teruma.H In what case
is this statement said? With regard to a daughter of a priest
betrothed to a priest. But with regard to an Israelite woman
betrothed to a priest, all agree that she gets half non-sacred
food and half may be teruma. In what case is this statement
said? With regard to a betrothed woman, but with regard to a
married woman, all agree that he must give half non-sacred
food and half may be teruma.

נוֹתנִין ָל ּה ׁ ְש ֵּתי
ְ :אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ֶ ּבן ְ ּב ֵת ָירא
 ַר ִ ּבי. וְ ַא ַחת ׁ ֶשל חו ִּּלין,יָ דוֹת ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה
ֵ :אוֹמר
ֵ יְ הו ָּדה
 וְ ִהיא,נוֹתן ָל ּה ַה ּכֹל ְּתרו ָּמה
 ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן.לוֹק ַחת ַ ּבדָּ ִמים חו ִּּלין
ַ ְמוֹכ ֶרת ו
ֶ
 ָּכל ָמקוֹם ׁ ֶשה ּוזְ ְּכ ָרה:אוֹמר
ֵ
יאל
ֵ ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
.נוֹתנִין ָל ּה ִּכ ְפ ַליִ ם ְ ּבחו ִּּלין
ְ – ְּתרו ָּמה

Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira says: He need not give half and half,
but rather he may give her two parts terumaN and one part
non-sacred food. Rabbi Yehuda says: He may give her all of it
in teruma, but as the value of teruma is lower than that of nonsacred food, the amount must suﬃce so that when she sells
teruma during the days when she is ritually impure, she can
buy a suﬃcient quantity of non-sacred food with the money.
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Wherever teruma is mentioned, he must give her double the amount that she would
receive of non-sacred food, so that she will not have diﬃculty
locating buyers for her teruma. Teruma is less popular and its
price is significantly lower, since its use is restricted. But if she
receives a large amount of teruma, she will be able to sell it at an
even lower price and locate a buyer more easily.

NOTES

He accepted, or he transferred or went – ק ֵ ּבל ָמ ַסר וְ ָה ַל ְך:ִ
Rashi explains here, and in greater detail in a parallel
passage in tractate Kiddushin (11a), that these three words
hint to three diﬀerent situations. The verb accepted
means that the husband declares in advance that he
accepts any blemishes that would be found in in his bride.
The term transferred is referring to a case where the father
had already transferred his daughter into the care of the
husband’s agents. The word went means that agents of
the father accompanied the husband’s agents. In the first
case, there is no concern about abrogation but there is a
concern that the wife might give teruma wine to her family members. In the other cases, there is no concern about
teruma wine but there is concern about abrogation.
Tosafot oﬀer an alternative explanation: In all three
cases, there is no concern of abrogation, as the transaction has already been finalized, but there is a concern that
the bride may give teruma wine to others, as even when
she goes with the agents, she might give her father or the
agents some teruma wine. The Meiri explains that there
are really only two situations involved: Accepted, means
that the husband accepted the blemishes; transferred
and went, means that the father gave his daughter to
agents and accompanied them. In the latter case, there
is concern about abrogation but not that she may give
teruma wine to others, as her father is an adult and knows
how to take care not to partake of teruma. Rabbeinu
Crescas Vidal also explains that only two cases are being
discussed: The husband accepted the blemishes, or the
father transferred and went, meaning he gave his daughter to the agents and went away. Consequently, there is
only concern for abrogation.
Rabbi Avraham Av Beit Din and the Ra’avad explain
diﬀerently, that there is only one case here: The father
accepted the betrothal money, gave her to the agents,
and went away. Consequently, there is concern only for
abrogation, but there is no concern that she may give
teruma wine to those not authorized to drink it.
Two parts teruma – ש ֵּתי יָ דוֹת ׁ ֶשל ְּתרו ָּמה:
ְ ׁ The explanation for this opinion is fairly simple: If one deducts the
period of menstruation and the additional time needed
to become ritually pure, the amount of non-sacred food
needed comes out to approximately one third of the
total allotment (see Maharshal). The Ĥatam Sofer says
that this calculation is referring to a married woman, who
becomes impure periodically due to conjugal relations
with her husband as well as during menstruation.

HALAKHA

Half must be non-sacred food and half may be teruma –
מ ֱחצָ ה חו ִּּלין ו ֶּמ ֱחצָ ה ְּתרו ָּמה:ֶ If the husband is a priest and he
supports his wife through a third party, he may give her half
teruma and half non-sacred food, in accordance with the opin-

ion of Rabbi Akiva. All agree with his opinion with regard to a
married woman, and moreover the halakha is in accordance
with his opinion in his disputes with another tanna (Rambam
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 12:13).
. פרק ה׳ דף נח. KeTUBoT . Perek V . 58a
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.יכא ֵ ּבינַיְ יה ּו ִט ְיר ָחא
ָּ  ַמאי ֵ ּבינַיְ יהוּ? ִאThe Gemara asks: What is the diﬀerence between the opinions
of Rabbi Yehuda and Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel? The Gemara
answers: The practical diﬀerence between them is with regard to
eﬀort. According to Rabbi Yehuda, she must make an eﬀort to
find buyers who will provide her with enough non-sacred food
for her needs, and consequently, according to him the husband
must provide an amount of teruma that is equal in value to the
amount of non-sacred food to which she is entitled. In contrast,
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel adds additional teruma to her allotment beyond this amount, so that she will not be forced to go to as
much trouble to sell it.
 ַמאי.״היָּ ָבם ֵאינוֹ ַמ ֲא ִכיל ִ ּב ְתרו ָּמה״
ַ § The mishna states that a yavam does not enable the yevama to
,״קנְ יַ ן ַּכ ְס ּפוֹ״ ָא ַמר ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
ִ ? ַט ֲﬠ ָמאpartake of teruma. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this?
The Merciful One states in the Torah: “The acquisition of his
.וְ ַהאי – ִקנְיָ ן דְּ ָא ִחיו הוּא
money” (Leviticus : ) may partake of teruma, but this woman
is his brother’s acquisition and not his, since a yavam does not
complete his marriage to the yevama until he consummates the
marriage.
.״ﬠ ְ ׂש ָתה ׁ ִש ׁ ּ ָשה ֳח ָד ׁ ִשים ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַה ַ ּב ַﬠל״
ָ
 ִ ּב ְפנֵי,ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַה ַ ּב ַﬠל ָא ְמ ַר ְּת – ָלא
לוֹמר זוֹ
ַ ְיב ֲﬠיָ א?! זוֹ וְ ֵאין צָ ִריך
ּ ָ ַהיָּ ָבם ִמ
.ָק ָתנֵי

§ The mishna said that if she completed six months from the time
of the request for marriage under the aegis of the husband and
another six months under the aegis of the yavam, she may not
partake of teruma. It then says that this is also true if she completed
most of the year under the aegis of the husband, and then it says
that this is also true if she completed most of the time under the
aegis of the yavam. The Gemara asks: Now that you say that if she
completed most of the time under the aegis of the husband this
does not enable her to partake of teruma, is it necessary to say that
the same is true if she spent most of the time under the aegis of
the yavam? The Gemara answers: The tanna teaches the mishna
employing the style: This, and it is unnecessary to say that, meaning that the cases are organized from the less obvious to the more
obvious.

ׁ  § ״זוֹ ִמ ׁ ְשנָ ה ִרThe mishna states that this ruling, that a woman betrothed to a
? ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא.אשוֹנָ ה״ כו׳
ימא ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר
ָ ית
ֵּ  ֲא ָמר עו ָּּלא וְ ִאpriest may partake of teruma while she is still in her father’s house
if the time for her wedding has arrived, is according to the initial
.ימפוֹן
ְ  ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ִס:יְ הו ָּדה
version of the mishna.B But that according to the final version,
she may not partake of teruma until she has actually entered the
wedding canopy. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this later
ruling? Ulla said, and some say that Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda said,
that it is due to concern about abrogation, as the woman may have
some blemish that will cause the annulment of the marriage, and it
will then be clear that she consumed teruma unlawfully.
 ַק ַּמיְ ָיתא – ׁ ֶש ָּמא יִ ְמזְג ּו, ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ְלעו ָּּלאThe Gemara comments: Granted, according to the opinion of
– יתא
ָ ְ ו ַּב ְת ַרי,יה
ָ  ָל ּה ּכוֹס ְ ּב ֵבית ָא ִבUlla, the first ruling that the Sages taught in the initial version
of the mishna, namely that she may not partake of teruma in her
.ימפוֹן
ְ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ִס
father’s house immediately after betrothal, is because Ulla was
concerned lest someone pour her a cup of teruma wine while she
would be in her father’s house. And the latter ruling, that she may
not partake of teruma until she actually enters the wedding canopy,
even after the time for marriage arrives, is due to concern about
abrogation. Consequently, there are two diﬀerent reasons for the
two diﬀerent rulings.H

BACKGROUND

The initial version of the mishna – אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ מ ׁ ְשנָ ה ִר:ִ This is referring to an ancient Mishna that was in existence long before
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Occasionally, statements of tanna’im
were recorded in written form in early generations. Statements
of the initial text of the Mishna are sometimes cited in Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi’s version of the Mishna, followed by the version
formulated by later Sages. The mention of an initial version of
the mishna might be followed by a statement of Rabbi Akiva,
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as his version of the Mishna and that of his students, e.g., Rabbi
Meir, formed the basis of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s Mishna. It is
often clear from a discussion that a mishna is referring to an
earlier version of its ruling, as later Sages dispute the explanation
and precise formulation of statements they heard from their
teachers. Some mishnayot date back to the early days of the
Second Temple. Likewise, Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel dispute
the meaning of certain initial versions of mishnayot.

HALAKHA

The reason for the final version of the mishna – ַּט ַﬠם
מ ׁ ְשנָ ה ַא ֲחרוֹנָ ה:ִ The Rambam writes that the reason for the
final ruling of the mishna is the concern that she might
serve teruma wine to her family members. He does not
mention concern for abrogation at all, and it seems that
he relies on the Gemara in tractate Kiddushin (10b–11a),
and a comment of Tosafot there (Rambam Sefer Zera’im,
Hilkhot Terumot 6:3).

Perek V
Daf 58 Amud b
 ַק ַּמיְ ָיתא, ֶא ָּלא ְל ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּבר יְ הו ָּדהHowever, according to Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda, the first ruling was
יתא ִמ ׁ ּש ּו ם
ָ ְימפוֹן ו ַּב ְת ַרי
ְ  ִמ ׁ ּש ּו ם ִסdue to abrogation and the latter ruling was also due to abrogation.
If so, what is the diﬀerence between the reasoning of the initial
?ּימפוֹן?! ַמאי ֵ ּבינַיְ יהו
ְ ִס
version of the mishna and the decision of the court that convened
after them?
: ָמר ָס ַבר.יכא ֵ ּבינַיְ יה ּו ְ ּב ִד ַיקת חוּץ
ָּ  ִאThe Gemara answers: The practical diﬀerence between them is with
: ו ָּמר ָס ַבר, ְ ּב ִד ַיקת חוּץ – ׁ ְש ָמ ּה ְ ּב ִד ָיקהregard to superficial investigation, i.e., the investigation that could
have been conducted on his behalf by his female relatives, which
.ְ ּב ִד ַיקת חוּץ ל ֹא ׁ ְש ָמ ּה ְ ּב ִד ָיקה
could have been only a superficial investigation. One Sage holds that
superficial investigation is considered a valid investigation, and
therefore once he requested to marry her and the marriage date
arrived, there is no concern of a later abrogation, and one Sage holds
that superficial investigation is not considered a valid investigation, and consequently there is still concern that when he consummates the marriage he will find some blemish on her and abrogate
the marriage.

mishna

If one consecrates his wife’s earnings,H
– מתני׳ ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יְ ֵדי ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
meaning anything she produces, such as
 ַר ִ ּבי,וֹתר
ָ  ַה ּמ.אוֹכ ֶלת
ֶ ְעוֹשה ו
ׂ ָ ֲה ֵרי זוֹ
thread that she spins from wool, which, according to the Sages’
יוֹחנָן ַה ַּסנְדְּ ָלר
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי, ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש:אוֹמר
ֵ  ֵמ ִאירordinance, belongs to her husband, she may work and sustain
ּ
. חו ִּלין:אוֹמר
ֵ
herself from her earnings, as the consecration is ineﬀective. However,
there is a dispute with regard to the surplus,N meaning any earnings
she produces in excess of the amount she is required to produce
for her husband. Rabbi Meir says: The surplus is consecrated
property, and Rabbi Yoĥanan the Cobbler says: The surplus is
also non-sacred.
כוֹלה
ָ ְ י:גמ׳ ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א ָא ַמר ַרב
״אינִי נִיזּוֹנֶ ת וְ ֵאינִי
ֵ לוֹמר ְל ַב ְﬠ ָל ּה
ַ ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
–  ִּכי ַּת ִּקינ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן ְמזוֹנֵי: ָק ָס ַבר.עוֹשה״
ָׂ
ּ ָ ִﬠ
.יה – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֵא ָיבה
ָ  ו ַּמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ֶד,יקר
– עוֹשה״
ׂ ָ ״אינִי נִיזּוֹנֶ ת וְ ֵאינִי
ֵ וְ ִכי ָא ְמ ָרה
.ָה ְר ׁשוּת ְ ּביָ ָד ּה

gemara

Rav Huna said that Rav said: A woman
may say to her husband: I will not be
sustained by you and, in turn, I will not work, i.e., you will not
keep my earnings. He holds that when the Sages instituted the
various obligations and rights of a husband and wife, the husband’s
obligation to provide for the wife’s sustenance was the primary one,
and they then decreed that her earnings belong to him in return,
due to concern about animosity. If he would be obligated to provide
for her sustenance but she would be allowed to work and keep her
earnings, he would resent her. Since her right to sustenance is the
primary one, if she says: I will not be sustained by you and, in
turn, I will not work,H i.e., you will not keep my earnings, she has
permission to do so. As the arrangement was established for her
benefit, she may cancel it if it is not suitable for her.

 ִּת ְּקנ ּו ְמזוֹנוֹת ַּת ַחת ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה:יבי
ֵ ית
ִ  ֵמThe Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: They instituted the
יה ַּת ַחת
ָ  ִּת ְּקנ ּו ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ֶד:ימא
ָ יה! ֵא
ָ  יָ ֶדhusband’s responsibility for her sustenance in exchange for his right
to her earnings. This indicates that the primary enactment is the
.ְמזוֹנוֹת
husband’s right to his wife’s earnings, and the ordinance that requires
him to provide her with sustenance comes as a result. According to
this, the wife would not be allowed to waive the arrangement, contrary to Rav Huna’s statement. The Gemara responds: Emend the
text of the baraita and say instead: They instituted her earnings in
exchange for the husband’s responsibility for her sustenance.

HALAKHA

If one consecrates his wife’s earnings – ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה
יְ ֵדי ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ: If one consecrates his wife’s earnings, she can
nevertheless sustain herself from her earnings, and the
additional amount is also non-sacred, in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan the Cobbler, as the Gemara
(59a) ruled in accordance with his opinion (Rambam Sefer
Hafla’a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaĤaramim 6:28; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 81:1).
If she says: I will not be sustained by you and I will
not work – עוֹשה
ׂ ָ א ְמ ָרה ֵאינִי נִיזּוֹנֶ ת וְ ֵאינִי:ָ If a woman tells
her husband that she will not be sustained from his possessions and will not perform labor for him, her wishes
are respected, as the Sages established her earnings in
exchange for her sustenance, in accordance with the
Gemara’s ruling in favor of Rav Huna’s opinion (107b). The
Rema writes that this stipulation refers only to earnings
that a woman produces to provide income, but in all cases
she is obligated to see to the needs of her home (Rambam
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 12:4 and Maggid Mishne there;
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 69:4, 80:15).
NOTES

The surplus – וֹתר
ָ ה ּמ:ַ Rashi, the Rivan, and many other
early authorities explain that this clause of the mishna is a
separate halakha that is not intrinsically connected to the
first clause, and that it is referring to one who explicitly
stated that he is consecrating the surplus. However, it is
suggested in the Shita Mekubbetzet that Tosafot do not
concur with this opinion. Similarly, the Rosh interprets
the mishna as referring to one who consecrated all of his
wife’s earnings without diﬀerentiating. However, he says
that there is a distinction in the halakha between the basic,
required amount and the surplus amount she produced.
The Meiri explains that the mishna discusses one who
consecrated the surplus amount together with the rest
of his wife’s earnings, in addition to one who explicitly
specified the surplus to be consecrated.
There is also a similar dispute with regard to the exact
definition of the surplus. Rashi, together with most of the
early authorities, explains that the surplus mentioned here
has a precise definition, and it refers to whatever a woman
produces beyond the quota required of her, as explained
in a mishna below (see 64b). Others explain that the surplus is what remains after the wife has sustained herself
from her earnings, even if she did not produce more than
the required quota (Talmidei Rabbeinu Yona). These disparate explanations, which are somewhat connected, form
the basis of the diﬀerent interpretations of this Gemara.

 ַה ַּמ ְקדִּ ׁיש ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יְ ֵדי:יה
ָ  ֵלThe Gemara raises an objection: Let us say that the mishna
ּ ימא ְמ ַסיַּ יע ֵל
 ַמאי.אוֹכ ֶלת
ֶ ְעוֹשה ו
ׂ ָ  ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ – ֲה ֵרי ִהיאsupports Rav Huna’s opinion, as it is taught: If one consecrates
his wife’s earnings, she may work and sustain herself from her
. ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ּה נִיזּוֹנֶ ת,ָלאו – ְ ּבנִיזּוֹנֶ ת? ָלא
earnings. What, is it not discussing a woman who is sustained by
her husband, meaning that he is willing to sustain her, although
she relinquishes her right to sustenance in accordance with Rav
Huna’s principle? Therefore, her earnings do not belong to him to
consecrate. The Gemara answers: No, it is discussing a woman who
is not sustained by her husband, as he does not have suﬃcient funds
to sustain her. Consequently, there is no proof with regard to Rav
Huna’s statement.
: פרק ה׳ דף נח. KeTUBoT . Perek V . 58b
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HALAKHA

Work for me but I will not sustain you – ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה ִﬠ ִּמי
ָוְ ֵאינִי זָ נְ ך: A master may tell his Canaanite slave: Work for
me but I will not sustain you, and the slave must then
go and beg for food and receive his sustenance from
charity (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Avadim 9:7).
He can compel her to produce her earnings – יָ כוֹל
יה
ָ כוֹפ ּה ְל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ֶד
ָ ל:ְ If a woman refuses to perform labor
that she is obligated by marriage to perform, she may
be compelled to do so, according to some even by
corporal punishment (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot
Ishut 21:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 80:15, and in the
comment of Rema).
Your hands are consecrated to the One Who made
them – יהם
ֶ עוֹש
ׂ ֵ יִ ָ ּק ְד ׁש ּו יָ ַדיִ ְך ְל: In the case of one who
says to his wife: Your hands are consecrated to the One
Who made them, all her earnings will be consecrated,
since her hands are subjugated to him to perform labor.
This is according to the Rambam’s understanding that if
the husband said this explicitly, the Rabbis concede to
Reish Lakish that the consecration takes eﬀect. However,
the Ran says that even in this case her earnings are not
consecrated, as she has the right to say: I will not be
sustained by you, and in turn I will not work (Rambam
Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaĤaramim 6:28; Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 81:1, and in the comment of Rema).

?ימ ָרא
ְ ִאי ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ּה נִיזּוֹנֶ ת – ַמאי ְל ֵמ
ּ ֲא ִפ
לוֹמר
ַ יל ּו ְל ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר יָ כוֹל ָה ַרב
–  ָהנֵי ִמ ֵּילי,״ﬠ ֵ ׂשה ִﬠ ִּמי וְ ֵאינִי זָ נְ ךָ ״
ֲ ְל ֶﬠ ֶבד
.״ﬠ ָּמךְ ״
ִ יה
ֲ ְ ּב ֶﬠ ֶבד ְּכ
ּ  דְּ ָלא ְּכ ִתיב ֵ ּב,נַﬠנִי
– ״ﬠ ָּמךְ ״
ִ יה
ּ ֲא ָבל ֶﬠ ֶבד ִﬠ ְב ִרי דִּ ְכ ִתיב ֵ ּב
! וְ ָכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ,ָלא

The Gemara asks: If it is discussing a woman who is not sustained,
what is the purpose of stating that he may not consecrate her earnings? Even according to the one who says that a master can say to
his slave: Work for me but I will not sustain you,H this applies only
to a Canaanite slave,B about whom it is not written: “With you.” But
with regard to a Hebrew slaveB about whom it is written: “It is good
for him with you” (Deuteronomy : ), this does not apply, and the
master must sustain him just as he sustains the members of his own
household. And this is true all the more so with regard to his wife, as
there is a specific obligation of sustenance. Consequently, if he does
not do so, he certainly has no right to her earnings.

 ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,מוֹתר
ָ ;יה
ּ  ֵס ָיפא ִאיצְ ְט ִריךְ ֵלThe Gemara answers: This halakha did not need to be stated, but the
latter clause was necessary, as it contains a novelty with regard to the
:אוֹמר
ֵ יוֹחנָן ַה ַּסנְדְּ ָלר
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי, ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש:אוֹמר
ֵ
surplus: Rabbi Meir says that the surplus is consecrated property,
.חו ִּּלין
and Rabbi Yoĥanan the Cobbler says it is non-sacred.
: דַּ ֲא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש.ו ְּפ ִליגָ א דְּ ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
ימא ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
ָ ָלא ֵּת
דְּ ָק ָס ַבר ָא ָדם ַמ ְקדִּ ׁיש דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ָ ּבא
ְ ִמ ּתוֹך: ֶא ָּלא ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,עוֹלם
ָ ָל
נַﬠ ֶ ׂשה
ֲ – יה
ָ כוֹפ ּה ְל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ֶד
ָ ׁ ֶשיָּ כוֹל ְל
.יהם״
ֶ עוֹש
ׂ ֵ אוֹמר ָל ּה ״יִ ָ ּק ְד ׁש ּו יָ ַדיִ ךְ ְל
ֵ ְּכ

The Gemara comments: This opinion of Rav Huna disputes that of
Reish Lakish, as Reish Lakish said: Do not say that the reason for
the opinion of Rabbi Meir is that since he maintains that a person
may consecrate an object that has not yet come into the world, the
consecration can take eﬀect even on her future earnings. Rather, say
that the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Meir is that since he can
compel her to produce her earningsH for him, it is as if he had a
certain legal claim to the products of her hands, i.e., her earnings.
Consequently, he is considered as if he had said to her: Your hands
are consecrated to the One Who made them,HN and the consecration
can therefore take eﬀect on something that already exists. Since Reish
Lakish said that he may compel her to produce earnings for him, the
implication is that she may not say: I will not be sustained and I will
not work.

וְ ָהא ָלא ֲא ַמר ָל ּה ָה ִכי! ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ׁ ָש ְמ ִﬠינַן
 ֵאין ָא ָדם מוֹצִ יא:יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר דְּ ָא ַמר
ּ ֵל
אוֹמר ָל ּה
ֵ נַﬠ ֶ ׂשה ְּכ
ֲ – דְּ ָב ָריו ְל ַב ָּט ָלה
.יהם״
ֶ עוֹש
ׂ ֵ ״יִ ָ ּק ְד ׁש ּו יָ ַדיִ ךְ ְל

With regard to Reish Lakish’s statement, the Gemara asks: But he
did not say this to her; rather, he said that he was consecrating her
earnings. The Gemara answers: Since we heard that Rabbi Meir
said: A person does not say things for naught, and according to this
principle, when one says something that has no halakhic meaning, it
is interpreted as if he had said something that does have halakhic
relevance, he is considered as if he had said to her: Your hands are
consecrated to the One Who made them.

BACKGROUND

Canaanite slave – נַﬠנִי
ֲ ﬠ ֶבד ְּכ:ֶ A Canaanite slave is a non-Jewish
slave purchased by a Jew (see Leviticus 25:44–46). After he is
purchased, such a slave must be immersed in a ritual bath, and, if
male, circumcised. These acts signify a change in the slave’s status.
Although he is not yet a Jew in all respects, a Canaanite slave must
observe all of the Torah’s prohibitions and must fulfill all positive
mitzvot that are not time bound. In many respects, Canaanite
slaves are their masters’ property and may be sold and purchased
like other possessions. His master can free him by giving him a
bill of manumission, a document resembling a bill of divorce in its
format, but there is a positive mitzva not to free a Canaanite slave
without compelling reasons. There is one exception to the above
principle: A slave goes free automatically if his master blinds him,
knocks out his tooth, or destroys any one of twenty-four other
extremities. This applies regardless of whether the master caused
the damage intentionally (see Exodus 21:26–27).

A Hebrew slave – ﬠ ֶבד ִﬠ ְב ִרי:ֶ A Hebrew slave is an adult male
Jew who becomes the slave of another Jew. There are two ways
in which a Jew can enter such servitude: (1) The court may sell a
thief into slavery if he does not have the means to make restitution
for his theft (Exodus 22:2). (2) If a Jew becomes impoverished, he
may choose to sell himself to seek relief from his poverty (Leviticus
25:39). A Hebrew slave sold by the court goes free after serving
his master for six years (Exodus 21:2), but one who sells himself as
a slave may sell himself for six years or for a longer period. In the
Jubilee Year, all Hebrew slaves are freed irrespective of how long
they have served (Leviticus 25:40). A Hebrew slave may also attain
his freedom by paying his master the value of the remainder of
the term for which he was sold. If a Hebrew slave has a wife and
children, his master is obligated to provide for their sustenance
as well.

NOTES

Your hands are consecrated to the One Who made them –
יהם
ֶ עוֹש
ׂ ֵ יִ ָ ּק ְד ׁש ּו יָ ַדיִ ְך ְל: The Rashba asks: How can a husband consecrate his wife’s hands? Obviously her hands do not belong to
him; he cannot sell them or give them away. Even with regard to
a slave who is his property, the halakha does not allow the owner
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to consecrate the slave’s hands, and therefore he certainly may
not do this with his wife. The Rashba therefore explains that it
means that he can consecrate her hands vis-à-vis the earnings
they produce, just as one can consecrate a tree for its fruit (see
Tosafot and Avnei Milluim).

וְ ָס ַבר ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ֵאין ָא ָדם ַמ ְקדִּ ׁיש דָּ ָבר
אוֹמר ְל ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
ֵ  ָה:עוֹלם? וְ ָה ַתנְיָא
ָ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָ ּבא ָל
״ה ֵרי ַא ְּת ְמקוּדֶּ ׁ ֶשת ִלי ְל ַא ַחר ׁ ֶש ֶא ְת ַ ּגיֵּ יר״ אוֹ
ֲ
,״ל ַא ַחר ׁ ֶש ֶא ׁ ְש ַּת ְח ֵרר״
ְ ,״ל ַא ַחר ׁ ֶש ִּת ְת ַ ּגיְּ ִירי״
ְ
ְ
״ל ַא ַחר ׁ ֶשיָּ מוּת
ְ ,״ל ַא ַחר ׁ ֶש ִּת ׁ ְש ַּת ְח ְר ִרי״
ֶ ׁ ַ ּב ְﬠ ֵליךְ ״ אוֹ
״ל ַא ַחר
ְ חוֹתיךְ ״ אוֹ
ֵ ״ש ָּתמוּת ֲא
:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,יך״
ְ יך יְ ָב ֵמ
ְ ׁ ֶשיַּ ֲחלוֹץ ֵל
.ְמקוּדֶּ ׁ ֶשת

The Gemara asks: Does Rabbi Meir hold that a person may not
consecrate an object that has not yet come into the world?H
Isn’t it taught in a baraita that if a gentile says to a woman: You
are hereby betrothed to me after I convert;H or if she was a gentile
and he said to her: You are hereby betrothed to me after you
convert; or if he was a slave and said to her: After I am emancipated; or if she was a maidservant and he said to her: After you are
emancipated; or if she was married and he said to her: After
your husband dies; or if he was married to her sister and he said:
After your sister dies, as at that point the betrothal could take eﬀect;
or if she was a widow waiting for her yavam and he said to her: After
your yavam performs ĥalitza with you, Rabbi Meir says: If any of
these cases occurred, she is betrothed. Apparently Rabbi Meir
maintains that betrothal can take eﬀect even on something that
has not yet come into being.

.יכא ְל ִמ ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה
ָּ  ֵמ ָהא ֵל, ֵמ ַה ִהיא – ִאיןThe Gemara answers: Actually, from that baraita, one can learn
that this is Rabbi Meir’s opinion, but Reish Lakish merely wanted
to say that no inference is to be learned from this mishna, as it is
possible to explain Rabbi Meir’s words in another way, based on the
principle that a person does not say things for naught.
ימת
ַ  ֵא. ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש״:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,וֹתר
ָ ״ה ּמ
ַ
מוֹתר
ָ :ּדוֹש? ַרב ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ַּת ְרוַ ויְ יהו
ׁ ָק
 ַרב ַאדָּ א ַ ּבר ַא ֲה ָבה.דוֹש
ׁ יתה ָק
ָ ְל ַא ַחר ִמ
.דוֹש
ׁ מוֹתר ֵמ ַחיִּ ים ָק
ָ :ָא ַמר

§ The mishna states that with regard to the surplus, Rabbi Meir

ימא
ָ יל
ֵ  ְ ּב ַמאי? ִא:ָה וֵ י ָ ּב ּה ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
 ו ַּמ ֲﬠ ֶלה ָל ּה ָמ ָﬠה ֶכ ֶסף,ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֶלה ָל ּה ְמזוֹנוֹת
יה – ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ְל ַא ַחר
ָ ִלצְ ָר ֶכ
?דוֹש
ׁ יתה ָק
ָ ִמ

Rav Pappa discussed it, as he was perplexed by this dispute: With
regard to what do they argue? If we say that the husband provides
for her sustenance and additionally provides her with a silver
ma’a coin every week for the rest of her needs, as he is obligated to
do (see b), then what is the reason for the opinion of the one
who said it is consecrated only after her death? As the husband
has fulfilled all of his obligations and is consequently the owner of
his wife’s earnings, he should be capable of consecrating them.

says: It is consecrated property. The Gemara asks: According to
this opinion, when does the surplus amount become consecrated?
Rav and Shmuel both said: The surplus is consecrated only
after the woman’s death. Rav Adda bar Ahava said: The surplus
is consecrated while she is still alive.

 וְ ל ֹא ַמ ֲﬠ ֶלה, וְ ֶא ָּלא ְּכ ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַמ ֲﬠ ֶלה ָל ּה ְמזוֹנוֹתAnd if we rather say that he does not provide for her sustenance
יה – ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ַמאן
ָ  ָל ּה ָמ ָﬠה ֶכ ֶסף ִלצְ ָר ֶכand does not provide her with a silver ma’a for her needs, and she
must consequently support herself entirely, then what is the reason
?דוֹש
ׁ דְּ ָא ַמר ֵמ ַחיִּ ים ָק
for the opinion of the one who said that it is consecrated in her
lifetime? It is possible that at some point she will not find suﬃcient
employment, and since her husband does not provide for her
sustenance or her other needs, she will need the money for herself
and there will not be any surplus at all.
עוֹלם ְ ּב ַמ ֲﬠ ֶלה ָל ּה ְמזוֹנוֹת וְ ֵאינוֹ ַמ ֲﬠ ֶלה
ָ  ְלThe Gemara answers: Actually, one must explain that they are
: ַרב ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָס ְב ִרי.יה
ָ  ָל ּה ָמ ָﬠה ֶכ ֶסף ִלצְ ָר ֶכdiscussing a situation where he provides for her sustenance, but
does not provide her with a silver ma’a for her needs, and this is
ִּת ְּקנ ּו
their dispute: Rav and Shmuel maintain that the main enactment
was that they established

HALAKHA

A person may not consecrate an object that has not yet come
into the world – עוֹלם
ָ אין ָא ָדם ַמ ְקדִּ ׁיש דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָ ּבא ָל:ֵ One may not
consecrate objects that have not yet come into the world, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi
Meir (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaĤaramim 6:26).
You are hereby betrothed to me after I convert, etc. – ֲה ֵרי ַא ְּת
מקוּדֶּ ׁ ֶשת ִלי ְל ַא ַחר ׁ ֶש ֶא ְת ַ ּגיֵּ יר וכו׳:ְ If a gentile who says to a woman:
You are betrothed to me after I convert, or after you convert, she

is not betrothed, since he cannot at present betroth her, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi
Meir. However, if one betroths a yevama, saying that the betrothal
will take eﬀect after the yavam performs ĥalitza, the woman is of
uncertain status with regard to betrothal, as some say that the
betrothal can take eﬀect as an uncertain betrothal even before
the ĥalitza is performed (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 7:14,
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 40:5–6).
: פרק ה׳ דף נח. KeTUBoT . Perek V . 58b
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