Perek V
Daf 59 Amud a
NOTES

Konam – קוֹנָ ם: A konam is one of various types of vows,
and its halakhot are explained in tractate Nedarim. The
word konam seems to be an alternate term for an
oﬀering, and the basic concept of a konam is that one
prohibits himself or others from deriving benefit from a
particular object by making that object similar to a consecrated item. Despite this, there is a diﬀerence between
a consecrated item and an object prohibited by a konam.
Consecration is universal; whatever is consecrated
becomes prohibited to everyone. In contrast, a konam
is an individual prohibition relating either to the one
taking the vow or to another specific person. Moreover,
consecrated items become the property of the Temple,
whereas something prohibited by a konam is similar
to a consecrated item only with regard to its negative
properties. Although it is prohibited to derive benefit
from it, the Temple treasury does not have any rights
to the item. The continuation of the Gemara discusses
the diﬀerences between a konam and consecration.
HALAKHA

What I make to feed you is like an oﬀering [konam] –
ָעוֹשה ְל ִפיך
ׂ ָ קוֹנָ ם ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי: If a married woman said: My hands
are consecrated to the One Who made them, or vowed
that her husband may not derive benefit from her
earnings, it is not prohibited for him to use her earnings, since she is subjugated to him with regard to her
earnings. However, he should nullify her vow lest he
divorce her, in which case the vow will take eﬀect and
it will be prohibited for him to derive benefit from her
and to remarry her. According to this, since she made a
konam vow her earnings are also prohibited, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi (see 59b), who is the
later authority. The Rema writes that this vow can take
eﬀect only when she says: My hands are consecrated
to the One Who made them, and the Rosh, the Ran,
and the Tur, who maintain that a konam vow cannot
take eﬀect on an item that does not exist in the world,
agree (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 12:10 and
Kesef Mishne there; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 234:71, Even
HaEzer 81:2).

 ו ָּמ ָﬠה ֶכ ֶסף,יה
ָ ְמזוֹנוֹת ַּת ַחת ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ֶד
 וְ ֵכיוָ ן דְּ ָלא ָקא יָ ֵהיב ָל ּה.מוֹתר
ָ ַּת ַחת
 ַרב ַאדָּ א.מוֹתר דִּ ָיד ּה ָהוֵ י
ָ – ָמ ָﬠה ֶכ ֶסף
,מוֹתר
ָ  ִּת ְּקנ ּו ְמזוֹנוֹת ַּת ַחת:ַ ּבר ַא ֲה ָבה ָס ַבר
 וְ ֵכיוָ ן דְּ ָקא.יה
ָ ו ָּמ ָﬠה ֶכ ֶסף ַּת ַחת ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ֶד
.יה ָהוֵ י
ָ – יָ ֵהיב ָל ּה ְמזוֹנֵי
ּ מוֹתר דִּ ֵיד

sustenance in exchange for her earnings, and the silver ma’a coin
that he must give her in exchange for the surplus that she continues
to make beyond her quota. And since he does not give her a silver
ma’a the surplus is hers, unless some of it is left after her death, in
which case the husband inherits it. Rav Adda bar Ahava maintains
that they established sustenance in exchange for the surplus, and
a silver ma’a in exchange for her earnings. And since he provides
her with sustenance, the surplus is his, and therefore the sanctity
takes eﬀect on it immediately when she produces the surplus.

יח  ִמ ֵידי דִּ ׁ ְש ִכ: ְ ּב ַמאי ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י? ָמר ָס ַברThe Gemara asks: With regard to what do they disagree? The
 ִמ ֵידי דְּ ָקיֵ יץ: ו ָּמר ָס ַבר,יח  ִמ ִּמ ֵידי דִּ ׁ ְש ִכGemara explains: One Sage, i.e., Rav and Shmuel, holds that they
established something common in exchange for something com.ִמ ִּמ ֵידי דְּ ָקיֵ יץ
mon. Consequently, they established sustenance, which is common,
in exchange for earnings, which are also common. And one Sage,
Rav Adda bar Ahava, holds that they established something with
a fixed amount in exchange for something with a fixed amount.
Consequently, since a silver ma’a is a fixed amount and the quota of
a woman’s earnings is also fixed, they established one in exchange
for the other.
!יה
ָ  ִּת ְּקנ ּו ְמזוֹנוֹת ַּת ַחת ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ֶד:ית ֵיבי
ִ  ֵמThe Gemara raises an objection to Rav Adda bar Ahava’s opinion
.יה
ָ מוֹתר ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ֶד
ַ  ַּת ַחת,ימא
ָ  ֵאfrom a baraita: They established sustenance in exchange for
her earnings. Apparently, sustenance is not in exchange for the
surplus. The Gemara answers by emending the text of the baraita:
Say: They established sustenance in exchange for the surplus of
her earnings.
נוֹתן ָל ּה ָמ ָﬠה ֶכ ֶסף
ֵ  ִאם ֵאינוֹ:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
,ימא
ָ יה ׁ ֶש ָּל ּה! ֵא
ָ יה – ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ֶד
ָ צוֹר ֶכ
ְ ְל
ָ מוֹתר ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ֶד
ַ
: וְ ָהא ֲﬠ ָל ּה ָק ָתנֵי.יה ׁ ֶש ָּל ּה
עוֹשה לוֹ – ִמ ׁ ְש ַקל ָח ֵמ ׁש ְס ָל ִﬠים
ׂ ָ ַמה ִהיא
!ׁ ְש ִתי ִ ּביהו ָּדה

The Gemara attempts another proof from a mishna ( b): Come
and hear: If he does not give her a silver ma’a for her needs, her
earnings belong to her. This indicates that the earnings were established in exchange for the silver ma’a, as Rav Adda bar Ahava contended. The Gemara rejects this by emending the text of the mishna:
Say: The surplus of her earnings belongs to her. The Gemara
challenges the emendation: But it is taught in the continuation of
this mishna: What is the fixed amount that she must earn for him?
She must spin the weight of five sela of threads of the warp in Judea,
which is the equivalent of ten sela according to the measurements
of the Galilee. This clause implies that the mishna is not discussing
the surplus but rather the quota of her required earnings.

 דְּ ֵל ַידע, ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ֶד ָיה ַּכ ָּמה ָהוֵ י: ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמרThe Gemara answers: This is what it is saying: How much is the
required amount of her earnings, so that one can know how much
מוֹתר דִּ ָיד ּה ַּכ ָּמה – ִמ ׁ ְש ַקל ָח ֵמ ׁש ְס ָל ִﬠים
ָ
of what she produces constitutes the surplus, and to this the mishna
. ׁ ֶש ֵהן ֶﬠ ֶ ׂשר ְס ָל ִﬠים ַ ּב ָ ּג ִליל,ׁ ְש ִתי ִ ּביהו ָּדה
replied: The weight of five sela of threads of the warp in Judea,
which is the equivalent of ten sela according to the measurements
of the Galilee.
.יוֹחנָן ַה ַּסנְדְּ ָלר
ָ  ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי:ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל

§ Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yoĥanan the Cobbler. A husband may not consecrate his
wife’s earnings at all, as they have not yet come into being.

 ״קוֹנָ ם:ו ִּמי ֲא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָה ִכי? וְ ָה ְתנַ ן
.יך ְל ָה ֵפר
ְ עוֹשה ְל ִפיךָ ״ – ֵאינוֹ צָ ִר
ׂ ָ ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי
 ׁ ֶש ָּמא ַּת ֲﬠ ִדיף ָﬠ ָליו,אוֹמר; יָ ֵפר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא
:יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן נו ִּרי ָא ַמר
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי.יָ ֵתר ִמן ָה ָראוּי לוֹ
. ׁ ֶש ָּמא יְגָ ְר ׁ ֶש ָּנה ו ְּת ֵהא ֲאסו ָּרה ַל ֲחזוֹר,יָ ֵפר
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The Gemara asks: And did Shmuel actually say this? But didn’t we
learn in a mishna (Nedarim a): If a woman said: What I make to
feed you, i.e., what I earn for you, is forbidden like an oﬀering
[konam],NH the husband does not need to nullify this vow. She has
a prior obligation to work for him, and therefore the konam cannot
take eﬀect on something that does not belong to her. Rabbi Akiva
says: Even so, the husband should nullify the vow, lest she produce
more earnings than is appropriate for him, and the konam will then
take eﬀect on the surplus amount. Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri said:
He should nullify the vow for a diﬀerent reason, lest he divorce
her. Since she rendered her earnings forbidden to him, she will be
prohibited from remarrying him after her divorce, as it would then
be impossible for him to avoid benefiting from his wife’s earnings.

!יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן נו ִּרי
ָ  ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי: וְ ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאלAnd Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion
יוֹחנָ ן ֶ ּבן
ָ  ִּכי ֲא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּביof Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri, who maintains that the wife can render
her future earnings prohibited to her husband before these earnings
.נו ִּרי – ְל ַה ֲﬠ ָד ָפה
have come into being, with the prohibition to go into eﬀect after she
divorces. This would imply that Shmuel holds that it is possible to
consecrate an object that has not yet come into the world, contrary
to what Rabbi Yoĥanan the Cobbler said. The Gemara answers:
When Shmuel said that the halakha is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri, he was referring only to the
surplus.
יוֹח נָ ן ֶ ּבן נ ּו ִרי
ָ  ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי:ימא
ָ  וְ ֵלThe Gemara asks: If so, let him say explicitly that the halakha
, ֵאין ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַת ָּנא ַק ָּמא: ִאי נַ ִמי, ְל ַה ֲﬠ ָד ָפהis in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri
with regard to the surplus, or alternatively, he should say that the
! ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא:ִאי נַ ִמי
halakha is not in accordance with the first tanna, or alternatively,
he should simply say: The halakha is in accordance with Rabbi
Akiva, who is concerned about the surplus amount.
? קוֹנָ מוֹת ָק ָא ְמ ַר ְּת:יוֹסף
ֵ ֶא ָּלא ֲא ַמר ַרב
אוֹסר ּ ֵפירוֹת
ֵ  ִמ ּתוֹךְ ׁ ֶש ָא ָדם,ׁ ָשאנֵי קוֹנָ מוֹת
ֲח ֵבירוֹ ָﬠ ָליו – ָא ָדם ַמ ְקדִּ ׁיש דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא
.עוֹלם
ָ ָ ּבא ָל

Rather, explain it diﬀerently, as Rav Yosef said: Did you speak
about konamot to prove your contention that one can consecrate
objects that have not yet come into the world? Konamot are
diﬀerent, as they have a special status, since a person can prohibit
another’s produce to himself. If one says to another: Your produce
is konam to me, it is prohibited for him to eat that produce, although
it does not belong to him and the prohibition will apply to it only
when it reaches his domain. This indicates that a konam has unique
power that enables a person to consecrate an object that has not
yet come into the world, which according to Rabbi Yoĥanan the
Cobbler is an exception to the principle. Consequently, Shmuel’s
ruling in accordance with Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri with regard
to konamot is not relevant to his opinion on the issue of a wife’s
earnings.

אוֹסר
ֵ  ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ָא ָדם:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
אוֹסר
ֵ ּ ֵפירוֹת ֲח ֵבירוֹ ָﬠ ָליו – ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ָא ָדם
 יֶ ֱאסֹר דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָ ּבא,ירוֹתיו ַﬠל ֲח ֵבירוֹ
ָ ּ ֵפ
אוֹסר
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ֵאין ָא ָדם,עוֹלם ַﬠל ֲח ֵבירוֹ
ָ ָל
?ּ ֵפירוֹת ֲח ֵבירוֹ ַﬠל ֲח ֵבירוֹ

Abaye said to him: This analogy cannot serve as a proof. Granted, a
person can prohibit another’s produce to himself, but this is possible because a person can prohibit his own produce to another.
In both cases there is at least one aspect of the prohibition that is in
his domain, either when he forbids another’s produce to himself, or
when he forbids produce in his own possession to others. However,
one cannot prohibit an object that has not yet come into the world
to another, since a person cannot prohibit another’s produce to
another. Just as he cannot make a konam and render prohibited to
another person produce that is not in his possession, he also cannot
render prohibited to another person produce that has not yet come
into the world. If so, how can a woman render her earnings prohibited
to her husband by a konam if those earnings have not yet come into
the world?

:ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ  ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵרRather, the Gemara rejects that explanation and instead explains as
יהם״ דְּ יָ ַדיִ ם
ֶ עוֹש
ׂ ֵ אוֹמ ֶרת ״יִ ָ ּק ְד ׁש ּו יָ ַדי ְל
ֶ  ְ ּבRav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: The mishna does not refer
to a case where she said: My earnings are konam to you, but rather
.עוֹלם
ָ יתנְ ה ּו ָ ּב
ְ ִא
to one when she says: My hands are consecrated to the One Who
made them,N and this konam can take eﬀect because the hands do
exist in the world.
 וְ ִכי ָק ָא ְמ ָרה ָה ִכי ִמי ִמ ַ ּקדְּ ׁ ָשן? ָהאThe Gemara asks: When she says this in such terms does it become
.״ל ִכי ִמי ַ ּג ְר ׁ ָשה״
ְ יה! דְּ ָא ְמ ָרה
ּ  ְמ ׁ ַש ְﬠ ְ ּב ָדא ֵלconsecrated? She is subjugated to her husband with regard to her
earnings, so how can she consecrate that which is not hers? The
Gemara answers: She says that the consecration will take eﬀect when
she will get divorced from her husband.
ּ  דְּ ִא,יכא ִמ ֵידי
יל ּו ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא – ָלא
ָּ ו ִּמי ִא
:יה ָק ֵד ׁיש? ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ַﬠאי
ּ  ו ְּל ַק ֵּמ,ָק ֵד ׁיש
״ש ֶדה
ׂ ָ אוֹמר ַל ֲח ֵבירוֹ
ֵ ַא ָּל ָמה ָלא? ִאילּ ּו ָה
ָ ִל ְכ ׁ ֶש ֶא ָ ּק ֶח ָּנה ִמ ְּמך, ָמוֹכר ְלך
ֵ זוֹ ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי
ּ ָ ִּת
?יק ֵד ׁש״ ִמי ָלא ָק ְד ׁ ָשה

The Gemara asks: Is there anything one would do that if done at
present, the consecration could not take eﬀect and in the future
the consecration could take eﬀect? Rabbi Elai said: Why not? If
one told another: This field that I am selling to you will be consecrated when I buy it back from you,H doesn’t that field become
consecrated when he buys it back? It appears that one can cause an
item to become consecrated in the future although at present he
cannot consecrate it.

NOTES

My hands are consecrated to the One Who made
them – יהם
ֶ עוֹש
ׂ ֵ יִ ָ ּק ְד ׁש ּו יָ ַדי ְל: The Rashba writes that the
Sages had a tradition that consecrating one’s hands for
that which they produce is analogous to consecrating
a palm tree for its fruit, in which case the sanctity takes
eﬀect on the fruit. The fruit is formed inside the tree
and within it; similarly, hands craft the handiwork they
produce. However, consecrating one’s hands is not
analogous to setting a trap and consecrating whatever
is caught in the trap. The trap itself does not create
what it catches, and therefore it cannot consecrate
what is in it.
HALAKHA

This field that I am selling you will be consecrated
when I buy it back from you – , ָמוֹכר ְלך
ֵ ָ ׂש ֶדה זוֹ ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי
ּ ָ ל ְכ ׁ ֶש ֶא ָ ּק ֶח ָּנה ִמ ְּמךָ ִּת:ִ If one says to another: This
יק ֵד ׁש
field that I am selling you will be consecrated when
I buy it back from you, it becomes consecrated when
he repurchases the field. The reason the consecration
is eﬀective is that he could have consecrated the field
at the time he made the declaration (Rambam Sefer
Hafla’a, Hilkhot Arakhin VaĤaramim 6:29).
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? ִמי דָּ ֵמי:ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַר ִ ּבי יִ ְר ְמיָ ה
 ָה ָכא – ֵאין,יש ּה
ָ ׁ ִָּה ָתם – ְ ּביָ דוֹ ְל ַה ְקד
 ָהא ָלא דָּ ְמיָ א.ְ ּביָ ָד ּה ְלגָ ֵר ׁש ֶאת ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה
״ש ֶדה זוֹ ׁ ֶש ָּמ ַכ ְר ִּתי
ׂ ָ אוֹמר ַל ֲח ֵבירוֹ
ֵ ֶא ָּלא ָל
ּ ָ ְלךָ ִל ְכ ׁ ֶש ֶא ָ ּק ֶח ָּנה ִמ ְּמךָ ִּת
יק ֵד ׁש״ – דְּ ָלא
!ָק ְד ׁ ָשה

Rabbi Yirmeya objects to this: Are these cases comparable?
There, with regard to a field, since the field that he is selling
belongs to him at the time of the sale, it is in his power to consecrate it now. Therefore, he can eﬀect sanctity on it at a later point
as well. But here, it is not in her power to divorce herself. Consequently, the analogy is invalid. Rather, this is comparable only
to a diﬀerent case, when one says to another: This field that I
already sold to you will be consecrated when I buy it back from
you.H In that case the field is not consecrated, as, when he said
this the field was not in his possession, and one cannot consecrate
an object that has not yet come into the world.

–  ִמי דָּ ֵמי? ָה ָתם:ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
 ָה ָכא – ּגו ָּפ ּה,ח לוֹק
ֵ ְּּגו ָּפא ו ֵּפירוֹת ְ ּביָ ָדא ד
אוֹמר
ֵ ְ ּביָ ָד ּה הוּא! ָהא ָלא דָּ ְמיָ א ֶא ָּלא ָל
ַל ֲח ֵבירוֹ

Rav Pappa objects to this: Is Rav Yirmeya’s analogy comparable?
There, the field itself and its produce are in the possession of the
buyer, and therefore the seller cannot consecrate them. Here, her
body is in her possession, as she owns her hands. Rather, this is
comparable only to a case where one says to another:

HALAKHA

This field that I already sold to you will be consecrated when
I buy it back from you – ָָ ׂש ֶדה זוֹ ׁ ֶש ָּמ ַכ ְר ִּתי ְלךָ ִל ְכ ׁ ֶש ֶא ָ ּק ֶח ָּנה ִמ ְּמך
ּ ָ ת:ִּ If one said to another: This field that I sold you will be
יק ֵד ׁש
consecrated when I repurchase it from you, then even if he

repurchases the field it is not consecrated. Since the field was not
in his possession at the time he made the declaration, it was not
within his power to consecrate it (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot
Arakhin VaĤaramim 6:27).
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This field that I mortgaged to youH and from whose produce you
 ִל ְכ ׁ ֶש ֶא ְפדֶּ ָּנה, ָ״ש ֶדה זוֹ ׁ ֶש ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּכנְ ִּתי ְלך
ָׂ
ּ ָ  ִמ ְּמךָ – ִּתare benefiting will be consecrated when I redeem it from you.
.יק ֵד ׁש״ – דְּ ָק ְד ׁ ָשה
The halakha is that it is consecrated, since the field itself was not
transferred to another’s ownership.
:יה דְּ ַרב ִא ִידי
ָ ׁ ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב ׁ ֵש
ּ ישא ְ ּב ֵר
 ָה ָכא – ֵאין,ִמי דָּ ֵמי? ָה ָתם ְ ּביָ דוֹ ִל ְפדּ ָוֹת ּה
 ָהא ָלא דָּ ְמיָ א ֶא ָּלא.ְ ּביָ ָד ּה ְלגָ ֵר ׁש ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה
״ש ֶדה זוֹ ׁ ֶש ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּכנְ ִּתי
ׂ ָ אוֹמר ַל ֲח ֵבירוֹ
ֵ ָל
– ָ ִל ְכ ׁ ֶש ֶא ְפדֶּ ָּנה ִמ ְּמך,ְלךָ ְל ֶﬠ ֶ ׂשר ׁ ָשנִים
ּ ָ ִּת
.יק ֵד ׁש״ דְּ ָק ְד ׁ ָשה

Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, objects to this: Is it comparable?
There, in the case where he mortgaged the field, it is in his power
to redeem it, whereas here, with regard to a woman who renders
her earnings prohibited to her husband, it is not in her power to
divorce herself from her husband. This is only comparable to
one who says to another: This field that I have mortgaged to
you for ten years will be consecrated when I redeem it from you.
The halakha is that it is consecrated. Similarly, in this case, despite
the fact that her earnings belong to her husband, when she will be
divorced they will revert to her, and since her hands have always
belonged to her, she can consecrate her earnings.

–  ִמי דָּ ֵמי? ָה ָתם: ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב ַא ׁ ִשיRav Ashi objects to this: Is it comparable? There, after ten years
–  ָה ָכא, ְל ֶﬠ ֶ ׂשר ׁ ָשנִים ִמ ָיהא ְ ּביָ דוֹ ִל ְפדּ ָוֹת ּהin any case it will be in his power to redeem it, whereas here,
with regard to a woman, it is never in her power to divorce her.עוֹלם
ָ ֵאין ְ ּביָ ָד ּה ְלגָ ֵר ׁש ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה ְל
self from her husband. Consequently, there is no way for her to
consecrate her future earnings.
HALAKHA

This field that I mortgaged to you – ָש ֶדה זֶ ה ׁ ֶש ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּכנְ ִּתי ְלך:
ׂ ָ If
one said to another: This field that I mortgaged to you will be
consecrated when I redeem it from you, then when he redeems
the field it becomes consecrated, since it is then in his power to
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redeem it. Even if the field were mortgaged for a fixed period,
it is still consecrated, since it is in his power to redeem the
field after that period (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Arakhin
VaĤaramim 6:29).

? קוֹנָ מוֹת ָקא ָא ְמ ַר ְּת:ֶא ָּלא ֲא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
. וְ ִכ ְד ָר ָבא,ּׁ ָשאנֵי קוֹנָ מוֹת דִּ ְקדו ׁ ּ ַּשת ַה ּגוּף נִינְ הו
–  וְ ׁ ִש ְחר ּור, ָח ֵמץ, ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש:דְּ ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
.יﬠ ּבוּד
ְ יﬠין ִמ ֵידי ׁ ִש
ִ ַמ ְפ ִק

Rather, the contradiction between the two rulings of Shmuel
must be resolved in a diﬀerent manner. Rav Ashi said: Did
you speak about konamot? Konamot are diﬀerent,N since they
are a type of inherent sanctity,N and therefore the konam can
take eﬀect on an item that is subjugated to another person, in
accordance with the halakha articulated by Rava. As Rava said:
Consecration,H the prohibition of leavened bread on Passover,H
and the liberation of a slaveH can all abrogate a lien on property.
If property was mortgaged to another person, and then the owner
consecrated it, or if leavened bread was mortgaged and Passover
arrived and it became prohibited to benefit from it, or if a slave
was mortgaged and then liberated by his owner, the lien is abrogated. Since konam is a form of consecration, it can take eﬀect
on an item even when it is subjugated to another when the owner
prohibited it, similar to the case of mortgaged property.

יה
ְ  וְ נִ ְקדְּ ׁש ּו ֵמ ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא! ַא ְלמו ָּה ַר ָ ּבנַן ְל ׁ ִשThe Gemara asks: If it is so, that a konam can remove the lien on
ּ יﬠ ּבו ֵּד
ּ ָ יכי דְּ ָלא ִּת
ִ  ִּכי ֵה, דְּ ַב ַﬠלproperty, let her earnings become consecrated from now, even
.יק ֵד ׁש ֵמ ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא
before her husband divorces her. The Gemara answers: The
Sages reinforced the husband’s lien in order that it not become
consecrated now. However, since in general a konam can take
eﬀect on mortgaged items, it can take eﬀect on her earnings
after she leaves her husband’s jurisdiction.
עוֹשה
ָׂ
מתני׳ וְ ֵא ּל ּו ְמ ָלאכוֹת ׁ ֶש ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
, ְמ ַב ׁ ּ ֶש ֶלת, ו ְּמ ַכ ֶ ּב ֶסת,אוֹפה
ָ ְ ו,טוֹחנֶ ת
ֶ :ְל ַב ְﬠ ָל ּה
עוֹשה
ׂ ָ ְ ו, ַמ ַ ּצ ַﬠת לוֹ ַה ִּמ ָּטה,נִיקה ֶאת ְ ּבנָ ּה
ָ ו ֵּמ
נִיסה לוֹ ׁ ִש ְפ ָחה ַא ַחת – ל ֹא
ָ  ִה ְכ.ַ ּב ֶ ּצ ֶמר
ָ טוֹחנֶ ת וְ ל ֹא
ֶ
–  ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם.אוֹפה וְ ל ֹא ְמ ַכ ֶ ּב ֶסת
–  ׁ ָשל ֹֹש.נִיקה ֶאת ְ ּבנָ ּה
ָ ֵאין ְמ ַב ׁ ּ ֶש ֶלת וְ ֵאין ֵמ
.עוֹשה ַ ּב ֶ ּצ ֶמר
ׂ ָ  וְ ֵאין,ֵאין ַמ ַ ּצ ַﬠת לוֹ ַה ִּמ ָּטה
ֶ ׁ – ַא ְר ַ ּבע
.יוֹש ֶבת ְ ּב ַק ֶּת ְד ָרא

mishna

And these are tasks that a wife must
performH for her husband: She grinds
wheat into flour, and bakes, and washes clothes, cooks, and
nurses her child, makes her husband’s bed,H and makes
thread from woolH by spinning it. If she brought him one
maidservant,H i.e., brought the maidservant with her into the
marriage, the maidservant will perform some of these tasks.
Consequently, the wife does not need to grind, and does not
need to bake, and does not need to wash clothes. If she brought
him two maidservants,H she does not need to cook and does
not need to nurse her child if she does not want to, but instead
may give the child to a wet nurse. If she brought him three
maidservants,H she does not need to make his bed and does
not need to make thread from wool. If she brought him four
maidservants, she may sit in a chair [katedra]NL like a queen
and not do anything, as her maidservants do all of her work
for her.

NOTES

Konamot are diﬀerent – שאנֵי קוֹנָ מוֹת:
ָ ׁ The Meiri writes
that the commentaries dispute whether Rav Ashi’s words
relate to the halakha of konamot in general or whether
he is discussing only a situation where the woman said:
My hands are consecrated to the One Who made them. If
the former is true, Shmuel’s ruling is to be interpreted as
explained by Rav Yosef: Even if the woman consecrated
her earnings themselves, the consecration is valid. The
latter interpretation is in accordance with the opinion of
Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua. This dispute has implications both with regard to Rav Ashi’s opinion and the
halakha itself.
They are a type of inherent sanctity – קדו ׁ ּ ַּשת ַהגּ וּף נִינְ ה ּו:ְ
Rashi explains at length that the term inherent sanctity
used in this context does not mean that the item has
actual inherent sanctity like consecrated items designated for the altar. Rather, the significance of the term is
that if an item was prohibited by a konam, it has a similar
status to objects that have inherent sanctity, meaning
that it cannot be redeemed. If an animal is consecrated
for an oﬀering, it has inherent sanctity and its sanctity is
irrevocable as long as it is fit to be oﬀered on the altar,
which is not the case for items whose sanctity inheres
in their value, such as an item consecrated for Temple
maintenance, which has no innate sanctity and therefore
one can redeem it. An item that was prohibited by a
konam is similar to an object with inherent sanctity in
that it remains prohibited forever, or at least until the
vow is revoked. It cannot be redeemed or desacralized.
She may sit in an chair – יוֹש ֶבת ְ ּב ַק ֶּת ְד ָרא:
ֶ ׁ Tosafot add
the following: It would seem from the mishna that, like
a woman who brought four maidservants with her into
the marriage, a woman who brought three maidservants
with her also does not have to perform any tasks. Nevertheless, she is still obligated to do light housework. In
contrast, a woman who brought four maidservants does
not have to do any work at all.
LANGUAGE

Chair [katedra] – ק ֶּת ְד ָרא:ַ From the Greek καθέδρα,
kathedra, meaning chair, specifically a chair of honor
used by scholars or rulers.

HALAKHA

Consecration abrogates the lien – יﬠ ׁ ִש ְﬠ ּבוּד ה ְקדֵּ ׁש ַמ ְפ ִק:ֶ Consecration removes the lien on property, in accordance with
the opinion of Rava, who said that if the borrower consecrates
mortgaged property, he abrogates the lien on it, and the creditor cannot collect his debt from that property. According to
most ruling authorities, who follow the ge’onim and Rashi, this
is applicable only if he consecrated the property with inherent
sanctity, but if he consecrated it with sanctity that inheres in
its value, the consecration cannot abrogate the lien on the
property, and the borrower must redeem it with a small sum
of money so that people do not say that consecrated items can
be desacralized without redemption. However, the Rambam
maintains that even sanctity that inheres in an item’s value can
abrogate the lien until the item is redeemed (Rambam Sefer
Mishpatim, Hilkhot Malve VeLoveh 18:7 and Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot
Arakhin VaĤaramim 7:14; Tur, Ĥoshen Mishpat 117; Shulĥan Arukh,
Ĥoshen Mishpat 117:7, and in the comment of Rema).
The prohibition of leavened bread on Passover abrogates
the lien – יﬠ ִמ ׁ ּ ִש ְﬠ ּבוּד ח ֵמץ ַמ ְפ ִק:ָ In a case where a Jew borrowed
money from a gentile and mortgaged leavened bread as a
guarantee against his loan, if Passover elapsed before the loan
was repaid, it is permitted to derive benefit from the leavened
bread only if he transferred the leavened bread to the gentile’s
possession as collateral, since the prohibition of leavened bread
abrogates the lien (Rambam Sefer Mishpatim, Hilkhot Malve
VeLoveh 18:6; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 441:1).

Liberation of a slave abrogates the lien – יﬠ ׁ ִש ְחרוּר ַמ ְפ ִק
מ ׁ ּ ִש ְﬠ ּבוּד:ִ If a slave was mortgaged as designated repayment
for his master’s debt and was then liberated by his master, this
abrogates the lien, and he is a free man (Rambam Sefer Kinyan,
Hilkhot Avadim 8:16; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 267:68, Ĥoshen
Mishpat 117:6).

in accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot
Ishut 21:1; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 80:1).

If she brought him one maidservant – נִיסה לוֹ ׁ ִש ְפ ָחה ַא ַחת
ָ ה ְכ:ִ
If a woman brought her husband one maidservant, or property
with which to purchase one maidservant, she does not need
to supervise the grinding of wheat. She also need not bake,
And these are tasks that a wife must perform –  וְ ֵאלּ ּו ְמ ָלאכוֹתwash clothes or place straw before her husband’s animal, in
עוֹשה
ׂ ָ ש ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה:
ֶ ׁ There are some household tasks that a woman accordance with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot
must perform for her husband if they are poor: Supervis- Ishut 21:6, Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 80:7).
ing the grinding of the wheat, baking, cooking, washing
clothes, and nursing her child, in accordance with the mishna If she brought him two maidservants – נִיסה לוֹ ׁ ְש ֵּתי ׁ ְש ָפחוֹת
ָ ה ְכ:ִ
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 21:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Even If a woman brought him two maidservants, she does not need
HaEzer 80:6).
to cook or to nurse her child, in accordance with the mishna
Makes her husband’s bed – מ ַ ּצ ַﬠת לוֹ ַה ִּמ ָּטה:ַ A woman is obli- (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 21:6; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
gated to make her husband’s bed. The Rema writes that some HaEzer 80:8).
say that she is obligated to make all the beds in the house, in
If she brought him three maidservants – נִיסה לוֹ ׁ ָשל ֹׁש
ָ ִה ְכ
accordance with the opinion of the Maggid Mishne and the
ש ָפחוֹת:
ְ ׁ If she brought him three maidservants she needs only
Ran (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 21:3; Shulĥan Arukh,
to make her husband’s bed (Ran, citing Rema). Some commenEven HaEzer 80:4).
taries say that she needs only to prepare the sheets on his bed,
Makes thread from wool – עוֹשה ַ ּב ֶ ּצ ֶמר:
ָׂ
A woman is obligated as this is an act of intimacy (Tur). The Rambam and the Shulĥan
to perform tasks that will help sustain her family, in accordance Arukh do not cite this halakha, as they decided in accordance
with the custom of her country. If it is the custom for women with Rabbi Eliezer, and do not maintain a distinction between
to weave, she must weave, and if they embroider, she must making her husband’s bed and making other beds (Rambam
embroider or spin wool. If it is not the local custom for women Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 21:6 and Kesef Mishne there; Shulĥan
to perform these tasks, he can compel her only to spin wool, Arukh, Even HaEzer 80:8).
: פרק ה׳ דף נט. KeTUBoT . Perek V . 59b
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NOTES

He can compel her to make thread from wool – ּכ ָוֹפ ּה
ל ֲﬠ ׂשוֹת ַ ּב ֶ ּצ ֶמר:ַ A number of commentaries write that he
cannot compel her to make the required amount that
other women must make, but only enough so that she will
not be totally idle (Rashba; Ritva). There is also a dispute
among the early authorities with regard to whether her
earnings in this case belong to her or to her husband.
A wife is only for beauty – יוֹפי
ִ אין ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ֶא ָּלא ְל:
ֵ Tosafot
comment that apparently Rabbi Ĥiyya disagrees with
the ruling in the mishna only with respect to tasks that
could aﬀect a woman’s beauty or refinement, such as
grinding or baking, but not tasks like making thread from
wool. According to Melo HaRo’im, the expression: A wife is
only for children, means that a woman should not nurse
her baby, since doing so will delay her ability to become
pregnant again. According to this interpretation, there is a
diﬀerence between the statement that a wife is for beauty
and the statement that a wife is for children. Others say
the opposite: According to the opinion that a wife is for
beauty then she does not nurse, whereas according to the
opinion that a wife is for children she must also nurse her
children (Ĥever ben Ĥayyim).
BACKGROUND

Hand mill – יחיָּ א דְּ יָ ָדא
ַ ר:ֵ Hand mills were commonly used
in ancient times by women, who would grind grain into
flour for household use. The grain was placed in the opening on the top piece and the mill would be turned with
the handle while the bottom part stayed still.
When a large amount of flour was needed, it was
ground in a large mill that was rotated by water pressure
or animals. Although with extreme eﬀort people could
also rotate these mills (see Judges 16:21), it is not plausible
that such diﬃcult work was done by women.

נִיסה לוֹ ֵמ ָאה
ָ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִה ְכ:אוֹמר
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
 ׁ ֶש ַה ַ ּב ָּט ָלה,ׁ ְש ָפחוֹת – ּכ ָוֹפ ּה ַל ֲﬠ ׂשוֹת ַ ּב ֶ ּצ ֶמר
יאל
ֵ  ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל.ימה
ָ ִיאה ִל ֵידי ז
ָ ְמ ִב
 ַאף ַה ַּמדִּ יר ֶאת ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ ִמ ַּל ֲﬠ ׂשוֹת:אוֹמר
ֵ
 ׁ ֶש ַה ַ ּב ָּט ָלה,אכה – יוֹצִ יא וְ יִ ֵּתן ְּכתו ָ ּּבה
ָ ְמ ָל
.יﬠמוּם
ֲ יאה ִל ֵידי ׁ ִש
ָ ְמ ִב
ֶ גמ׳
:ימא
ָ טוֹחנֶ ת ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ְﬠ ָּתךְ ? ֶא ָּלא ֵא
.יחיָּ א דְּ יָ ָדא
ַ  ְ ּב ֵר:ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִא.ַמ ְט ֶחנֶ ת

Rabbi Eliezer says: Even if she brought him a hundred maidservants, he can compel her to make thread from wool,NH since
idleness leads to licentiousness. Consequently, it is better for a
woman to be doing some kind of work. Rabban Shimon ben
Gamliel says: Even one who vows that his wife is prohibited
from doing any workH must divorce her and give her the
payment for her marriage contract, since idleness leads to
idiocy.

gemara

With regard to the mishna’s choice of
terminology the Gemara asks: Could it
enter your mind that she grinds the wheat into flour? Ordinarily,
grinding is performed in a mill using millstones that are rotated
by water or by animals, so the woman herself does not actually
grind the wheat. The Gemara answers: Rather, say that she
supervises the grindingH by bringing wheat to the mill and
ensuring that it is ground properly. Alternatively, if you wish, say
instead: She can grind the wheat herself with a hand mill.B

: דְּ ָתנֵי ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא.נִיתין דְּ ָלא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא
ִ ַמ ְת
 ֵאין ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ֶא ָּלא,יוֹפי
ִ ֵאין ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ֶא ָּלא ְל
 ֵאין ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ֶא ָּלא: וְ ָתנֵי ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא,ְל ָבנִים
 ָהרוֹצֶ ה: וְ ָתנֵי ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא.יטי ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
ֵ ְל ַת ְכ ׁ ִש
ֶ ׁ ׁ ֶשיְּ ַﬠדֵּ ן ֶאת ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ – יַ ְל ִ ּב
,יש ָּנה ְּכ ֵלי ִפ ׁ ְש ָּתן
יל ָּנה
ֶ ָהרוֹצֶ ה ׁ ֶשיַּ ְל ִ ּבין ֶאת ִ ּב ּתוֹ – יַ ֲא ִכ
. וְ יַ ׁ ְש ֶק ָּנה ָח ָלב ָסמוּךְ ְל ִפ ְיר ָק ּה,רוֹחים
ִ ֶא ְפ

The Gemara comments: The mishna is not in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Ĥiyya, as Rabbi Ĥiyya teaches: A wife
is only for beauty,N and a wife is only for children, but not for
household tasks. And Rabbi Ĥiyya teaches: A wife is only for
wearing a woman’s finery. And Rabbi Ĥiyya similarly teaches:
One who wishes to beautify his wife should clothe her in
linen garments, and one who wishes to whiten his daughter
so that she will have a fair complexion, should feed her young
chickens, and should give her milk to drink toward the time
of her maturity.

נִיתין דְּ ָלא
ִ ימא ַמ ְת
ָ  ֵל.נִיקה ֶאת ְ ּבנָ ּה״
ָ ״ו ֵּמ
 נָ ְד ָרה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ְל ָהנִיק: דְּ ַתנְיָא,ְּכ ֵבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי
וֹמ ֶטת
ֶ  ׁש:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי,ֶאת ְ ּבנָ ּה
וֹפ ּה
ָ  ּכ:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ
 ֵ ּבית ִה ֵּלל,דַּ ד ִמ ּ ִפיו
 וְ ִאם ָהיָ ה. נִ ְת ָ ּג ְר ׁ ָשה – ֵאינוֹ ּכ ָוֹפ ּה.נִיקתוֹ
ָ ו ְּמ
,נִיקתוֹ
ָ כוֹפ ּה ו ְּמ
ָ ְ ו,נוֹתן ָל ּה ְ ׂש ָכ ָר ּה
ֵ – ַמ ִּכ ָיר ּה
.ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ַה ַּס ָּכנָ ה

§ The mishna mentions among a wife’s obligations that she
nurses her child. The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the
mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai,
as it is taught in a baraita: If a woman took a vow not to nurse
her child,H Beit Shammai say: Since she vowed, she must
remove her nipple from his mouth and not nurse him. Beit
Hillel say: Her husband can compel her, and she must nurse the
child even against her will. However, if she was divorced and
therefore had no further obligations to her husband, he cannot
compel her.H Nevertheless, if the baby recognized her, then
even after the divorce, her husband may pay her a salary as a wet
nurse and compel her to nurse due to the danger that the
child will starve if he refuses to nurse from another woman. This
baraita indicates that according to Beit Shammai a woman has
no obligation to nurse her child. If she had a prior obligation to
her husband to nurse the child, the vow would not take eﬀect.

HALAKHA

He can compel her to make thread from wool – ּכ ָוֹפ ּה ַל ֲﬠ ׂשוֹת
ב ֶ ּצ ֶמר:ּ ַ Even if a woman brought her husband a hundred maidservants, she cannot remain completely idle and not perform
any tasks. However, he cannot compel her to work all day, but
only enough to prevent her from being idle, which could lead
her to licentiousness, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 21:2; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 80:2).

Hand mill

One who vows that his wife is prohibited from doing any
work – אכה
ָ ה ַּמדִּ יר ֶאת ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ ִמ ַּל ֲﬠ ׂשוֹת ְמ ָל:ַ One who vows that
his wife should not do work must divorce her and give her the
payment for her marriage contract, since idleness leads to licentiousness. As explained in the Gemara (61b), this is in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as opposed to that of Rabbi
Shimon ben Gamliel (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 21:3;
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 80:3).
She supervises the grinding – מ ְט ֶחנֶ ת:ַ How does a woman
supervise the grinding? She sits in the millhouse and sifts the
flour or drives the animal doing the grinding. If it was the custom
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to grind wheat with a hand mill she must use one, according to
both opinions in the Gemara, which are not in dispute with one
another (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 21:5; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 80:6).
Took a vow not to nurse her child – נָד ָרה ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ְל ָהנִיק ֶאת ְ ּבנָ ּה:
ְ
If a woman vows not to nurse her child, she may be compelled
to nurse him, in accordance with Beit Hillel’s opinion (Rambam
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 21:13; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 82:1).
If she was divorced he cannot compel her – נִ ְת ָ ּג ְר ׁ ָשה ֵאינוֹ ּכ ָוֹפ ּה:
If a woman was divorced she cannot be compelled to nurse her
child. If she wishes, her ex-husband can pay her wages as a wet
nurse, and if not, she can give the child to him and he must take
care of him. If the child knew his mother, and according to some
opinions (Rema, citing Tur), if he did not want to nurse from
others, she can be compelled to nurse him, due to the possible
danger involved to the child, and her ex-husband must pay her
a salary (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 21:16; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 82:5).

 ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי,ימא ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי
ָ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵּת
ָﬠ ְס ִקינַן – ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ָּנ ְד ָרה ִהיא וְ ִקיֵּ ים ָל ּה
נוֹתן
ֵ  הוּא: וְ ָק ָס ְב ִרי ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי.הוּא
: ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל ָס ְב ִרי.ֶיה
ָ ֶאצְ ַ ּבע ֵ ּבין ׁ ִש ּינ
.ֶיה
ָ ִהיא נָ ְתנָ ה ֶאצְ ַ ּבע ֵ ּבין ׁ ִש ּינ

The Gemara rejects this suggestion: Even if you say that the mishna
is also in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, here we
are dealing with a case where she made this vow and her husband
ratified it for her by refraining from nullifying it. Beit Shammai
maintain that in that case it is considered as if he had placed his
finger between her teeth, i.e., he caused the vow to be in eﬀect,
meaning that in that case the responsibility lies with him. Since
he declined the opportunity to nullify the vow, her obligation to
nurse is canceled. Beit Hillel maintain that in that case she put
her finger between her own teeth, i.e., she caused the vow to
remain in eﬀect. Consequently, although he ratified her vow, the
responsibility rests on her, and for this reason her obligation is
not annulled.

, ַּתנְיָא,וְ נִ ְפ ְלג ּו ִ ּב ְכתו ָ ּּבה ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא! וְ עוֹד
.נִיקה
ָ  ֵאינָ ּה ֵמ:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי
נִיתין דְּ ָלא ְּכ ֵבית
ִ  ַמ ְת,ֶא ָּלא ְמ ַח ַּו ְור ָּתא
.ׁ ַש ַּמאי

The Gemara asks: If so, that the dispute is about who is responsible
when a woman vows and her husband ratifies the vow, and it is not
specifically about her obligation to nurse her child, then let them
dispute about a marriage contract in general, with regard to
whether or not a woman is entitled to payment for her marriage
contract if she vows to prohibit her husband from deriving benefit
from her. And furthermore, it is taught in a baraita that Beit
Shammai explicitly say with regard to all women, not specifically
in the context of vows: She does not need to nurse if she does not
want to. Rather, it is clear that the mishna is not in accordance
with the opinion of Beit Shammai.

.״אם ָהיָ ה ַמ ִּכ ָיר ּה״
ִ The Gemara above quotes a baraita where it is taught that if the
baby recognized her, her husband can compel her to continue
nursing even after she is divorced, but he must pay her for
nursing.

Perek V
Daf 60 Amud a
ַﬠד ַּכ ָּמה? ָא ַמר ָר ָבא ָא ַמר ַרב יִ ְר ְמיָ ה
, ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ֳח ָד ׁ ִשים:ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא ָא ַמר ַרב
 וְ ַר ִ ּבי, ׁ ְשל ׁ ִֹשים יוֹם:ּו ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר
, ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ִשים יוֹם:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ יִ צְ ָחק ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 ֲה ָל ָכה:ימי ַ ּבר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ִ ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ִש
.יוֹחנָן
ָ ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק ׁ ֶש ָא ַמר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי
יוֹחנָן – ָּכל ַחד וְ ַחד
ָ ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ַרב וְ ַר ִ ּבי
 ִּכי ַהאי, ֶא ָּלא ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל.יה
ּ ִּכי חו ְּר ֵפ
?ַ ּגוְ ונָ א ִמי ַמ ׁ ְש ְּכ ַח ְּת ָל ּה

The Gemara asks: How old does the child have to beH so that one
can assume that he already recognizes his mother? Rava said that
Rav Yirmeya bar Abba said that Rav said: Three months, and
Shmuel said: Thirty days, and Rabbi Yitzĥak said that Rabbi
Yoĥanan said: Fifty days. Rav Shimi bar Abaye said: The halakha
is in accordance with what Rabbi Yitzĥak said in the name of
Rabbi Yoĥanan. The Gemara asks: Granted, Rav and Rabbi
Yoĥanan are in dispute with regard to the diﬀerence between fifty
days and three months, as it is possible that each baby varies
according to its intelligence, as one baby is suﬃciently developed
at fifty days, while another knows his mother at only three months.
However, according to Shmuel, can you find a case like this, a
one-month-old baby who recognizes his mother?

 ָלא:ִּכי ֲא ָתא ָר ִמי ַ ּבר יְ ֶחזְ ֵקאל ֲא ַמר
ְּתצַ יְּ ִתינְ ה ּו ְל ָהנֵי ְּכ ָל ֵלי דְּ ָכיֵ יל יְ הו ָּדה
 ָה ִכי ֲא ַמר.יה דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ּ ָא ִחי ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
. ָּכל זְ ַמן ׁ ֶש ַּמ ִּכ ָיר ּה:ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל

The Gemara relates: When Rami bar Yeĥezkel came from Eretz
Yisrael, he said: Do not listen to, i.e., do not accept, those
principles that my brother Yehuda said in the name of Shmuel,
as Shmuel did not establish a particular time with regard to
this matter. Rather, this is what Shmuel said: Whenever he
recognizes her,B i.e., there is no fixed age at which this occurs. One
must check each baby to see whether he recognizes his mother.

HALAKHA

How old does the child have to be – ﬠד ַּכ ָּמה:ַ If a child has
begun to nurse from his mother, one cannot separate him
from her due to the possible danger involved. There is no precise stage at which this applies, as it depends on whether the
child recognizes his mother, in accordance with the opinion
of Shmuel as quoted by Rami bar Yeĥezkel. There are, however,
authorities who rule in accordance with Rabbi Yitzĥak, following the ruling of the Gemara (Rif; Rosh). The Rema writes that
some authorities maintain that if a child began to nurse from
a wet nurse, she can be compelled to continue to nurse him
if he recognizes her and resists nursing from another woman
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 21:16; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 82:5).

BACKGROUND

Whenever he recognizes her – כל זְ ַמן ׁ ֶש ַּמ ִּכ ָיר ּה:ָּ There are several stages of human recognition observed among babies.
According to contemporary studies, a newborn can recognize
his mother’s voice, a capability acquired in the womb, and his
mother’s scent. At the age of approximately one month an
infant begins to demonstrate a certain level of recognition of
other people. At about eight weeks a baby may demonstrate

signs of interest and aﬀection toward people he recognizes,
and his preference for his mother stands out significantly from
about six months. These general parameters vary to some
extent from child to child; some develop slightly earlier and
some later. This type of recognition is present in blind children
as well, primarily through the sense of smell.
. פרק ה׳ דף ס. KeTUBoT . Perek V . 60a
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