Perek V
Daf 64 Amud a
ִמ ׁ ּש ּום דְּ ַרב זְ ִביד ַ ּג ְב ָרא ַר ָ ּבה הוּא
ָּ יה ְל ִדינָ א ִﬠ
יה? ָה ֲא ַמר
ּ ֵילו
ּ ַא ְפ ִכית ּו ֵל
יב ֲﬠיָ א ָ ּב ֵﬠי ָל ּה ָר ָבא וְ ָלא
ּ ָ  ִמ:ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א
ּ ָפ ׁ ֵשיט! ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא דְּ ָלא ִא ְּת ַמר ָלא ָה ִכי וְ ָלא
 ָלא, ָּת ְפ ָסה – ָלא ַמ ּ ְפ ִקינַ ן ִמ ָּינ ּה,ָה ִכי
.ָּת ְפ ָסה – ָלא יָ ֲה ִבינַן ָל ּה

Because Rav Zevid is a great man, and due to his piety and
humility he would not challenge the ruling, you twist the
judgment against him? Didn’t Rav Kahana say: Rava raises a
dilemma with regard to this issue and did not resolve it, so how
did you rule that she may retain her worn clothes? The Gemara
summarizes: Now that it was not stated and concluded this
way or that way, if she seized an item of her possessions, we
do not take it away from her,H but if she did not seize it, we
do not give it to her.

,יטא
ָּ יסר יַ ְר ֵחי ׁ ַש ָּתא ַא ִ ּג
ַ  ו ַּמ ׁ ְש ִהינַן ָל ּה ְּת ֵרThe Gemara adds another halakha with regard to a rebellious
N
יסר יַ ְר ֵחי ׁ ַש ָּתא ֵלית ָל ּה ְמזוֹנֵי
ַ  ו ְּב ָהנָ ךְ ְּת ֵרwoman: And we delay her bill of divorce for twelve months of
H
the year and do not give her a bill of divorce until then. And
.ִמ ַ ּב ַﬠל
during those twelve months of the year she does not receive
sustenance from her husband.
:יסנָ א ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ְ ָא ַמר ַרב טו ִּבי ַ ּבר ִק
 וְ ֵאין,וֹת ִבין ִא ֶ ּג ֶרת ֶמ ֶרד ַﬠל ֲארו ָּסה
ְ ּכ
.וֹמ ֶרת יָ ָבם
ֶ וֹת ִבין ִא ֶ ּג ֶרת ֶמ ֶרד ַﬠל ׁש
ְ ּכ
,נְשו ָּאה
ׂ  ַא ַחת ִלי ֲארו ָּסה ּו:יבי
ֵ ית
ִ ֵמ
ּ  וַ ֲא ִפ,חוֹלה
ּ  ֲא ִפ,יל ּו נִ דָּ ה
ּ ֲא ִפ
יל ּו
ָ
יל ּו
!וֹמ ֶרת ָיָבם
ֶ ׁש

§ Rav Tuvi bar Kisna said that Shmuel said: The court writes

–  ָּכאן,ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָּכאן – ׁ ֶש ָּת ַבע הוּא
 דַּ ֲא ַמר ַרב ַּת ֲח ִל ָיפא ַ ּבר.ׁ ֶש ָּת ְב ָﬠה ִהיא
–  ָּת ַבע הוּא:ימי ֲא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ִ ֲא ִב
 ָּת ְב ָﬠה ִהיא – ֵאין נִ זְ ָק ִקין,נִ זְ ָק ִקין לוֹ
.ָל ּה

The Gemara answers: This is not diﬃcult, as the contradiction
can be resolved in the following way: Here, where there is a
distinction between a betrothed woman and a widow awaiting
her yavam, it refers to a case where he asked to marry her and
she is refusing; there, where there is no such distinction, the case
is where she asked to marry him and he is refusing. As Rav
Taĥalifa bar Avimi said that Shmuel said: If he asked, the court
responds to his request and gives her the status of a rebellious
woman, but if she asked, it does not respond to her request and
does not add to her marriage contract.

a letter of rebellion about a betrothed woman who is rebelling
against her husband. This letter is a court order to deduct value
from the marriage contract. But it does not write a letter of
rebellion about a widow awaiting her yavam who does not want
to enter into levirate marriage. The Gemara raises an objection
from a baraita: It is the same to me if she is a betrothed woman
or a married woman, and even if she is a menstruating woman,
and even if she is ill, and even if she is a widow awaiting her
yavam.

– ימ ָתא ְל ָהא דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ְ אוֹק
ִ
ְ ּב ַמאי
וֹת ִבין ִא ֶ ּג ֶרת
ְ  ַהאי ּכ,ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ָּת ְב ָﬠה ִהיא
ּ ָ ֶמ ֶרד ַﬠל ֲארו ָּסה? ַל ֲארו ָּסה ִמ
!יה
ּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל
. ַל ֲארו ָּסה: ְּתנֵי,ָהא ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א

The Gemara inquires: In what manner did you establish that
which Shmuel said, that one writes a letter of rebellion about a
betrothed woman but not about a widow awaiting her yavam? If
it is a situation where she asked to marry him and he did not want,
then why phrase this: The court writes a letter of rebellion
about a betrothed woman, which indicates that the bill is written
against her. It should have said instead: Write a letter of rebellion
for a betrothed woman, meaning it is written on her behalf
against her husband. The Gemara answers: This is not diﬃcult,
as the text is imprecise. Teach the statement instead this way: For
a betrothed woman.

וֹמ ֶרת ָיָבם דְּ ָלא – דְּ ָא ְמ ִרינַן
ֶ ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ׁש
–  ֲארו ָּסה נַ ִמי. ָלא ִמ ּ ַפ ְק ַדת, זִ יל:ָל ּה
 ָלא ִמ ּ ַפ ְק ַדת! ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ָב ָאה, זִ יל:נֵימא ָל ּה
ָ
 ָ ּב ֵﬠינָ א חו ְּט ָרא: דְּ ָא ְמ ָרה,ֵמ ֲח ַמת ַט ֲﬠנָ ה
ְליָ ָדא ו ָּמ ָרה ִל ְקבו ָּרה

The Gemara asks: What is diﬀerent about a widow awaiting
her yavam, for whom a letter of rebellion is not written against
her husband? Because we say to her: Go away; you are not
commanded to procreate. Therefore, although she cannot get
married, he cannot be compelled to perform an act that the Torah
does not specifically command him to perform. The Gemara
challenges this answer: If this is the reasoning, then in the case
of a betrothed woman, too, let us say to her: Go away; you are
not commanded.N Rather, the case where a letter of rebellion is
issued must be referring to a woman who comes with a claim,
saying: I want a staﬀ in my hand and a hoe for burial, i.e., I
want children who will support me in my old age and attend
to my burial after my death. This claim is valid, and therefore
the court issues a letter of rebellion against the husband.

HALAKHA

We do not take it away from her – לא ַמ ּ ְפ ִקינַן ִמ ָּינ ּה:ָ In an
ordinary case of a rebellious woman, i.e., one who says
she wishes to remain married to her husband but rebels
in order to cause him anguish, she must return everything
she received from her husband if he divorces her. However,
guaranteed property that she brought into the marriage
and that was recorded in her marriage contract as well as her
worn clothes are not taken away from her if she seizes them,
but if she did not seize them, they are not given to her. The
Rema says that any real estate she brought into the marriage
as guaranteed property is returned to her, since this property
is viewed as if she had seized it, while her usufruct property
always belongs to her. This ruling is in accordance with the
interpretation of the Rambam that the Gemara is referring to
an ordinary case of a rebellious woman. If she says that she
is disgusted with her husband, there are diﬀering opinions
among the later authorities concerning the details of the
halakha (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 14:13; Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 77:3).
We delay her bill of divorce for twelve months of the year –
יסר יַ ְר ֵחי ׁ ַש ָּתא
ַ מ ׁ ְש ִהינַן ָל ּה ְּת ֵר:ַ A rebellious woman is not granted
a bill of divorce immediately. Rather, she must wait twelve
months. During this period she is not entitled to sustenance
from her husband. However, her earnings belong to her. Her
husband remains obligated to ransom her if she is taken captive and bury her if she dies. In the latter case, her husband
inherits her property, in accordance with the ruling of the
Rambam.
If, however, she is not rebelling in order to cause her
husband anguish, but rather she says that she is disgusted
by him, he may divorce her without delay, in accordance
with the opinion of the Rambam. This is the accepted ruling,
despite the fact that Rambam’s ruling with regard to forcing
the husband to divorce her in such a case is not accepted
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 14:10; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 77:2).
NOTES

We delay her bill of divorce for twelve months – ו ַּמ ׁ ְש ִהינַן ָל ּה
יסר יַ ְר ֵחי
ַ ת ֵר:ְּ The commentaries dispute the interpretation of
this halakha, in accordance with the general dispute concerning the meaning of this entire passage. According to Rashi,
who maintains that the Gemara is discussing a wife who says
that she is disgusted by her husband, the Sages decreed that
she must be given time to change her mind. If she retracts her
decision during this twelve-month period, she loses nothing.
Accordingly, this enactment is primarily for her benefit.
Others, such as Rabbi Yosef Migash and the Rambam,
maintain that this halakha is referring only to an ordinary case
of a rebellious woman, who says that she wants to remain
married to her husband but wants to cause him anguish. But
if she says that she is disgusted by him he must divorce her
without delay.
The Rosh says that this enactment was established by the
later amora’im, who observed that women were making rash
decisions and were too quick to claim that their husbands disgusted them. Consequently, they decreed that the husband
should wait twelve months before granting her a divorce, in
order to give her time to reconsider. The Rosh further claims
that this enactment annulled the earlier one concerning the
four weeks of public announcements.
Let us say to her: Go away, you are not commanded – נֵימא
ָ
 ָלא ִמ ּ ַפ ְק ַדת,ל ּה זִ יל:ָ The early commentaries ask: The same
could be said to a married woman whose husband rebels
against her, as she too is not commanded to procreate. They
answer that in the case of a married woman, the claim is not
based on the performance of the mitzva, but rather on the
fact that by marrying her, her husband obligated himself to
fulfill his duty of conjugal relations (Ramban; Rashba; Ritva).
. פרק ה׳ דף סד. KeTUBoT . Perek V . 64a

361

HALAKHA

He asks her to consummate the levirate marriage –
יבם
ּ ֵ ַת ַבע הוּא ְלי:ָּ This halakha is the subject of a dispute
among the ruling authorities. If the yavam wishes to
consummate the levirate marriage and the yevama
refuses to do so, some claim she is treated as a rebellious woman, in accordance with the first mishna.
Others hold that she is not treated as a rebellious
woman, in accordance with the ultimate version of
the mishna. In any case, the custom in all Ashkenazic
communities, as well as in many other communities,
is that levirate marriage is not performed at all unless
there are special reasons for doing so (Rambam Sefer
Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaĤalitza 2:10; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 165:1; see Pitĥei Teshuva there).
Asked her to perform ĥalitza – ת ַבע ַל ֲחלוֹץ:ָּ If the
yavam requested to perform ĥalitza and the yevama
refuses both ĥalitza and levirate marriage, she has the
status of a rebellious woman. If she demands ĥalitza
and he refuses, he is not forced to comply. Some add
that the custom is not to compel him to perform
ĥalitza at all, even in a situation where he is unable to
enter levirate marriage. Rather, the court attempts to
work out a compromise between them and persuade
him verbally (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum
VaĤalitza 2:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 165:1, 3, and
in the comment of Rema).
Levirate marriage and ĥalitza – יִבוּם וְ ֲח ִליצָ ה:
ּ The early
commentaries dispute this matter. Some say that the
mitzva of levirate marriage takes precedence over
the mitzva of ĥalitza, in accordance with the ruling
of the first mishna (Rif; Rambam). In their opinion,
the Gemara here and elsewhere rules in accordance
with this opinion. Others maintain that the mitzva of
ĥalitza takes precedence, as stated in the unattributed
mishna here (Rashi, and one opinion cited by the Rif ).
Both opinions are mentioned in the Shulĥan Arukh
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaĤalitza 1:2,
2:7; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 165:1, 3).
BACKGROUND

To perform ĥalitza – ל ֲחלוֹץ:ַ Ĥalitza is the ceremony
that frees a yavama, the widow of a childless man,
from the obligation to marry one of her late husband’s
brothers and allows her to marry someone else (see
Deuteronomy 25:7–10). The term ĥalitza, meaning
removal, is derived from the central element of this
ceremony, which involves the widow removing a
special sandal from the foot of one of the brothers.
Ĥalitza must be performed before a rabbinical court.
The halakhot governing this ceremony are discussed
in detail in tractate Yevamot.
To consummate the levirate marriage – יבם
ּ ֵ ַלי:ְ A
man whose brother died without children is obliged
by Torah law to marry his late brother’s widow or to
free her by means of a ĥalitza ceremony (see Deuteronomy 25:5–10). As long as neither levirate marriage
nor ĥalitza has taken place, she is prohibited from marrying another man. According to the Torah, levirate
marriage is eﬀected by the act of sexual intercourse.
The Sages, however, instituted the practice of ma’amar,
in which the deceased husband’s brother betroths
the widow, although this betrothal is not eﬀective by
Torah law unless the couple engages in intercourse.
Sexual relations consummate the marriage between
the deceased’s brother and the widow, and she is
thereafter considered his wife in all respects. Today,
in most Jewish communities the brother-in-law is
required to free his brother’s widow of her obligation
through ĥalitza and is not permitted to marry her
through levirate marriage.

וֹמ ֶרת יָ ָבם – ְ ּב ָב ָאה ֵמ ֲח ַמת
ֶ ָה ִכי נַ ִמי ׁש
 וְ ָלא, ִא ִידי וְ ִא ִידי ׁ ֶש ָּת ַבע הוּא,ַט ֲﬠנָ ה! ֶא ָּלא
 דַּ ֲא ַמר.יבם
ּ ֵ ַ וְ ָכאן – ְלי,ַק ׁ ְשיָא; ָּכאן – ַל ֲחלוֹץ
–  ָּת ַבע ַל ֲחלוֹץ:יוֹחנָן
ָ ַר ִ ּבי ּ ְפ ָדת ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
.יבם – ֵאין נִ זְ ָק ִקין לוֹ
ּ ֵ ַ ָּת ַבע ְלי,נִ זְ ָק ִקין לוֹ

The Gemara asks: So too here, if she is a widow awaiting her yavam
who comes with a claim, why shouldn’t the court listen to her?
Rather, the Gemara retracts the explanation that she asked him to
marry her. Instead, say that both this and that are discussing situations where he asksH her and she rebels, and the question from the
baraita on Shmuel’s statement is not diﬃcult. Here, the baraita that
said that the court writes a letter of rebellion about a widow awaiting her yavam, is referring to a case where the yavam asked her to
perform ĥalitzaB and she refused. There, Shmuel’s statement that
the court does not write it, is referring to a case where he asked to
consummate the levirate marriage,B as Rabbi Pedat said that
Rabbi Yoĥanan said: If the yavam asked her to perform ĥalitzaH
and she refused, the court responds to him. If he asked to perform
levirate marriage, the court does not respond to him.

 זִ יל:יה
ּ ֵ ַ ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ְליThe Gemara asks: What is diﬀerent with regard to the request to
ּ יבם דְּ ָלא – דְּ ָא ְמ ִרינַן ֵל
ִ  וconsummate the levirate marriage, that if a woman refuses the
נֵימא
ָ , ַל ֲחלוֹץ נַ ִמי.יתי
ֵ ית ָתא ַא ֲח ִר
ְּ ּנְסיב ִא
court does not write a letter of rebellion against her? Because we
ֵ  זִ יל ו:יה
!יתי
ֵ ית ָתא ַא ֲח ִר
ְּ ּנְסיב ִא
ּ ֵל
say to him: Go and marry another woman. He is not required to
marry her specifically, if she does not agree to the marriage. Therefore, her refusal is not deemed rebellion. The Gemara challenges
that answer: If so, with regard to a request to perform ĥalitza also,
let us say to him: Go and marry another woman. The diﬀerence
between the two cases is still not clear.
 דַּ ֲא ַמר ֵּכיוָ ן דַּ ֲאגִ ָידא ִ ּבי – ָלא ָקא, ֶא ָּלאRather, it must be that the reason is because he says: Since she is
.יתי
ֵ  יָ ֲהב ּו ִלי ַא ֲח ִרattached to me they will not give me another wife. As long as he
has not performed ĥalitza, he may have a problem finding another
wife, as a potential wife will be concerned that he has a woman
attached to him and may eventually enter levirate marriage with
him. This is a valid claim, and therefore the court writes a letter of
rebellion against her if she refuses ĥalitza.
ָה ָכא נַ ִמי ֵּכיוָ ן דַּ ֲאגִ ָידא ִ ּבי – ָלא ָקא ֲיָהב ּו ִלי
.יבם
ּ ֵ ַ ִא ִידי וְ ִא ִידי ׁ ֶש ָּת ַבע ְלי,ַא ֲח ִר ֵיתי! ֶא ָּלא
–  ָּכאן,אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ וְ ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָא; ָּכאן – ְּכ ִמ ׁ ְשנָ ה ִר
,ְּכ ִמ ׁ ְשנָ ה ַא ֲחרוֹנָ ה

The Gemara asks: If so, here too, when she refuses a request to
consummate the levirate marriage, he may say: Since she is
attached to me they will not give me another. Why then doesn’t
the court write a letter of rebellion in this case? Rather, one must
say that this and that are both discussing a case where he asked to
consummate the levirate marriage. And it is not diﬃcult. Here,
in Shmuel’s statement, where the court writes a letter of rebellion,
it is in accordance with the first mishna. There, in the baraita,
where it doesn’t write one, it is in accordance with the ultimate
version of the mishna.

.קוֹד ֶמת ְל ִמצְ וַ ת ֲח ִליצָ ה
ֶ יִבוּם
ּ  ִמצְ וַ ת:דִּ ְתנַן
. ׁ ֶש ָהי ּו ִמ ְת ַּכ ְּוונִין ְל ׁשוּם ִמצְ וָ ה,אשוֹנָ ה
ׁ ָ ּב ִר
– ַﬠ ְכ ׁ ָשיו ׁ ֶש ֵאין ִמ ְת ַּכ ְּוונִין ְל ׁש ּום ִמצְ וָ ה
.יִבוּם
ּ קוֹד ֶמת ְל ִמצְ וַ ת
ֶ  ִמצְ וַ ת ֲח ִליצָ ה:ָּא ְמרו

As we learned in a mishna (Bekhorot a): The mitzva of levirate
marriage precedes the mitzva of ĥalitza.H This halakha originally
applied when people would intend to perform the levirate marriage
for the sake of the mitzva. At that time, it was customary to compel
a woman to enter levirate marriage. If she refused, the court wrote
a letter of rebellion about her. However, now that people do not
intend to enter levirate marriage for the sake of the mitzva, but
may have other intentions, the Sages said: The mitzva of ĥalitza
precedes the mitzva of levirate marriage. Shmuel’s statement that
the court does not write a letter of rebellion about a widow awaiting
her yavam is in accordance with the ultimate version of the mishna.

? ַמאי ְט ַר ּ ָפ ִﬠ ִיקין.וֹחת״ וכו׳
ֵ ״ﬠד ָמ ַתי הוּא ּפ
ַ
? וְ ַכ ָּמה ַא ְס ֵּת ָירא. ַא ְס ֵּת ָירא:ֲא ַמר ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת
 ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה, ַּתנְ יָ א נַ ִמי ָה ִכי.ּ ַפ ְל ָ ּגא דְּ זוּזָ א
ֵ
, ׁ ֶש ֵהן ֵּת ׁ ַשע ָמ ִﬠין, ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ְט ַר ּ ָפ ִﬠ ִיקין:אוֹמר
.ָמ ָﬠה וָ ֵחצִ י ְל ָכל יוֹם

§ The mishna asks: Until when does he reduce her marriage contract? And in that context it states that, according to the opinion of
Rabbi Yehuda, the sums involved are calculated in terapa’ikin and
not in dinars. The Gemara asks: What are terapa’ikin? Rav Sheshet
said: An asteira,L a small coin. And how much is an asteira? A half
of a dinar. This is also taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says:
Three terapa’ikin, which are nine ma’as, a ma’a and a half for each
day, multiplied by six for the six days of the week.
LANGUAGE

Asteira – א ְס ֵּת ָירא:
ַ The name of a Greek coin, στατήρ, statēr. an asteira of lesser value, which was worth one-eighth of the
When made of gold, these coins were worth a sela, or four dinars. larger Tyrian coins, i.e., half a dinar.
However, in this case the reference is to the currency of the state,
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:יוֹסף ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ֵ יה ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
,יה דְּ ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
ּ ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ִאיה ּו דְּ יָ ֲה ִבינַ ן ֵל
יה י דְּ ָלא יָ ֲה ִבינַ ן ָל ּה
ִ ּו ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ִא
יהי דְּ ִמ ְיפ ַחת ָקא ּ ָפ ֵחית – ָלא
ִ דְּ ׁ ַש ָ ּבת? ִא
 ִאיה ּו דְּ אוֹסו ֵּפי ָקא,יחזֵ י ִּכ ְ ׂש ַכר ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
ֱ ֶמ
,מוֹס ָפא
ְ

Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Yosef said to Shmuel: What is diﬀerent when
she is the one rebelling against him, that we give him compensation for Shabbat, as her marriage contract is reduced by seven
dinars a week, which is one dinar per day including Shabbat, and
what is diﬀerent for her that we do not give her compensation
for Shabbat but rather only for six days? The Gemara explains:
When it is she who is fined and her marriage contract is reduced,
it does not appear to be Shabbat wages,N money paid for services
rendered on Shabbat, which is prohibited. Whereas when it is he
who is fined and compelled to add additional money every day
to her marriage contract,

NOTES

It is reduced and it does not appear to be Shabbat
wages – יחזֵ י ִּכ ְ ׂש ַכר ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
ֱ דְּ ִמ ְיפ ַחת ָקא ּ ָפ ֵחית ָלא ֶמ: The Sages
prohibited receiving wages for work performed on Shabbat,
even if no prohibited labors are involved in the work. This is
a rabbinic law designed to prevent people from engaging
in prohibited commerce on Shabbat (Rashi).

Perek V
Daf 64 Amud b
.יחזֵ י ִּכ ְ ׂש ַכר ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
ֱ  ֶמit does appear to be Shabbat wages. Consequently, the Sages
decreed that he should not give her money for Shabbat.
:יוֹסף ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ֵ יה ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 צֵ א:יה
ֶ מוֹרד ְל
ֵ ַמה ֵ ּבין
ּ מוֹר ֶדת? ֲא ַמר ֵל
? ִמי ׂש ֵוֹכר ֶאת ִמי.ו ְּל ַמד ִמ ׁ ּשוּק ׁ ֶשל זוֹנוֹת
 וְ זוֹ – יִ צְ ָר ּה, זֶ ה – יִ צְ רוֹ ִמ ַ ּבחוּץ:דָּ ָבר ַא ֵחר
.ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים

On the same issue, Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Yosef said to Shmuel: What
is the reason for the diﬀerence in halakha between a rebellious
man and a rebellious woman?N According to all opinions, a rebellious wife’s fine is greater than that of a rebellious husband. He
said to him: Go and learn from the market of prostitutes. Who
hires whose services? Clearly, a man suﬀers more from lack of
sexual intercourse, and therefore the penalty for a rebellious wife
is greater. Alternatively, when he desires sexual relations, his
inclination is noticeable on the outside, and therefore he feels
shame as well as pain. But for her, her inclination is on the inside,
and is not obvious.

mishna

מתני׳ ַה ַּמ ׁ ְש ֶרה ֶאת ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ ַﬠל יְ ֵדי
,ׁ ָש ִל ׁיש – ל ֹא יִ ְפחוֹת ָל ּה ִמ ׁ ּ ְשנֵי ַק ִ ּבין ִח ִּטין
:יוֹסי
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי.עוֹרין
ִ אוֹ ֵמ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ַק ִ ּבין ְ ׂש
,עוֹרין ֶא ָּלא ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל
ִ ל ֹא ּ ָפ ַסק ָל ּה ְ ׂש
נוֹתן ָל ּה ֲחצִ י ַקב
ֵ ְ ו.ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה ָסמוּךְ ֶל ֱאדוֹם
 אוֹ, וְ ַקב ְ ּגרוֹגָ רוֹת, וַ ֲחצִ י לוֹג ׁ ֶש ֶמן,יטנִית
ְ ִק
וֹסק ְלעו ָּּמ ָתן
ֵ  וְ ִאם ֵאין לוֹ – ּפ.ָמנֶ ה דְּ ֵב ָילה
.ּ ֵפירוֹת ִמ ָּמקוֹם ַא ֵחר

If someone feeds his wife by means of
a third party serving as a trustee, while
the husband himself is not living with her for some reason, he
may not give her less than two kavH of wheat or four kav of
barley a week for her sustenance. Rabbi Yosei said: Only Rabbi
Yishmael, who was near Edom, allotted her barley. And he must
give her half a kav of legumes, and half a log of oil, and a kav of
dried figs or the weight of a manehB of fig cakes. And if he does
not have these fruits, he must apportion for her a corresponding
amount of fruit from elsewhere.

נוֹתן ָל ּה
ֵ ְ ו, ַמ ּ ָפץ ו ַּמ ֲחצֶ ֶלת,נוֹתן ָל ּה ִמ ָּטה
ֵ ְו
נְﬠ ִלים
ָ  ו ִּמ,נֶיה
ָ ֹאש ּה וַ ֲחגוֹר ְל ָמ ְת
ָ ׁ ִּכ ּ ָפה ְלר
 וְ ֵכ ִלים ׁ ֶשל ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ִשים,מוֹﬠד
ֵ וֹﬠד ְל
ֵ ִמ ּמ
נוֹתנִין ָל ּה ל ֹא
ְ  וְ ֵאין.זוּז ִמ ׁ ּ ָשנָ ה ְל ׁ ָשנָ ה
 וְ ל ֹא ׁ ְש ָח ִקים,ֲח ָד ׁ ִשים ִ ּבימוֹת ַה ַח ָּמה
נוֹתן ָל ּה ֵּכ ִלים
ֵ  ֶא ָּלא.ִ ּבימוֹת ַה ְ ּג ׁ ָש ִמים
 וְ ִהיא,ׁ ֶשל ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ִשים זוּז ִ ּבימוֹת ַה ְ ּג ׁ ָש ִמים
,יהן ִ ּבימוֹת ַה ַח ָּמה
ֶ אוֹת
ֵ ִמ ְת ַּכ ָּסה ִ ּב ְב ָל
.וְ ַה ׁ ּ ְש ָח ִקים ׁ ֶש ָּל ּה

And he must give her a bed,N a soft mat,B and a hard mat. And
he must give her a capB for her head, and a belt for her waist,
and new shoes from Festival to Festival, i.e., he must buy her
new shoes each Festival. And he must purchase garmentsH for
her with a value of fifty dinars from year to year. The mishna
comments: And he may not give her new clothes, which tend to
be thick and warm, in the summer, nor worn garments in the
rainy season, as these are too thin and she will be cold. Rather,
he should give her clothes at a value of fifty dinars in the
rainy season, and she covers herself with these same worn
garments in the summer as well. And the leftover, worn clothes
belong to her.

NOTES

What is the diﬀerence between a rebellious man and a
rebellious woman – מוֹר ֶדת
ֶ מוֹרד ְל
ֵ מה ֵ ּבין:ַ The commentaries
infer from this passage that the halakha pertaining to a
rebellious woman is in accordance with the opinion of Rav
Huna, who maintains that the rebellion refers to the denial
of sexual relations. According to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei
bar Rabbi Ĥanina, that the rebellion concerns the tasks
she is obligated to perform, this discussion does not make
sense at all.
And he must give her a bed – נוֹתן ָל ּה ִמ ָּטה
ֵ ְו: The early
commentaries note that the mishna lists only those items of
food and clothing required for her physical needs. However,
it does not mention other articles needed for the preparation of her food. These additional objects, which include a
lamp and a wick, are listed in the Tosefta.
BACKGROUND

Maneh – מנֶ ה:ָ In this context, maneh is referring to a weight
that is not identical to the coin of the same name, although
they were likely of the same weight. There is a diﬀerence in
weight between the Greek and the Italian maneh, and the
Gemara is probably referring to the Italian maneh, which
weighed roughly 327 g.
Soft mat – מ ּ ָפץ:ַ This refers to a type of mat woven out
of reeds. The diﬀerence between a soft and a hard mat is
probably that a hard mat was woven out of whole reeds,
whereas a soft mat was comprised of parts of reeds, perhaps their soft inner sections.
Cap – כ ּ ָפה:ִּ Women would cover their hair with a large cap
made from wool or some other material. This cap would
cover most of their hair. Usually, a woman would not venture into the street wearing only a cap. Rather, she would
add a scarf, a kerchief, or some other kind of head covering
or ornamentation.

HALAKHA

Two kav – שנֵי ַק ִ ּבין:
ְ ּ ׁ How much food must a husband provide
for his wife? He must give her bread for two meals a day and
a minor dish to go with it. For Shabbat, he must give her food
for three meals. The Rambam writes that he must provide her
with the type of food eaten by the residents of their place, either
wheat or barley, or even rice or millet, if these are the staple
grains (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 12:10; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 70:3).
And garments – וְ ֵכ ִלים: A husband must provide his wife with
clothes worth fifty dinars every year. He buys her new clothes

in the rainy season, which she wears through the summer. The
worn clothes belong to her. Furthermore, he must provide her
with a garment for her waist, a cap for her head, and new shoes
every Festival. His obligation to clothe her includes also the
provision of household vessels, i.e., a ready bed and a soft or
hard mat. The Rambam writes that this list is referring to Eretz
Yisrael at that time. In other locations, the details vary. The principle is that he must give her suitable attire for the summer and
the rainy season, which consists of the simplest of garments
customarily worn in that time and place (Rambam Sefer Nashim,
Hilkhot Ishut 13:1–3; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 73:1).

Bust of a Roman woman, with head covering of several layers
: פרק ה׳ דף סד. KeTUBoT . Perek V . 64b
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BACKGROUND

The warp and the woof – ש ִתי וְ ֵﬠ ֶרב:
ְ ׁ The act of weaving was performed using the threads of the warp, which were mainly fixed
in the loom. In certain cases, these threads could be lifted up,
but generally they were firmly attached. The threads of the warp
form the basis of the woven material, while the threads of the
woof are passed through those of the warp by various means.
Since the threads of the warp hold the woven material together,
they must be far stronger than those of the woof, despite the
fact that they are often significantly thinner. Consequently, the
spinning of the warp must be very precise and much stronger
than that of the woof. Therefore, the Sages determined that
twice as much work is required to manufacture an equal weight
of threads suitable for warp as for threads to be used for woof.
Pundeyon – פוּנְדְּ יוֹן:ּ A pundeyon is a coin worth two issar. There
are twelve pundeyon in a dinar and forty-eight pundeyon in a
sela. The source of the word is the Latin dupondius, meaning
two assarii, which were Roman coins.

אוֹכ ֶלת
ֶ ְ ו,צוֹר ָּכ ּה
ְ נוֹתן ָל ּה ָמ ָﬠה ֶכ ֶסף ְל
ֵ
 וְ ִאם ֵאין.ִﬠ ּמוֹ ִמ ֵּל ֵילי ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ְל ֵל ֵילי ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
צוֹר ָּכ ּה – ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה
ְ נוֹתן ָל ּה ָמ ָﬠה ֶכ ֶסף ְל
ֵ
.יה ׁ ֶש ָּל ּה
ָ יָ ֶד

In addition to the above, he must give her another silver
ma’aH coin for the rest of her needs. And she eats with himH
from Shabbat evening to Shabbat evening. Although he may
provide for her sustenance via a third party throughout the
week, on Shabbat evening she has the right to eat together with
him. And if he does not give her a silver ma’a coin for her
needs, her earnings belong to her.

עוֹשה לוֹ – ִמ ׁ ְש ַקל ָח ֵמ ׁש
ָׂ
ו ַּמה ִהיא
 ׁ ֶש ֵהן ֶﬠ ֶ ׂשר,ְס ָל ִﬠים ׁ ְש ִתי ִ ּביה ּו ָדה
 אוֹ ִמ ׁ ְש ַקל ֶﬠ ֶ ׂשר ְס ָל ִﬠים.ְס ָל ִﬠים ַ ּב ָ ּג ִליל
 ׁ ֶש ֵהן ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ִרים ְס ָל ִﬠים,ֵﬠ ֶרב ִ ּביהו ָּדה
וֹח ִתין
ֲ נִיקה – ּפ
ָ  וְ ִאם ָהיְ ָתה ֵמ.ַ ּב ָ ּג ִליל
יפין ָל ּה ַﬠל
ִ ּמוֹס
ִ  ו,יה
ָ ָל ּה ִמ ַּמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ֶד
 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ְ ּב ָﬠנִי.יה
ָ זוֹנוֹת
ֶ ְמ
 ֲא ָבל ִ ּב ְמכו ָ ּּבד – ַה ּכֹל ְל ִפי,ׁ ֶש ְ ּביִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל
.ְּכבוֹדוֹ

And what is the fixed amount that she must earn for him?
She must spin wool in the weight of five sela of threads of the
warp in Judea, which are equivalent to ten sela according to
the measurements of the Galilee, or the weight of ten sela of
the threads of the woof,B which are easier to prepare, in Judea,
which are equivalent to twenty sela according to the measurements used in the Galilee. And if she is nursingH at the time,
the required amount is reduced from her earnings and is
added to the sum she receives for her sustenance. In what case
is this statement, i.e., all these amounts and measurements,
said? With regard to the poorestH of Jews, i.e., these are the
minimum requirements. However, in the case of a financially
prominent man, all the amounts are increased according to
his prominence.

gemara

יוֹחנָ ן ֶ ּבן
ָ נִיתין? ָלא ַר ִ ּבי
ִ גמ׳ ַמ ּנִי ַמ ְת
 וְ ַכ ָּמה: דִּ ְתנַן. וְ ָלא ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן,רוֹקא
ָ ְ ּב
ׁ ִשיעוּרוֹ – ְמזוֹן ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְסעוּדוֹת ְל ָכל ֶא ָחד
 דִּ ְב ֵרי, ְמזוֹנוֹ ַלחוֹל וְ ל ֹא ַל ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת,וְ ֶא ָחד
 ַל ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה.ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
. וְ זֶ ה וְ זֶ ה ִמ ְת ַּכ ְּוונִין ְל ָה ֵקל,וְ ל ֹא ַלחוֹל

Whose opinion is expressed in the
mishna? It is not Rabbi Yoĥanan ben
Beroka and it is not Rabbi Shimon, as we learned in a mishna
(Eiruvin b): What is the measure for a joining of Shabbat
boundaries [eiruv]? It consists of a quantity of food suﬃcient
for two meals for each and every one of those included in the
eiruv. The tanna’im disagree with regard to the definition of
these two meals: It is referring to one’s food that he eats on a
weekday and not on Shabbat; this is the statement of Rabbi
Meir. Rabbi Yehuda says: It is referring to the amount he eats
on Shabbat and not on a weekday. And both this Sage, Rabbi
Meir, and that Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, intend to be lenient, as
Rabbi Meir maintains that people eat more food on Shabbat,
whereas Rabbi Yehuda believes that they consume more on a
weekday.

ּח  ִּכ ָּכר ַה ָּלקו:אוֹמר
ֵ רוֹקא
ָ יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
 ַר ִ ּבי. ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ְס ִאין ְל ֶס ַלע.ְ ּבפוּנְ דְּ יוֹן
 ִמ ׁ ּ ָשל ֹׁש, ׁ ְש ֵּתי יָ דוֹת ְל ִכ ָּכר:אוֹמר
ֵ ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
.ִּכ ָּכרוֹת ְל ַקב

Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka says:H Food for two meals is the
size of a loaf bought with a pundeyon,B which is one fortyeighth of a sela, when four se’a of wheat are sold for a sela.
According to this calculation, a pundeyon can purchase onetwelfth of a se’a of wheat, which is equivalent to half of a kav, as
there are six kav in a se’a. Therefore, according to Rabbi Yoĥanan
ben Beroka, one quarter of a kav is suﬃcient for a single meal.
Rabbi Shimon says: Food for two meals is two of three parts
of a loaf, when three loaves are prepared from a kavB of wheat.
According to Rabbi Shimon, therefore, one-ninth of a kav of
wheat is suﬃcient for a meal.

Dupondius coin struck in Rome for the emperor Augustus
The se’a and the kav – ס ָאה וְ ַקב:ְ The se’a is a basic measure of
volume in the Bible and the Talmud. A se’a is six kav. Accordingly, four se’a equal twenty-four kav. The loaf referred to here,
which is one forty-eighth of this amount, is therefore half a kav
in volume.

HALAKHA

A silver ma’a – מ ָﬠה ֶכ ֶסף:ָ The husband must give his wife a
silver ma’a every week for the rest of her requirements (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 12:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 70:3).
And she eats with him – אוֹכ ֶלת ִﬠ ּמוֹ
ֶ ְו: If a husband wants to
give his wife the food she requires while she eats her meals by
herself, he is permitted to do so. However, he must dine with
her on Shabbat evening, in accordance with the explanation
of Rav Naĥman. Some claim that he may not require his wife
to eat alone without her acquiescence (Rambam Sefer Nashim,
Hilkhot Ishut 12:12; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 70:2, and in the
comment of Rema).

In what case is this statement said, with regard to the
poorest –  ְ ּב ָﬠנִי,ב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים:ּ ַ All these amounts of food
and clothing that a husband must give his wife were stated
with regard to the poorest of Jews. However, a wealthy man
must provide for his wife in accordance with his means (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 12:11, 13:5; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 70:3, 73:4).

Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka says – אוֹמר
ֵ רוֹקא
ָ יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ ר ִ ּבי:ַ
The size of a joining of boundaries on Shabbat [eiruv] must
be two meals for each member of the eiruv, which is roughly
the volume of six medium eggs. The halakha is in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka, as in tractate
Eiruvin his ruling is attributed to the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer
If she is nursing – נִיקה
ָ אם ָהיְ ָתה ֵמ:ִ During the period when a
Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 1:9, 6:7, and Maggid Mishne there;
wife is nursing her child, the amount of the earnings she must
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 386:6, 409:7).
provide for her husband is reduced while her sustenance is
increased (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 21:11; Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 80:11).
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–  וַ ֲחצִ י ֶחצְ יָ ּה, ֶחצְ יָ ּה – ְל ַביִ ת ַה ְמנו ָ ּּגעHaving discussed the various opinions with regard to the size of a loaf
–  וַ ֲחצִ י ֲחצִ י ֶחצְ יָ ּה, ִל ְפסוֹל ֶאת ַה ְ ּגוִ יָּ יהof bread suﬃcient for a meal, the mishna states that half of this loaf
is the amount called a half [peras], a measure relevant for the halakhot
.אוֹכ ִלין
ָ ְל ַק ֵ ּבל טו ְּמ ַאת
of a leprous house.HB If one enters a house aﬄicted with leprosy and
remains there long enough to eat this amount of food, the clothes he
is wearing become ritually impure. And half of its half, one quarter
of a loaf this size, is the amount of ritually impure food that renders
the body unfit.H In other words, impure food of this amount imparts
ritual impurity to the body of the eater and disqualifies him by rabbinic law from eating teruma. And half of one half of its half, oneeighth of this loaf, is the minimum measure of food that is susceptible
to ritual impurity as food.H
רוֹקא – ְּת ָמנֵי
ָ יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ  ַמ ּנִי? ִאי ַר ִ ּביAfter the citing the mishna, the Gemara returns to its question: Who
 וְ ִאי ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן – ְּת ָמנֵי ְס ֵרי, ָהוְ יָ יןis the author of the mishna here, which says a husband must provide
two kav of wheat per week for his wife’s sustenance? If it is Rabbi
!ָהוְ יָ ין
Yoĥanan ben Beroka, who maintains that one quarter of a kav is
suﬃcient for a single meal, there are only eight meals in two kav, and
the wife requires at least fourteen meals for a week, as it was customary to eat two meals each day. And if it is Rabbi Shimon, who holds
that one-ninth of a kav is suﬃcient for a meal, two kav are enough for
eighteen meals, and therefore the mishna requires more than she
actually needs.
 ו ְּכ ַד ֲא ַמר,רוֹקא
ָ יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ עוֹלם ַר ִ ּבי
ָ ְל
. צֵ א ֵמ ֶהן ׁ ְש ִל ׁיש ַל ֶחנְ וָ ונִי:ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
.ָּה ָכא נַ ִמי – ַאיְ ֵיתי ִּת ְיל ָּתא ׁ ְש ֵדי ֲﬠ ַליְ יהו
אוֹכ ֶלת ִﬠ ּמוֹ
ֶ !ַא ַּכ ִּתי ַּת ְר ֵּתי ְס ֵרי ָהוְ יָ ין
.ֵל ֵילי ׁ ַש ָ ּבת

The Gemara answers: Actually, the mishna is in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka, and this is as Rav Ĥisda
said in explanation of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka’s opinion: Deduct
one-third for the grocer’s markup, as he takes one-third as profit.
This adds one half to the total cost. Here, too, bring one-third and
add it to the total amount of meals that can be provided by two kav
of wheat. The Gemara raises a diﬃculty: Still, after adjusting the
calculation by adding an additional half, a measurement known by
the term: Outside third, to the amount of meals that can be eaten
from two kav of wheat, they are equal to twelve meals. This is still
not suﬃcient, as the wife requires fourteen. The Gemara answers:
She eats with him on Shabbat evening. Consequently, this meal
is not included in the amount that must be provided through the
third party.

,נִיחא ְל ַמאן דַּ ֲא ַמר ֲא ִכ ָילה ַמ ָּמ ׁש
ָ ָה
– ֶא ָּלא ְל ַמאן דַּ ֲא ַמר ֲא ִכ ָילה ַּת ׁ ְש ִמ ׁיש
! ְּת ֵל ַיסר ָהוְ יָ ין:ימר? וְ עוֹד
ַ ַמאי ִא ָּיכא ְל ֵמ
 צֵ א ֵמ ֶהן: ְּכ ַד ֲא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א,ֶא ָּלא
 ָה ִכי נַ ִמי ָא ְתיָ א ּ ַפ ְל ָ ּגא,ֶמ ֱחצָ ה ַל ֶחנְ וָ ונִי
.ּו ׁ ְּש ֵדי ֲﬠ ַליְ יהו

The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who
says that when the mishna is referring to eating, it means literal
eating. However, according to the one who says that this eating
on Shabbat evening is a euphemism, and it is actually referring to
conjugal relations, what can be said? And furthermore, even if the
meal on Shabbat evening is omitted, they are still thirteen meals that
she requires but she has enough for only twelve. Rather, this is as Rav
Ĥisda said, with regard to Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka’s opinion:
Deduct one-half for the grocer’s markup. So too here, bring a half
and add it to the total amount, which means she has enough for
sixteen meals, not eight.

HALAKHA

Half for a leprous house – יָה ְל ַביִ ת ַה ְמנ ּו ָ ּגע
ּ ְחצ:ֶ If someone
enters a leprous house, his body is immediately rendered
ritually impure. However, his clothes and shoes remain
pure until he has stays there long enough for one to
recline and eat a half-loaf of wheat bread together with
condiments. This amount is roughly the volume of six
eggs, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan
ben Beroka (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara’at
16:6).
And half of its half renders the body unfit – יָה
ּ ְוַ ֲחצִ י ֶחצ
ל ְפסוֹל ַה ְ ּגוִ יָּ יה:ִ One who eats ritually impure food is disqualified from partaking of teruma if he eats an amount
equivalent to the volume of an egg and a half, which is
equivalent to half of a half-loaf of bread, in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 4:1).
And half of one half of its half is susceptible to ritual
impurity as food – אוֹכ ִלין
ָ וַ ֲחצִ י ֲחצִ י ֶחצְ יָ ּה ְלטו ְּמ ַאת: Food
imparts ritual impurity to other food or drink or to the
hands, only if it contains the volume of an egg without
its shell (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 4:1,
and Kesef Mishne there).
BACKGROUND

A leprous house – ביִ ת ַה ְמנו ָ ּּגע:ּ ַ By Torah law (see Leviticus 14:33–57), if leprous spots appear in a house, all the
objects in the house must be removed in order to prevent them from becoming ritually impure, after which
a priest is brought to examine the house. If the priest
confirms that there is evidence of leprosy, the house is
quarantined for a week, after which it is reexamined by
the priest. If the leprous spots darkened or disappeared,
the house is declared ritually pure. If the spots remained
unchanged, the house is quarantined for a second week.
If, after the second week, the spots have then darkened,
the house is declared ritually pure after it undergoes the
purification process described below. However, if the
spots remain unchanged or have spread, the aﬀected
parts of the house are removed and replaced with new
materials, after which the house is quarantined for a
third week. If the spots reappear, the entire house must
be destroyed, and its stones are disposed of in a ritually
impure place.
A leprous house renders people and objects inside
it ritually impure, with the exception of objects in hermetically sealed earthenware containers. If the house
is declared free of leprosy, it is purified by a process
involving birds, cedar wood, and red thread, parallel
to the purification process of a leper. There are many
halakhic restrictions with regard to the applicability of
the halakhot pertaining to leprous houses, including the
restriction that they apply only to structures at least four
by four cubits in size.

 ַק ׁ ְשיָ א דְּ ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א ַאדְּ ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א! ָלאThe Gemara asks: This is diﬃcult with regard to one statement of
, ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָהא – ְ ּב ַא ְת ָרא דְּ יָ ֲה ֵבי צִ ֵיביRav Ĥisda, which seemingly contradicts the other statement of Rav
Ĥisda. The Gemara answers: This is not diﬃcult. This statement, that
.ָהא – ְ ּב ַא ְת ָרא דְּ ָלא יָ ֲה ֵבי צִ ֵיבי
the grocer’s markup adds one-third to the price, is referring to a place
where they also give money as a separate payment for the wood
required to bake bread. That statement, that the grocer’s markup adds
half, is referring to a place where they do not give money for wood,
and therefore the markup must be higher to cover those costs.
ית ָס ֵרי ָהוְ יָ ין? ְּכ ַמאן – ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי
ְּ  ִאי ָה ִכי ׁ ִשAfter reconciling the apparent contradiction between the two state ַא ְר ַ ּבע ְסעוּדוֹת ַחיָּ יב: דְּ ָא ַמר, ִח ְיד ָקאments of Rav Ĥisda, the Gemara returns to the opinion of Rabbi
Yoĥanan ben Beroka. If so, according to the above calculation, there
?ָא ָדם ֶל ֱאכוֹל ְ ּב ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
are sixteen meals, which is more than a woman requires in a week.
The Gemara suggests: In that case, who is the author of the mishna?
Is it in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ĥidka, who said that
a person is obligated to eat four meals on Shabbat? Since two meals
are eaten on an ordinary weekday, this results in a total of sixteen
meals a week.
: פרק ה׳ דף סד. KeTUBoT . Perek V . 64b
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HALAKHA

You can even say the Rabbis – ימא ַר ָ ּבנַן
ָ א ִפ ּיל ּו ֵּת:
ֲ One
must eat three meals on Shabbat, in the evening, morning, and afternoon. The halakha is in accordance with
the opinion of the Rabbis, not the minority opinion of
Rabbi Ĥidka (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat
30:9; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 291:1).
BACKGROUND

Edomite barley – דוֹמיּוֹת
ִ עוֹרין ֲא
ִ ש:
ׂ ְ ּ Since barley can withstand extreme weather conditions better than wheat, it
can be cultivated in hot regions. Generally speaking, in
a place where there is less water, the barley harvest will
yield less grain and the kernels will be smaller. This is
probably why barley in the south of Judea, near Edom,
was worse than that of other areas. It is also possible that
farmers in that region used a particular species of barley,
one that was suitable for the arid climate but was inferior
in taste and nutritional value.

ּ  ֲא ִפThe Gemara rejects this suggestion: You can even say that the
 דַּ ל ֲח ָדא ְל ָא ְר ֵחי,ימא ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
ָ יל ּו ֵּת
H
. ו ָּפ ְר ֵחיmishna is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who
maintain that one is obligated to eat only three meals on Shabbat,
as you should remove one meal for guests and wayfarers. In other
words, the husband cannot give his wife the absolute minimum
amount she requires for herself and no more. He must give her
enough to provide for the occasional visitor. Consequently, the
total sum is somewhat more than was originally assumed.
ימא ַר ִ ּבי
ָ  ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא דְּ ָא ֵתית ְל ָה ִכי – ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵּתThe Gemara adds: Now that you have arrived at this answer,
, ְל ַר ָ ּבנַן – דַּ ל ְּת ָלת ְל ָא ְר ֵחי ו ָּפ ְר ֵחי. ׁ ִש ְמעוֹןyou can even say that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Shimon, who maintains that two kav is suﬃcient for
.ְל ַר ִ ּבי ִח ְיד ָקא – דַּ ל ַּת ְר ֵּתי ְל ָא ְר ֵחי ו ָּפ ְר ֵחי
eighteen meals. This can be explained either by saying that Rabbi
Shimon agrees with the opinion of the Rabbis, that one eats three
meals on Shabbat, if you remove three meals for guests and wayfarers, or that Rabbi Shimon agrees with the opinion of Rabbi
Ĥidka, that four meals are eaten on Shabbat, in which case you
must remove two meals for guests and wayfarers. In this manner,
the mishna can be reconciled with all opinions.
ֵ ״א ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ָ
.עוֹרין״ וכו׳
ִ יוֹסי ל ֹא ּ ָפ ַסק ְ ׂש
,עוֹרים
ִ ֶא ָּלא ֶ ּב ֱאדוֹם הוּא דְּ ָא ְכ ִלין ְ ׂש
:ְ ּבכו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא ָלא ָא ְכ ֵלי?! ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר
ִ ָלא ּ ָפ ַסק ְ ׂש
עוֹרים ִּכ ְפ ַליִ ם ְ ּב ִח ִּטין ֶא ָּלא
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי, ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה ָסמוּךְ ֶל ֱאדוֹם,ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵﬠאל
.דוֹמיּוֹת ָרעוֹת ֵהן
ִ עוֹרין ֲא
ִ ׁ ֶש ּ ְ ׂש

§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yosei said: Only Rabbi Yishmael,
who was near Edom, allotted her barley. The Gemara asks: But
does this indicate that it is only in Edom that they eat barley,
whereas in the rest of the world they do not eat barley? This
cannot be the case, as barley was eaten by the poor everywhere.
The Gemara explains: This is what Rabbi Yosei is saying: Only
Rabbi Yishmael, who was near Edom, allotted her a double
amount of barley to that of wheat, since Edomite barleyB is bad,
whereas elsewhere the barley is of a higher quality, and therefore
the diﬀerence between barley and wheat is less marked.

–  וְ ִאילּ ּו יַ יִ ן.יטנִית״
ְ נוֹתן ָל ּה ֲחצִ י ַקב ִק
ֵ ְ § ״וThe mishna further taught: And he must give her half a kav of
 דְּ ָא ַמר,יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
ּ  ְמ ַסיַּ יע ֵל. ָלא ָק ָתנֵיlegumes as well as oil and fruit. The Gemara comments: And yet
wine is not taught in the mishna. This supports the opinion of
:ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר
Rabbi Elazar, as Rabbi Elazar said:

Perek V
Daf 65 Amud a
BACKGROUND

Neviraya – נְ ִב ַיריָ א: Apparently, this village of Neviraya,
or Nevuraya, was also called Nevor Ĥayil, Nefor Ĥayil,
or, according to some versions of the text, Gevuraya or
Gevor Ĥayil. This village was probably located north of
Safed, but only its ruins remain nowadays, including the
ruins of its ancient synagogue.
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ֹאמר
ַ  וְ ִאם ּת.וֹס ִקין יֵ ינוֹת ְל ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
ְ ֵאין ּפ
ימי
ַ נוֹתנֵי ַל ְח ִמי ו ֵּמ
ְ ״א ְל ָכה ַא ֲח ֵרי ְמ ַא ֲה ַבי
ֶ
צַ ְמ ִרי ו ִּפ ׁ ְש ִּתי ׁ ַש ְמנִי וְ ׁ ִש ּק ּויָ י״ – דְּ ָב ִרים
–  ו ַּמאי נִינְ ה ּו,ׁ ֶש ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ִמ ׁ ְש ּת ֶוֹק ֶקת ֲﬠ ֵל ֶיהן
.יטין
ִ ַּת ְכ ׁ ִש

Wines are not allotted to a wife. And if you say that in the verse:
“I will go after my lovers who give me my bread and my water,
my wool and my flax, my oil and my drink” (Hosea : ), “drink
[shikkuyai]” is apparently a reference to wine, which indicates
that it is usual for a woman to receive wine, this is invalid, since
actually shikkuyai is not referring to wine but rather to items that
a woman desires [mishtokeket]. And what are these? Jewelry or
other ornaments, not wine.

 וְ ָא ְמ ִרי,דָּ ַר ׁש ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ִא ׁיש ְּכ ַפר נְ ִב ַיריָ א
וֹס ִקין
ְ  ִמ ּנַיִ ן ׁ ֶש ֵאין ּפ:ָל ּה ִא ׁיש ְּכ ַפר נְ פוֹר ַחיִ ל
יֵ ינוֹת ְל ִא ׁ ּ ָשה – ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר ״וַ ָּת ָקם ַח ָּנה ַא ֲח ֵרי
״שתֹה״ וְ ל ֹא
ָ ׁ .ָא ְכ ָלה ְב ׁ ִשיל ֹה וְ ַא ֲח ֵרי ׁ ָשתֹה״
.ׁ ָש ַתת

Rabbi Yehuda of the village of Neviraya,B and some say of the
village of Nefor Ĥayil, interpreted a verse: From where is it
derived that one does not allot wines for a woman? As it is stated:
“So Hannah rose up after she had eaten in Shiloh and after he
had drunk” Samuel : ). It states: “He had drunk,” and not:
She had drunk. This teaches that although she ate, she did not
drink wine.

!?״א ְכ ָלה״ וְ ל ֹא ָא ַכל ָה ִכי נַ ִמי
ָ ֶא ָּלא ֵמ ַﬠ ָּתה
 ִמ ְּכ ִדי,יה ָק ָא ְמ ִרינַן
ּר
ֵ
ו
ב
ּ
ד
ִ
ב
ּ
ְ
א
ֲאנַן ִמדְּ ׁ ַש ּנֵי ְק ָר
ּ
? ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא ׁ ַש ּנֵי,ְ ּבגַ ָּו ּה ָקא ָﬠ ֵסיק וְ ָא ֵתי
.״שתֹה״ – וְ ל ֹא ׁ ָש ַתת
ָ ׁ :ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה

The Gemara asks: However, if that is so, by the same reasoning,
should the phrase “she had eaten,” which is in the feminine, indeed
be interpreted to mean that only she ate, and that he did not eat?
The Gemara answers: We say this interpretation from the fact that
the verse changed its language. Since the verse was already dealing with her, what is the reason that it changed the terminology
and did not state: And had drunk, in the feminine? One can learn
from this that “he had drunk” means that he drank, but she did
not drink.

