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זאֹתְ

וָהְ הַמִּצ  דּ 

רֹךְְ יִד 

הַדֹּרֵךְְ דּ 

חֲמֵשְׁ

אַתְנֶגֶבְ דִּפ 

אִםְ

כִיְגֹאֵלְ דּ 

הָלֵיןְ

תִבָןְְ כּ 

יָין לָאְקַר  ְו 

ְ

 
48 The Words that Are Written but Not Read 

1. The posuk in Melachim (2 5:18) describes how Naaman comes to Elisha 
to cure him of his leprosy. During this episode, Naaman starts to 
believe in Hashem but explains to Elisha that when he goes back home 
he will have to help his master, the king, serve the avodah zorah in the 
temple, and for this he is now asking for forgiveness, as the posuk 
quotes him as saying   'ה ולא קרי [  נא  לַח  ]נא  כתיב  יִסְֹ ן  רִמּ  בֵּית  תַּחֲוָיָתִי  הִשְֹׁ בְֹּ
ךָ בַּדָּבָר הַזֶּה דְֹּ עַבְֹ  for my bowing down in the temple of Rimon, Hashem – לְֹ
should forgive me for this thing. Although the posuk includes the word 
 .please’, this word is not read - נא’

2. The Ran quotes the posuk in V’eshchanan (6:1) that says   וָה הַמִּצְֹ ז את  וְֹ
פָּטִים  הַמִּשְֹׁ  But as the Ran points out we do not find that the word .הַחֻקִּים וְֹ
 is not read. Later on, the Ran brings that there is mesorah that the ז את
posuk that is being referenced it the posuk in sefer Yirmiyah (38:16) that 
says  הַזּ את אֶת־הַנֶּפֶשׁ  לָנוּ  עָשָׂה  אֲשֶׁר  קרי[ את  ולא  ]את כתיב  ה’   It is not .חַי 
entirely clear what the Ran means with this. Does he mean to say that 
the ז את of our Gemara is not the one in V’eshchanan but rather it is the 
one in sefer Yirmiyah (but if so, the same problem applies that we don’t 
see that this word is not read). The second possibility is that the Ran 
means to change our Gemara from the word ז את to the word  אֶת. The 
advantage of this that indeed the posuk in Yirmiyah does have a word 
 .that we don’t read אֶת

3. The next posuk (Yirmiyah 51:3) describes the destruction of Bavel and 
tells the archer not to have mercy on those that he is shooting at. The 
posuk says  ֹתּו רֵךְ קַשְֹׁ ר ךְ כתיב ולא קרי[ ידרך הַדּ  ר ךְ ]יִדְֹ  To the archer who“ ,אֶל יִדְֹ
pulls back his bow”. Although the word ְר ך  is repeated twice, it is read יִדְֹ
only once. 

4. The posuk in sefer Yechezkel (48:16) describes the portion in Eretz 
Yisroel that was given to the Kohanim in which the Bais Hamikdosh 
would be placed. While describing the dimensions of this portion, the 
posuk says   ׁאַת־נֶגֶב חֲמֵש בַּעַת אֲלָפִים וּפְֹ אַרְֹ אַת צָפוֹן חֲמֵשׁ מֵאוֹת וְֹ אֵלֶּה מִדּוֹתֶיהָ פְֹּ וְֹ
אֲלָפִים בַּעַת  אַרְֹ וְֹ מֵאוֹת  חֲמֵשׁ  קרי[  ולא   These are it dimensions, the“ ,]כתיב 
northern side four thousand five hundred, the southern side four 
thousand five hundred four thousand etc..”. Although the word ׁחֲמֵש is 
written once, it is only read once. 

5. The posuk in Megillas Rus (3:12) quotes Boaz as telling Rus, that while 
it might be true that I am a גוֹאֵל (redeemer, i.e., a relative that should 
marry you after your husband has died), there is a גוֹאֵל that is closer than 
me, there is a relative that is more closely related to you. The posuk says 
אֵל קָרוֹב מִמֶּנִּי גַם יֵשׁ גּ  כִי וְֹ אֵל אָנ  נָם כִּי )כתיב ולא קרי( אם ג  עַתָּה כִּי אָמְֹ  For if I“ וְֹ
am a redeemer, there is a redeemer that is closer than I. Although the 
posuk is written with the word  אם, this word is not read. 

49 How Can the Gemara Say that the Way We Know that these Words Are 
Written but Not Said is From a Halacha L’Moshe M’Sinai if the Neviim and 
Kesuvim Were Not in Existence at the Time of Har Sinai? 

Many of the Mefarshim asks on this that the Gemara says that these words 
are written and not read as a result of a Halacha L’Moshe M’Sinai. How can the 

אָמַרְרַבְאַחָאְבַּרְאַדָּאְְ

בָאְ ר  מַע  בּ 

סוּקָאְ הָדֵיןְפּ  קִיןְל  פָּס 

סוּקִיןְְ לָתָאְפּ  לִת 

ה'ְְוַיּאֹמֶר

אֶלְמֹשֶׁהְְ

הִנֵּהְאָנֹכִיְבָּאְאֵלֶיךְְ

עַבְהֶעָנָן ְְבּ 

הָעָם  יִשְׁמַע  בַּעֲבוּר  הֶעָנָן  בְּעַב  אֵלֶיךָ  בָּא  אָנֹכִי  הִנֵּה  מֹשֶׁה  אֶל  ה'  וַיאֹמֶר 

עִמָךְ וְגַם בְּךָ יַאֲמִינוּ לְעוֹלָם וַיַגֵּד מֹשֶׁה אֶת־דִּבְרֵי הָעָם אֶל ה': בְּדַבְּרִי 

Gemara say that if the words that the Gemara quotes are from Nach and not the 
Chamisha Chumshei Torah, and if so, they were not around at the time of Har 
Sinai? 

The Maharal (Tiferes Yisroel 66) explains that the halacha was not said with 
regard to particular words, but rather the halacha was said with regard to the 
future when the seforim of Tanach will be written down.  

The halacha says they should be written down in this manner. That is, there 
are words that are meant to be written and read, there are words that should be 
read even though they are not written, and there are the words that should be 
written without being read. The halacha L’Moshe M’Sinai tells us that all of these 
should be written in this manner.  

That is, the halacha L’Moshe M’Sinai tells us that there is such a concept of 
words that are read although they are not written and there is a concept of 
words that are written although they are not read. And once we have such a 
concept, the Neviim apply it according to their understand of which words 
belong in which category. 

The Raadvaz (3 1020) quoted in the notes on the Maharal answers, that 
indeed, everything was given on Sinai, even those things that would only be 
learned in the future. 

The footnotes on the Maharal points out an interesting observation. When 
the Maharal asks his question, he asks how the Gemara could say that it is an 
Halacha L’Moshe M’Sinai if most of the words discussed in the Gemara are from 
Nach and not the Torah.  

When the Radvaz and others asks that question, they ask in a slightly 
different manner. They ask how the Gemara could say that it is an Halacha 
L’Moshe M’Sinai, if all of the examples of the Gemara are from Nach. That is, the 
Maharal asks that most of them are from Nach and the Radvaz asks that all of 
them are from Nach. 

The footnote there answers beautifully. As we previously discussed, the first 
example (the ‘zos’ found in the parshas V’eshchanan) of the Gemara is 
questionable. The example is not easily understood and indeed there are those 
who do not have that example in their Gemara. 

If so, we can understand the difference in how to ask the question 
beautifully. The Maharal had that example in his girsa (version) and therefore he 
only asked that most of the examples are from Nach. As opposed to the Radvaz 
that did not have that example in his girsa, and therefore he can ask, that indeed, 
all of the examples are from Nach and not the Torah. 
50 Why Did They Split this Posuk Into Three Pesukim? 

The Maharsha in Meseches Kiddushin (30.) explains that they divided the 
posuk in order to avoid the following mistake. The word בַּעֲבוּר means ‘in order 
that’, and as such, one could have read the posuk to mean that Hashem told 
Moshe that he will appear in the cloud in order that the people should listen to 
you. That is, why will people listen to Moshe, because Hashem appeared to him. 



  וַיאֹמֶר ה' אֶל מֹשֶׁה הִנֵּה אָנֹכִי בָּא אֵלֶיךָ בְּעַב הֶעָנָן (א

  הָעָם בְּדַבְּרִי עִמָךְ וְגַם בְּךָ יַאֲמִינוּ לְעוֹלָםבַּעֲבוּר יִשְׁמַע  (ב

וַיַגֵּד מֹשֶׁה אֶת־דִּבְרֵי הָעָם אֶל ה':  (ג

ְ

רַבִּיְחֲנִינָאְְ אָמַרְרַבִּיְחָמָאְבּ 

לאְֹהֶעֱשִׁירְמֹשֶׁהְ

תָּןְְאֶלָּא סוֹל  מִפּ 

שֶׁלְלוּחוֹתְְ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

ךְ לְל  סׇּ פּ 

נֵיְלֻחֹתְאֲבָנִיםְ שׁ 

כָּרִאשֹׁנִיםְ

תָּן סוֹל  ְְְפּ 

הֵאְ ךְי  שֶׁלּ 

 

ְ

רַבִּיְחֲנִינָאְ אָמַרְרַבִּיְיוֹסֵיְבּ 

נָהְתּוֹרָהְְ לאְֹנִיתּ 

אֶלָּאְ

עוְְֹ זַר  מֹשֶׁהְוּל  ל 

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

ךְ בְל  תׇּ כּ 

ךְ לְל  סׇּ פּ 

מָהְְ

ךְְ תָּןְשֶׁלּ  סוֹל  פּ 

 
However, this is a mistake. The word בַּעֲבוּר is not going on the beginning of 

the posuk but rather it explains the continuation of the posuk. The posuk is 
saying that because the people will hear Hashem talking to Moshe, they will 
believe in Moshe forever. Therefore, the posuk was split. 

The Maharsha continues and says that the reason that the end of the posuk 
is divided into a separate posuk is because we do not find that in a singular posuk 
Hashem will talk to Moshe and Moshe will talk to Klal Yisroel. 

ךְ תָבָןְשֶׁלּ  אַףְכּ 

מֹשֶׁהְנָהַגְבָּהְּ

טוֹבַתְעַיִןְְ

רָאֵלְ יִשׂ  תָנָהְּל  וּנ 

עָלָיוְ ו 

הַכָּתוּבְאוֹמֵרְְ

עַיִןְְטוֹב

גוֹ בֹרָךְְו  הוּאְי 

דָּאְ מֵתִיבְרַבְחִס 

הַהִיאְְ בָּעֵתְ ה'ְ צִוָּהְ אֹתִיְ ו 

כֶםְ לַמֵּדְאֶת  ל 

אוֹתִיְצִוָּהְ ו 

וַאֲנִיְ

לָכֶםְ

אֵהְ ר 

כֶםְְ תִּיְאֶת  לִמַּד 

פָּטִיםְ חֻקִּיםְוּמִשׁ 

אֱלֹקָהכַּאֲשֶׁרְצִוַּנִיְה'ְ

The Shita M’kubetzes explains that the reason the posuk was split into three 
was because in Eretz Yisroel they would read the Torah once every three years 
and therefore they had to shorten the pesukim (וכוונתו בזה אינו ברור כ''כ עי' שם). 

However, our Gemara seems to indicate that it was only this posuk that was 
divided into three, and if so, it is hard to understand how this would affect the 
Krias HaTorah in Eretz Yisroel. 

 

 



אוֹתִיְצִוָּהְ

אֲנִיְלָכֶםוְַ

עַתָּהְ ו 

בוְּלָכֶםְ כִּת 

אֶתְהַשִּׁירָהְהַזאֹתְ

וְלַמְדָה אֶת בְּנֵי יִשְרָאֵל שִימָה בְּפִיהֶם

חוּדַּהְּ הַשִּׁירָהְל 

מַעַןְ ל 

יֶהְלִּיְהַשִּׁירָהְהַזאֹתְְ תִּה 

רָאֵלְ נֵיְיִשׂ  עֵדְבִּב  ל 

 
51 The Shita of the Maharsha in the Sugya (the Gemara never entertained the 
possibility that Klal Yisroel was originally not supposed to get the mitzvohs of 
the Torah) 

The Maharsha points out that even in the beginning of the Gemara, R' Yosie 
never meant to say that the mitzvohs of the Torah were meant to be given only 
to Moshe, rather the Gemara at this point understands that R' Yosie was saying 
that the learning of the Torah was only given to Moshe.  

As such, all of the questions that the Gemara will now ask on R' Yosie will be 
with regard to Moshe being commanded to teach the Torah to Klal Yisroel. 

The Gemara concludes by proving that it must be that even the learning was 
given to Klal Yisroel. This is seen from the fact that the posuk says that one should 
‘teach’ the shira, and therefore we say that if the shira which is only in order to 
give testimony has to be learned, then certainly the mitzvohs themselves should 
have to be learned as well.  

If so, the intent of R' Yosie must be to say that although it is true that the 
‘basic’ learning of the mitzvohs, i.e., the learning that is done from what is 
written, was given to Klal Yisroel, the learning of pilpul, i.e., the learning that is 

אֶלָּאְ

מָא עָל  פּוּלָאְבּ  פִּיל 

להבין דבר מתוך דבר   

ְ

אָמַרְרַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְ

אֵיןְהַקָּדוֹשְׁבָּרוּךְְהוּאְ

כִינָתוְֹ רֶהְשׁ  מַשׁ 

אֶלָּאְעַלְגִּבּוֹרְ

עָשִׁירְ ו 

חָכָם ו 

עָנָיוְ ו 

כוּלָּןְ ו 

מִמֹּשֶׁהְְ

נָבִיא מִקִרְבְּךָ מֵאַחֶיךָ כָמֹנִי יָקִים  

not written (i.e., the deep understanding of the Torah) was originally only given 
to Moshe. 
How Do We See from the Pesukim that it was Pilpul that was Given to Moshe? 

The Maharsha explains that pilpul is that area of the Torah that lies beyond 
that actual Torah itself. If so, this is what the posuk is saying. Just like Moshe did 
not receive the actual Luchos but rather he revived the leftover shards of the 
Luchos, so too with regard to Torah it was this way as well. Moshe did not receive 
the actual Torah (by himself) but rather he received what lies beyond the Torah). 

 
 

52 Why Would a Navi Need to be Strong, Rich, etc.? 
The Ein Yaakov and other Achronim explain that in order for the Shechinah 

to rest on a person, all he really needs is to be is a humble person. However, in 
order for his humbleness to be recognizable he needs all of these other 
attributes. That is, if a person has all of these attributes and is still a humble 
person, that person is truly humble, and is fit to have the Shechinah rest on him. 



  וכו'  לְךָ ה'

  

גִּבּוֹרְ

תִיבְ דִּכ 

רֹשְׂאֶתְהָאֹהֶלְ וַיִּפ 

כָּןְ עַלְהַמִּשׁ 

אָמַרְמָרְ ו 

מֹשֶׁהְרַבֵּינוְּ

רָסוְֹ פּ 

תִיבְ וּכ 

עֶשֶׂרְאַמּוֹתְ

גוֹ'ְ אֹרֶךְְהַקָּרֶשְׁו 

אֵימָאְ

דַּאֲרִיךְְ

קַטִּין ו 

אֶלָּאְ

רָאְ מִןְהָדֵיןְק 

תִיבְ דִּכ 

נֵיְהַלֻּחֹתְ פֹּשְׂבִּשׁ  וָאֶת 

לִכֵםְ וָאַשׁ 

תֵּיְיָדָיְ מֵעַלְשׁ 

רֵםְ וָאֲשַׁבּ 

יָאְ תַנ  ו 

 
53 How Can We Say that Moshe Became Rich from the Luchos if Hashem Talked 
to Him Even Before Moshe Carved Out the Luchos? 

The Gemara says that the Shechinah only rests on a rich person and the 
Gemara also says that Moshe became rich from the leftover carvings of the 
Luchos. And on this the Mefarshim ask that we find many times that Hashem 
spoke to Moshe even before the breaking of the Luchos, i.e., Hashem spoke to 

הַלּוּחוֹתְ

כָּןְשִׁשָּׁהְְ ר  אׇּ

בָּןְשִׁשָּׁהְ ח  רׇּ ו 

לֹשָׁה יָיןְשׁ  ב  עׇּ ו 

עָשִׁירְ

לְלָךְְ סׇּ פּ 

תָּןְ סוֹל  פּ 

הֵאְ ךְי  שֶׁלּ 

חָכָםְ

מוּאֵלְְ רַבְוּשׁ 

יהוְְּ וַי  רִיְתַּר  אָמ  דּ 

יְבִינָהְחֲמִשִּׁיםְשַׁעֲרְֵ

אוְּבָּעוֹלָםְְ ר  נִב 

מֹשֶׁהְ נוְּל  כוּלָּםְנִתּ  ו 

חָסֵרְאַחַתְ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

רֵהוְּ חַסּ  וַתּ 

עַטְמֵאֱלֹקִים מ 

מְזֻקָק שִׁבְעָתָיִם

  

Moshe before he became rich. But if Moshe was not rich at that time, how was 
Hashem able to speak to him? 

The Maharsha in Baba Basra (12.) answers that our Gemara just refers to 
Hashem speaking to a person בִיעוּת  in a set manner. However, Hashem – בִּקְֹ
would speak to a person from time to time, even if that person is not a rich 
person. 



עָנָיוְ

תִיבְ דִּכ 

הָאִישְׁמֹשֶׁהְ ו 

אֹדְ עָנָוְמ 

ְ

אָמַרְרַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְ

בִיאִיםְ לְהַנּ  כׇּּ

עֲשִׁירִיםְהָיוְְּ

נָלַןְ מ 

מוּאֵלְ מִמֹּשֶׁהְוּמִשּׁ 

מֵעָמוֹסְוּמִיּוֹנָה

מֹשֶׁהְ

תִיבְ דִּכ 

לאְֹחֲמוֹרְאֶחָדְמֵהֶםְנָשָׂאתִיְ

אִיְ

לָאְ בּ 

רָאְ אַג 

אַפּוֹקֵיְ ל 

רָאְְ לָאְאַג  שָׁקֵלְבּ  מַאןְדּ 

אֶלָּאְ

דַּאֲפִילּוְּ

רָאְְ אַג  בּ 

 
54 Maybe Just these Four Neviim Were Wealthy but the Others Were Not 

Seemingly, R' Yochanan is saying that if we find that these four were 
wealthy, then we can assume that all Neviim were wealthy. But how does he 
know this? Perhaps these four Neviim were wealthy but the others were not. A 
certain talmid chacham suggested that perhaps the fact that the pesukim go out 

מָאְ דִּיל 

עָנִיְהֲוָהְ מִשּׁוּםְדּ 

אֶלָּאְ

מִןְ

לְלָךְְ סׇּ פּ 

תָּןְ סוֹל  פּ 

ךְ הֵאְשֶׁלּ  י 

מוּאֵלְ שׁ 

תִיבְ דִּכ 

נִיְעֲנוְּבִיְ הִנ 

נֶגֶדְה'ְְ

שִׁיחוְֹ נֶגֶדְמ  ו 

תִּיְ אֶתְשׁוֹרְמִיְלָקַח 

תִּיְ וַחֲמוֹרְמִיְלָקַח 

חִנָּםְְאִי בּ 

אַפּוֹקֵיְ ל 

חִנָּםְ שָׁקֵלְבּ  מַאןְדּ 

אֶלָּאְ

שָׂכָרְ דַּאֲפִילּוְּבּ 

of their way to show us that they were wealthy, shows us that they had to be 
wealthy in order to be a Navi, because if not, why would the pesukim tell us this. 

 



עָנִיְהֲוָהְ מָאְדּ  דִּל 

ְְאֶלָּאְמֵהָכָאְְ

שֻׁבָתוְֹ וּת 

הָרָמָתָהְְ

כִּיְשָׁםְבֵּיתוְֹ

אָמַרְרְָ בָאְו 

לְמָקוֹםְשֶׁהָלַךְְְ כׇּּ

בֵּיתוְֹעִמּוְ

ֹאָמַרְרָבָאְְ

גָּדוֹלְ

מוּאֵלְ מַהְשֶּׁנֶּאֱמַרְבִּשׁ 

יוֹתֵרְ

מֹשֶׁהְ מִשֶּׁנֶּאֱמַרְבּ 

מֹשֶׁהְרַבֵּינוְּ אִילּוְּבּ  דּ 

תִיבְ כּ 

לאְֹחֲמוֹרְאֶחָדְמֵהֶםְ

נָשָׂאתִיְ

שָׂכָרְ דַּאֲפִילּוְּבּ 

מוּאֵלְ אִילּוְּגַּבֵּיְשׁ  ו 

אֲפִילּוְּ

כָרוְְֹ רָצוֹןְלאְֹשׂ  בּ 

תִיבְ דִּכ 

רוְּ וַיּאֹמ 

תָּנוְְּ לאְֹעֲשַׁק 

גוֹ לאְֹרַצוֹתָנוְּו  ו 

עָמוֹסְ

תִיבְ דִּכ 

וַיַּעַןְעָמוֹסְ

יָהְ וַיּאֹמֶרְאֶלְאֲמַצ 

לאְֹנָבִיאְאָנֹכִיְ

לאְֹבֶןְנָבִיאְאָנֹכִיְ ו 

כִּיְבוֹקֵרְאָנֹכִי

מִיםְ וּבוֹלֵסְשִׁק 

גֵּםְרַבְיוֹסֵףְ תַר  דִמ  כּ 

אֲרִיְמָרֵיְגִיתֵּיְאֲנָאְ

מִיןְלִיְ שִׁק  ו 

גוְֹ תָּאְו  שָׁפֵל  בּ 



יוֹנָהְ

תִיבְ דִּכ 

כָרָהְּ וַיִּתֵּןְשׂ 

וַיֵּרֶדְבָּהְּ

אָמַרְרַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְ ו 

שֶׁנָּתַןְְ

כָרָהְּ שׂ 

פִינָהְכּוּלָּהְּ שֶׁלְס 

אָמַרְרַבִּיְרוֹמָנוּסְְ

פִינָהְְ כָרָהְּשֶׁלְס  שׂ 

יָאְ בַּעַתְאֲלָפִיםְהָו  אַר 

דִּינָרֵיְדַהֲבָא

 

ְ

אָמַרְרַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְ ו 

חִלָּהְְ בַּתּ 

הָיָהְמֹשֶׁהְלָמֵדְתּוֹרָהְ

חָהְ שַׁכּ  וּמ 

נָהְלוְֹ עַדְשֶׁנִּיתּ 

מַתָּנָהְ בּ 

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

וַיִּתֵּןְאֶלְמֹשֶׁהְ

כַלֹּתוְְֹ כּ 

דַבֵּרְאִתּוֹ ל 

 
55 The Machlokes Chanan and the Bnei Kohanim Gedolim 

Previously (Daf 33) the Gemara quoted the machlokes Chanan and the Bnei 
Kohanim Gedolim with regard to this very case. In the case that Shimon feeds 
Reuven’s children, the Bnei Kohanim Gedolim hold that Reuven must pay Shimon 
back for what Shimon spend because if Reuven does not pay Shimon back, it will 
come out that Shimon had benefited Reuven. Chanan, however, argued on this 
and he held that Reuven does not have to pay back Reuven. Chanan holds that 
when Shimon feeds Reuven’s children it is not considered as if Shimon is 
benefiting Reuven, as all Shimon did was to prevent Reuven from having a loss, 
similar to the halacha that says that Shimon would be allowed to pay back 
Reuven’s dept. 

 

ְמשנה
 

If Shimon is Assur to Give Benefit to Reuven, Can Shimon 

Feed His Wife, Children, or Animals? 

 

תּוְֹ זָןְאֶתְאִשׁ  ו 

אֶתְבָּנָיוְ ו 

אַףְעַלְפִּיְ

זוֹנוֹתָןְ שֶׁהוּאְחַיָּיבְבִּמ 

If so, it would seem that our Mishna would be in accordance with only the 
shita of Chanan, as the Bnei Kohanim Gedolim would hold that it would be assur 
for Shimon to feed Reuven’s children. And indeed, a number of Rishonim hold 
this way, that the Mishna is only in accordance with Chanan. 

The Ran however holds that our Mishna could be like the shita of the Bnei 
Kohanim Gedolim. The only time the Bnei Kohanim Gedolim hold that it would 
be assur for Shimon to feed Reuven’s wife and children would be in a case in 
which Shimon is doing so in order to pay Reuven’s debt (i.e., the obligation to 
pay for food for his wife and children). However, in the Mishna’s case, the intent 
of Shimon is not to pay Reuven’s debt but rather his intent is to just to the 
mitzvah of feeding them, and therefore, any benefit that Reuven might have is 
only considered as incidental and is therefore mutur. 



לאְֹיָזוּןְ ו 

תּוְֹ הֶמ  אֶתְבּ 

מֵאָהְ בֵּיןְט 

הוֹרָהְ בֵּיןְט 

רַבִּיְאֱלִיעֶזֶרְאוֹמֵרְ

מֵאָהְ זָןְאֶתְהַטּ 

אֵינוְֹזָןְ ו 

הוֹרָהְ אֶתְהַטּ 

רוְּלוְֹ אָמ 

מָהְבֵּיןְ

הוֹרָהְ מֵאָהְלִט  ט 

הוְּ אָמַרְל 

הוֹרָהְְ שֶׁהַטּ 

שָׁהְּלַשָּׁמַיִםְ נַפ 

גוּפָהְּשֶׁלּוְֹ ו 

מֵאָה וּט 

 



 

Nedarim 38b 

גוּפָהְְּ שָׁהְּו  נַפ 

לַשָּׁמַיִםְ

רוְּלוְֹ אָמ 

מֵאָהְ אַףְהַטּ 

שָׁהְּלַשָּׁמַיִםְ נַפ 

גוּפָהְּשֶׁלּוְֹ ו 

צֶהְ שֶׁאִםְיִר 

רָהְּלַגּוֹיִםְְ הֲרֵיְהוּאְמוֹכ 

לָבִים אוְֹמַאֲכִילָהְּלַכּ 

גמרא

 

יָהְ חָקְבַּרְחֲנַנ  אָמַרְרַבְיִצ 

אָמַרְרַבְהוּנָאְ

הַמּוּדָּרְ

הֲנָאָהְמֵחֲבֵירוְֹ

הַשִּׂיאְלוְֹבִּתּוְְֹ מוּתָּרְל 

הָוֵיְבַּהְּרַבִּיְזֵירָאְְ

קִינַןְְ מַאיְעָס  בּ 

אִילֵימָאְ

סֵיְ שֶׁנִּכ  בּ 

אֲבִיְכַלָּהְְ

אֲסוּרִיןְעַלְהֶחָתָןְְ

הֲרֵיְמוֹסֵרְלוְֹ

שׁוֹ שַׁמּ  חָהְל  שִׁפ 

אֶלָּאְ

סֵיְחָתָןְְ נִכ  בּ 

אֲסוּרִיןְעַלְאֲבִיְכַלָּהְְ



דוֹלָהְמִזוְֹ גּ 

רוְְּ אָמ 

תּוְֹ זָןְאֶתְאִשׁ 

אֶתְבָּנָיוְ ו 

אַףְעַלְפִּיְוְ 

שֶׁהוּאְחַיָּיבְ

זוֹנוֹתָןְְ בִּמ 

ְ רַתּ  ְאָמ  אַתּ  ו 

מוּתָּרְ

הַשִּׂיאְלוְֹבִּתּוְֹ ל 

עוֹלָםְ ל 

סֵיְאֲבִיְכַלָּהְ שֶׁנִּכ  בּ 

אֲסוּרִיןְעַלְהֶחָתָןְְ

בִתּוְֹ וּב 

ְְבּוֹגֶרֶתְְ

תָּהּ וּמִדַּע 

 
56 What is the Chiddush of this Halacha? 

Tosefos explains that the chiddush of this halacha is that even though the 
father is advising his daughter to marry him, the benefit of talking is not 
considered a benefit.  

The Rosh also says that this is mutur even though he is advising her to marry 
him, and the Rosh adds on, that even though she would not marry him without 
her father’s consent, it is still not considered as if Shimon (the father) is 
benefitting him. (  ויש לעי' היטב אם יש חילוק בין תוס' והרא''ש באופן שהם לומדים החידוש
 .(של הלכה זה, וכנראה שיש לפלפל בזה ואכמ''ל

The Ran in his second explanation argues on the above. The Gemara said 
that in this case it is mutur מדעתה – with her consent. The Ran in his first pshat 
explains that this is the reason that it is mutur. That is, since the marriage can 
only be done with her consent, that is why it is mutur. 

The Ran in his second pshat however holds that this is the case that it is 
mutur. That is, the only time that Reuven would be allowed to marry Shimon’s 

יָאְנָמֵיְהָכִיְ תַּנ 

הַמּוּדָּרְ

הֲנָאָהְמֵחֲבֵירוְֹ

הַשִּׂיאְלוְֹבִּתּוְְֹ אָסוּרְל 

אֲבָלְמַשִּׂיאוְֹבִּתּוְֹ

בּוֹגֶרֶתְְ

תָּהּ וּמִדַּע 

 

The Halachos of Someone Who Forbids Himself from 

Getting Benefit from His Son In Order Not to Interrupt His 

Son’s Learning 

ְ

אָמַרְרַבִּיְיַעֲקֹבְ

הַמַּדִּירְְ

נוְֹ בּ 

מוּדְתּוֹרָהְ תַל  ל 

מוּתָּרְ

מַלּאוֹתְְ ל 

לוְֹ

חָבִיתְשֶׁלְמַיִםְ

לִיקְלוְֹאֶתְהַנֵּר הַד  וּל 

חָקְאָמַרְְ רַבִּיְיִצ 

לוֹתְ לִצ 

לוְֹדָּגְקָטָןְ

daughter would be in the case that it was done through her (i.e., she went to the 
Reuven to marry him).  

 But in the case that it was done  ֹתּו  with his knowledge, that is, if – מִדַעְֹ
Reuven went to Shimon and asked him to convince his daughter to marry him 
this would be assur, as in this case it is considered that Shimon’s actions (i.e., his 
talking to his daughter) benefitted Reuven. 

However, accordioning to the Ran in his first pshat and according to the Rosh 
and Tosefos, this would not be considered a forbidden benefit, and it would be 
mutur (unless one could argue and say that the case of the chosson asking the 
father to speak to his daughter is worse that the case in which the father speaks 
to his daughter on his own, because perhaps the fact that the father is doing the 
chosson’s shlichus makes it worse as the actual fulfillment of the shliach is 
considered a benefit, as we find earlier, ויש לפלפל ואמ''ל. 

 



  

 

ְ

יָהְְ מ  אָמַרְרַבִּיְיִר 

אָמַרְרַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְ

ְְהַמּוּדָּרְ

הֲנָאָהְמֵחֲבֵירו

מוּתָּרְ

קוֹתוְְֹ הַשׁ  ל 

כּוֹסְשֶׁלְשָׁלוֹםְְ

מַאיְנִיהוְּ

גִּימוְְּ הָכָאְתַּר 

כּוֹסְ

ְהָאֵבֶלְשֶׁלְבֵּיתְ

בָאְ ר  מַע  בּ 

רִיְ אָמ 

כּוֹסְ

חָץְ שֶׁלְבֵּיתְהַמֶּר 

 

 

לאְֹיָזוּןְ ו 

תּוֹ הֶמ  ְאֶתְבּ 

בֵּיןְכּוּ'

יָאְ תַּנ 

הוֹשֻׁעְַאִישְׁעוּזָאְאוֹמֵרְ י 

עֲבָדָיוזָן

חוְֹ שִׁפ  תָיוְו 

נַעֲנִיםְ ְְהַכּ 

תּוֹ הֶמ  לאְֹיָזוּןְאֶתְבּ  ו 

הוֹרָהְְ מֵאָהְבֵּיןְט  בֵּיןְט 

מָאְ מַאיְטַע 

חוֹתָיוְְ שִׁפ  עֲבָדָיוְו 

נַעֲנִים הַכּ 

חֲרוּתָאְעֲבִידָןְְ מַנ  ל 

הֵמָהְ בּ 

פִטּוּמָאְעֲבִידָא ל 

לִמְנַקְרוּתָא עַבִידָן



 

 משנה
 

הַמּוּדָּרְ

הֲנָאָהְ

מֵחֲבֵירוֹ

רוְֹ בַקּ  נַסְל  נִכ  ו 

עוֹמֵדְְ

אֲבָלְלאְֹיוֹשֵׁבְ

אוֹ רַפּ  וּמ 

פוּאַתְנֶפֶשׁ ר 

פוּאַתְמָמוֹן אֲבָלְלאְֹר 

 


