
ת ר ו ד ה  מ

גבורת עקיבא

מסכת נדרים

The Daf Yomi  
Shiur Gemara

A new, free-flowing explanatory  
translation of the Gemara

Volume Three Dafim 27a - 38b

 תלמוד
בבלי

 תלמוד
בבלי

 תלמוד
בבלי



להגדיל תורה ואדירה



The Translation 

 

The translation is structured in the format of a daf yomi shiur. In a typical shiur, the maggid shiur will first 

introduce a new topic. He will then read the Gemara inside for a couple of lines and then stop to explain 

what was just read. He will then continue to read the next Gemara and then stop to explain the new 

material. And this goes on for the duration of the shiur. This translation mimics this approach, as will 

quickly become apparent as one reads through the Gemara. 

Often in order to understand the translation, words had to be added that are not the actual meaning of 

the words being translated. These ‘extra’ words are included in parentheses.  

Any explanation that is needed to understand the Gemara is included in the translation. Other information 

that is not needed in order to understand the actual Gemara is included in the footnotes. 

 

 ידוע מאמר החכם כשם שאי אפשר לבר בלי תבן, אי אפשר ספר בלי שגיאות 

As this sefer is being printed through Kindle Direct Publishing (an on-demand publishing company), 

changes and corrections can be easily made in ‘real-time’ and will be included in all future copies of the 

Gemara that are printed. As such, if one finds any mistakes, typos, etc., please let us know and they will 

be corrected in future printings  

 

Note: Due to time and budgetary constraints, the text of the translation was not edited as well as it could have been. This being the case, we 

were faced with the following choice. Do we publish the Gemara the way it is, or do we wait until it could be perfected? The choice seemed 

obvious. The advantage of the hundreds of people learning with an unprecedented level of clarity would seem to vastly outweigh the 

disadvantage of learning with an ‘imperfect’ product. As was famously quoted at the Siyum Hashas’ “We cannot let perfection be the enemy of 

the good”. As such, we have gone ahead with the publication of this meshecta despite any shortcomings it might have. That being said, with the 

proper funding we do hope to reedit and republish this meshecta in the future. 

 



Nedarim 27A  

הָיוְּבָּהְּוְ 

נוֹתְשׁוּחְַ בּ 

אָמַרְ ו 

אִילּוְּהָיִיתִיְיוֹדֵעְַ

תוֹכָהְְּ נוֹתְשׁוּחְַבּ  שֶׁבּ 

לאְֹהָיִיתִיְנוֹדֵרְְ

כַּלָּהְְ הַכַּל 

הְאֲסוּרְָ

נוֹתְשׁוּחְַמוּתָּרוֹתְ בּ 

עַדְשֶׁבָּאְרַבִּיְעֲקִיבָאְ

לִימְֵּ דְו 

נֶדֶרְ

צְָ תוְְֹשֶׁהוּתַּרְמִק 

הוּתַּרְכּוּלּוְֹ

ְלָאומַאיְ

אָמַרְְ דּ 

אִילּוְּהָיִיתִיְיוֹדֵעְַ

תוֹכָהְְּ נוֹתְשׁוּחְַבּ  שֶׁבּ 

הָיִיתִיְאוֹמֵרְ

חוֹרוֹתְְ אֵנִיםְשׁ  תּ 

בָנוֹתְ וּל 

אֲסוּרוֹתְ

נוֹתְשׁוּחְַ בּ 

מוּתָּרוֹתְ

רַבִּיְעֲקִיבָאְהִיאְ ו 

לִיגִיְרַבָּנַן ְוּפ 

לָאְ

אוֹמֵרְְ בּ 

אִילּוְּהָיִיתִיְיוֹדֵעְַ

תוֹכָהְְּ נוֹתְשׁוּחְַבּ  שֶׁבּ 

הָיִיתִיְאוֹמֵרְ

כַּלָּהְאֲסוּרָהְְ כּלְהַכַּל 

נוֹתְשׁוּחְַמוּתָּרוֹת וּב 

Another Case of a Neder Becoming Partially Mutur (making 

five people assur at once) 

נָאְמְַ אןְתּ 

הָאְ ל 

תָנוְּרַבָּנַןְְ דּ 

נָדַרְ

נֵיְאָדָםְ מֵחֲמִשָּׁהְבּ 

אֶחָדְ כּ 

אֶחָדְמֵהֶםְְהוּתַּרְ ל 

רוְּכּוּלָּןְְ הוּתּ 

חוּץְ

מֵאֶחָדְמֵהֶןְ

הוּאְמוּתָּרְ

הֵןְאֲסוּרִין ו 





רַבָּהְְ אִיְל 

ְְרֵישָׁאְרַבִּיְעֲקִיבָאְ

סֵיפָאְ ו 

רֵיְהַכֹּלְ דִּב 

רָבָא ְְְאִיְל 

סֵיפָאְרַבָּנַןְְ

רֵישָׁאְ ו 

רֵיְהַכֹּלְ דִּב 

 
1 The Halacha that Comes Out from this Sugya 

At the end of the sugya, the Ran makes the following points: 
1. With regard to the machlokes R' Akiva and the Chachamim, we pasken 

like R' Akiva, and therefore we hold that once part of a neder become 
mutur the entire neder becomes mutur. 

2. However, with regard to the machlokes between Rabbah and Rava, we 
don’t have a determination as to whom the halacha follows, and as 
such, we have to be machmir like both of them. That is, in a case that 
the person changes his words, the halchaha is that the entire neder is 
batul. This is because in this case, everyone agrees that R' Akiva holds 
that neder is batul (and as we just said the halacha is like R' Akiva). 
However, in the case that he does not change his words, then we have 
to be machmir and say that the neder is not batul. This is because 
according to Rabbah, everyone agrees that the neder is not batul, and 
therefore, since we don’t know if the halacha is like Rabbah or Rava, 
we have to be machmir. 

3. The Ran brings a shita that says that this that we pasken that in a case 
in which the person does not change his mind, we have to be machmir 
and say that the neder is not batul, is only in a case that is similar to 
the Mishna. In the Mishna’s case, the person says that had he known 
that his father was among them, he never would have included him. In 
this case, since he is keeping his original words, and he is saying that 
he never had in mind to assur his father, the neder does not become 
batul. This is true because when we say that the father is mutur, this is 
not understood to be true because part of the neder became batul but 
rather we say that the father was never included in the neder in the 
first place. Therefore, since in a sense none of the neder became batul, 
the neder stays in effect with regard to the other people. However, in 
a case in which he made a neder to assur several people and then he 
finds a pesach to matir one of them, in this case the neder will be batul. 
In this case, when the neder was made he had in mind everyone, and 
therefore once he finds a pesach to say that one of them should be 
mutur, we say that since part of the neder is batul, the entire neder 
becomes batul.  

4. The Ran continues and says that although there is such a shita, the 
Ramban does not hold this way. He holds that it does not make a 
difference if the one making the neder never had in mind a particular 
person, of if he only found a pesach afterwards, in both cases if the 
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רֵיְאוֹנָסִיןְ   The Halacha ofנִד 

ְְנִדְרֵי אוֹנָסִין

person says that he would not have changed his words, the neder will 
not be batul, and if he says that he would have changed the words, the 
neder will be batul. The Ran then brings several different proofs to the 
shita of the Ramban עי' שם. 

5. The Ran continues and brings another chiddush of the Ramban that 
holds that even in a case in which the person changes his words, the 
only time we say that since part of the neder is mutur, the entire neder 
is mutur, is in a case in which the Chacham finds a pesach to say that 
had the person known this, he never would have made the neder. But 
in a case in which the Chacham is matir the neder through חרטה – 
regret, only the person who he has regrets about becomes mutur but 
the other people will stay assur. The Ran then quotes those who 
argues on the Ramban and says that at the end of the day, when the 
Chacham is matir with ‘regret’, he is uprooting the neder from the 
beginning, and is so, once part of the neder becomes mutur, this 
causes all of the neder to become mutur. 

6. The Ran continues that this is all true in a case in which a Chacham is 
matir the neder with either a pesach or regret, but in a case in which 
several people are put into chairim (or nidui), and they are then matir 
one of them, the others will stay assur. This is for the simple reason 
that when the Bais Din (or Rav) is matir a person from chairim, they do 
not do so retroactively. Rather they say that although until this point 
the person was in chairim, now he is mutur. Therefore, since we are 
not saying that the chairim was batul retroactively, the fact that this 
particular person becomes mutur does not affect the others (i.e., we 
don’t say that once part of the chairim becomes batul, the entire 
chairim should become batul, because in this case the chairim is not 
becoming batul but rather we are being matir it from this point and 
on). 

7. The Ran concludes with one last halacha. That this last point is true 
with regard to a husband being matir his wife’s nedarim as well. If the 
husband is mayfer part of his wife’s nedarim, the part that he was 
mayfer will not affect the rest of it. The Ran explains that this is 
because we pasken that when a husband is matir his wife's nedarim, 
he is not doing it retroactively but rather he is just ‘cutting it off’, i.e., 
he is only being matir the neder from this point and on. Therefore, 
what the husband now does, does not affect the rest of the neder. 





אונס

רֵיְאוֹנָסִיןְ נִד 

הִדִּירוְֹחֲבֵירוְֹ

לוְֹ שֶׁיּאֹכַלְאֶצ 

חָלָהְהוּאְ ו 

נוְֹ אוְֹשֶׁחָלָהְבּ 

בוְֹנָהָרְְאוְֹ שֶׁעִכּ 

הֲרֵיְאֵלּוְְּ

רֵיְאוֹנָסִין נִד 

גמרא
 

The Different Cases in Which a Condition Was Not Met as a 

Result of an Onus 

רָאְְהְָ הוּאְגַּב 

ווֹתָאְְ פֵּיסְזָכ  אַת  דּ 

בֵיְדִינָאְ בּ 

אָמַרְ ו 

אִיְלָאְאָתֵינָאְ

לָתִיןְיוֹמִין ְעַדְתּ 

ווֹתַאיְ לוּןְהָנֵיְזָכ  לִיבַּט 

נִיסְ אִיתּ 

לָאְאֲתָאְ ו 

אֲמַרְרַבְהוּנָאְ

ווֹתֵיהּ טִילְזָכ  בּ 

אֲמַרְלֵיהְּרָבָאְ

אָנוּסְהוּאְ

רֵיהְּ אָנוּסְרַחֲמָנָאְפַּט  ו 

תִיבְ דִּכ 

לַנַּעֲרָהְ ו 

לאְֹתַעֲשֶׂהְדָבָרְ

כִיְתֵּימָאְ ו 

טָלָאְשָׁאנֵיְְ ק 

נַןְְ הָת  ו 

רֵיְאוֹנָסִיןְ נִד 

הִדִּירוְֹ

חֲבֵירוְֹ

לוְֹ שֶׁיּאֹכַלְאֶצ 

חָלָהְהוּאְ ו 

נוְֹ אוְֹשֶׁחָלָהְבּ 

בוְֹנָהָרְ אוְֹשֶׁעִיכּ 

הֲרֵיְאֵלּוְְּ





רֵיְאוֹנָסִין נִד  רָבָאְ וּל 

נָאְ מַאיְשׁ 

נַןְ מֵהָאְדִּת 

שָׁיוְ הֲרֵיְזֶהְגִּיטֵּיךְְמֵעַכ 

אִםְלאְֹבָּאתִיְ

מִכָּאןְ

נֵיםְעָשָׂרְחֹדֶשְׁ עַדְשׁ 

וּמֵתְ

נֵיםְעָשָׂרְחֹדֶשְְׁ תוֹךְְשׁ  בּ 

הֲרֵיְזֶהְגֵּטְְ

אַמַּאיְ

נִיס הָאְמֵינָסְאִיתּ  ו 

רִיְ אָמ 

מָאְ דִּל 

שָׁאנֵיְהָתָםְ

  







Nedarim 27B 

אִי יָדַעְהֲוָהדּ 

מִיתְ דּ 

תַּרמִן אַל  ל 

גָּמַרהֲוָהְ

יָהֵיב גִּיטָּאו 

נָאמַאי שׁ 

מֵהָהוּאְ

הוּדַּאֲמַר ל 

אָתֵינָאלָאאִי

לָתִיןעַדמִכָּאן יוֹמִיןְתּ 

גִּיטָּאלֶיהֱוֵי

אֲתָאְ

קֵיהְּ בָּרָאמַעְ וּפַס 

אֲמַרְ

הוּ ל 

דַּאֲתַאיחֲזוֹ

דַּאֲתַאיחֲזוֹ

מוּאֵלוַאֲמַר שׁ 

מֵיהּלָא יָיאשׁ  מֵת 

אַמַּאי

הָאְ אֲנִיסמֵינָסו 

מָא דִּל 

סָא יָאאוּנ  מִיגַּלּ  דּ 

שָׁאנֵי

בָּרָאְ וּמַע 

סֵיהּוּמִיגַּלֵּי אוּנ 

The Problem of ְתָּא מַכ   אַס 

רַב הוּנָאל 

דִי תָּאְמִכּ  מַכ  הִיאאַס 

תָּא מַכ  אַס  ו 

יָא לָאְקָנ 

לָא קָנְיָא אַסְמַכְתָּא

הָכָאְשָׁאנֵי

סָןְ מִיתַּפ  וָתֵיהְּדּ  זָכ 





הֵיכָא ו 

סִין מִיתַּפ  דּ 

לָאו

תָּאְ מַכ   ְ הִיאְאַס 

נַן הָת  ְו 

שֶׁפָּרַעְמִי

צָת חוֹבוֹמִק 

לִישׁ הִשׁ  טָרוֹאֶתו  שׁ 

אָמַר ו 

אֲנִיאֵיןאִם

לוְֹנוֹתֵן

לֹשִׁיםעַדְמִכָּאןְ יוֹםשׁ 

טָרוֹלוְֹתֵּן ְשׁ 

מַןהִגִּיעְַ ז 

לאֹ נָתַןו 

אוֹמֵרְיוֹסֵירַבִּי

יִתֵּן

רַבִּי הוּדָהְו  אוֹמֵרי 

יִתֵּןְלאֹ

אָמַר מָןרַבו  נַח 

אֲבוּהּבַּרְרַבָּהאָמַרְ

רַבְאָמַרְ

רַבִּיְהֲלָכָהְאֵין יוֹסֵיכּ 

 
2 Who Holds on to the Shtar in the Case that the Borrower Pays Back Part of 
the Loan? 

Typically, when someone would borrow money, the borrower would sign a 
document that he owes the money, and the document would then be given to 
the lender to hold. When the time would come for the debt to be paid, the lender 
would present the document to prove that the money was still owed. Once the 
loan would be paid back, the document would be given to the borrower (if the 
lender would be allowed to keep the document, he would be able to collect for 
a second time). 

If the borrower would pay back part of the loan, then there would be two 
options that could be done. The first option is for the lender to hold onto the 
document and to write what is known as a שובר – a receipt. The lender would 

אָמַר תָּאְדּ  מַכ  יָאאַס  קָנ 

הָכָאְשָׁאנֵי

אָמַרְ דּ 

לָן וָתֵיהְּלִבַּט  זָכ 

keep the shtar in order to collect the rest of the loan, and the borrower would 
have to receipt in order to prevent the lender from recollecting the part of the 
loan that he had already paid. 

The second option is for the lender to give the shtar to a third party. The 
third party would hold onto the shtar and not give it to the borrower until the 
entire loan would be paid back. This arrangement would benefit both parties as 
the lender would not be able to collect more than he was entitled to, and the 
borrower would be forced to pay back the rest of the debt. 

 

 





תָא כ  הִל  ו 

תָּאְ מַכ  יָאאַס  קָנ 

הוּאְ ו 

לָא אֲנִיסדּ 

הוּא ו 

נוֹ מִינֵּיהּדִּק 

בֵית חָשׁוּבְדִּיןבּ 

 

 

 
3 When Do We Say that an Asmachta is Koneh?  

1) He was not an onus. That is, if a person says that he will give something 
to his friend if this person does not do a certain action, the person will 
be obligated to give that object to his friend only if the reason why he 
didn’t do that action was because he didn’t want to. But if the reason 
that he didn’t do it was due to circumstances beyond his control, that 
is the asmachta will not be koneh. The Ran explains that when we say 
that he can’t be an onus, this does not mean that he has to be a 
complete onus, but rather even if he was only a partial onus, similar to 
the cases of our Mishna (either he got sick, his son got sick, etc.,). Even 
in these cases we say that the asmachta will not be koneh (that is, even 
though technically when he was sick, he could have forced himself to 
go despite his sickness, if he doesn’t do so, he is still considered an 
onus and the asmachta will not be koneh.) 

2) He has to make a kinyan. That is, they make a kinyan sudar which 
means that he and the other person pick up a sudar (handkerchief) and 
say that if the person does not do a certain action, this sudar should 
function as an act of acquisition to allow the person to be koneh the 
possessions that this person is trying to give his friend. In this case 
there is no problem of asmachta as the kinyan sudar only works  מעכשיו 
(from now). That is, the person makes the kinyan sudar and says that 
if he does not come back within thirty days, the kinyan will make you 
be koneh this object from now, i.e., right away. Therefore, since the 
other person is acquiring the object from now, there is no problem of 
asmachta, as the problem of asmachta is only relevant when he says 
that if he doesn’t do something by a certain time, then at that later 
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The Type of Nedarim that One Can Make In Order to 

Protect His Property 

רִיןנ וֹד 

לֶהָרָגִין

לֶחָרָמִין ו 

סִין לַמּוֹכ  ו 

רוּמָהְשֶׁהִיא תּ 

רוּמָהשֶׁאֵינוֹפִּיְעַלְאַף תּ 

שֶׁהֵן

הַמֶּלֶךְְבֵּיתשֶׁלְ

פִּיעַלאַף

שֶׁאֵינָן

הַמֶּלֶךְְבֵּיתשֶׁלְ

time the other person should be koneh this object. The Ran explains 
that the kinyan sudar cannot affect a kinyan to take effect as a later 
date for the simple reason that when that later date comes, the kinyan 
is no longer here (that is, at that later point the sudar will have already 
been returned to its owner). Therefore, since the kinyan sudar will 
have to make the kinyan be chal now, there is no problem of asmachta, 
as there is no problem of asmachta anytime the kinyan is happening 
now and not at a later date. 

3) We need that the asmachta to be made in an ‘Honorable Bais Din’. The 
Ran defines an ‘Honorable Bais Din’ as one that has the power to 
extract money from a person. The Ran clarifies and says that if the 
person says that the kinyan should happen from now שָיו  then the ,מִעַכ ְֹ
kinyan will work (if the conditions are not met) even without a Bais 
Din. The Ran explains that the only reason the Gemara says that you 
need a Bais Din is to tell us that if this ‘deal’ was made in an ‘Honorable 
Bais Din’ then the asmachta will be koneh even if the person did not 
say that the kinyan should be chal ‘from now’. If the ‘deal’ was made 
in an ‘Honorable Bais Din’, we say that since the person is making this 
‘deal’ in a Bais Din, he is obviously serious about it and he is only 
making the ‘deal’ because he wants it to work. Therefore, even if he 
doesn’t actually say the words ‘from now’ it is as if he has said them, 
as this is the only way the ‘deal’ that he made will be chal. (In other 
words, we don’t ‘really’ need an ‘honorable Bais Din’ but if we have 
one, then we know that a kinyan was done. 

4)  
 





 
4 If One is Willing to Kill, Why Will he Not be Willing to Eat Terumah? 

The Rishonim ask the obvious question on the Gemara. If we are dealing 
with people who are willing to kill people in order to steal from them, how can 
the issur of eaten terumah be a reason for them not to do so?  

Tosefos and the Rosh say simply that even through these people are willing 
to kill and steal, they are still not going to eat terumah which is assur to a non-
Kohen.  

The Rosh adds that they will not steal as terumah is worth very little.  
Other Rishonim say that they will not eat the terumah as it carries a  חיוב

 .מיתה

רִיםשַׁמַּאייתבְֵּ אוֹמ 

רִיןְבַּכֹּל נוֹד 

 

There is a famous line from the Kotzker Rebbe who said that it is a shame 
that the Aseres HaDibbros were not included in the tzava (will) of R' Yehuda 
Chassid. The Kotzker was lamenting the fact that we find those people who are 
very makpid on certain things and yet when it comes to things that are truly 
chamor, they are not as makpid (an example might be someone who is makpid 
on certain segulos but not on shmiras Shabbos). 

Although it was the Kotzker who publicized this problem, in reality this 
distortion of values was already in play during the times of the Mishna, as we see 
from the previous Rishonim. They explain that there were people who would be 
willing to kill someone and yet they would not be willing to do other less chamor 
avayros. 
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בוּעָהוּץח מִבִּשׁ 

רִיםהִלֵּלוּבֵית אוֹמ 

בוּעָהאַף בִּשׁ 

רִיםשַׁמַּאיבֵּית אוֹמ 

תַּחְלאֹ נֶדֶרְלוֹיִפ  בּ 

רִיםהִלֵּלוּבֵית אוֹמ 

תַּחאַף ְְלוֹיִפ 

רִים שַׁמַּאי בֵּית  אוֹמ 

מַדִּירוֹ שֶׁהוּאבַּמֶּה 

רִים הִלֵּל וּבֵיתְ אוֹמ 

בַּמֶּה אַף 

מַדִּירוֹ שֶׁאֵינוֹ 

כֵּיצַד

לוֹאָמַרְ

אֱמוֹר

ְקוֹנָם

תִּי לִינֶהֱנֵיתְאִשׁ 

אָמַרְ ו 

תִּיקוֹנָם ְְוּבָנַיאִשׁ 

לִינֶהֱנִין

רִיםשַׁמַּאיבֵּית אוֹמ 

תּוֹ  מוּתֶּרֶת אִשׁ 

אֲסוּרִין וּבָנָיו 

רִים הִלֵּל וּבֵית  אוֹמ 

מוּתָּרִין וָאֵלּוּ אֵלּוּ 

גמרא
 

The Parameters of Dina D’malchusa Dina with Regard to 

Paying Taxes 

 

 

הָאָמַר מוּאֵלְ ו  שׁ 

כוּתָא אדִּינְָ  מַל  דִּינָא ד 

דִּינָא דְמַלְכוּתָא דִּינָא

חִינָּנָארַבאָמַר

כָּהֲנָארַבאָמַר

מוּאֵלאָמַרְ שׁ 

מוֹכֵס בּ 

בָהְלוֹשֶׁאֵיןְ קִצ 





בֵי  אָמַר יַנַּאי רַבִּי דּ 

מוֹכֵס  בּ 

מֵאֵלָיו הָעוֹמֵד 

The Exact Wording of Making a Neder to Protect One’s 

Property 

שֶׁלְשֶׁהֵןְ

ְְהַמֶּלֶךְ בֵּית

אַף פִּי עַל ו 

  שֶׁל שֶׁאֵינָן

הַמֶּלֶךְ בֵּית

נָדַרהֵיכִי

רָםרַבאָמַר רַבאָמַרעַמ 

אוֹמֵרְ בּ 

רוּ יֵאָס 

 
5 Why is this Different than a Neder of Zerizus? 

The Mishna previously taught us that a neder that is made just to pressure 
someone to do something is not considered as a neder (as we assume that the 
person never really meant to make the neder). If so, why is our case different? 
In our case as well, the person only made the neder in order to save his property 
and not that he really wanted to. 

The Tosefos Ri”d answers that in the case of a neder of zerizus, everyone 
knows (יש אנן סהדי) that the only reason that he made the neder was to pressure 
his friend, and everyone also knows that if this person would have known that 
his friend would refuse to listen to him, then this person would never have made 
the neder, as he only made his neder to accomplish his goal.  

However, in our case the reason that he made neder was in order to protect 
his property, and that is exactly what happened! Therefore, since the neder 

עָלַיְהָעוֹלָםפֵּירוֹת

שֶׁלאֵינָןאִם

הַמֶּלֶךְְתבֵּי

כֵּיוָן

אָמַר רוְּדּ  יֵאָס 

סַרוּ עֲלֵיהְּאִיתּ 

מָאפֵּירֵיכּל עָל 

אוֹמֵר בּ 

יּוֹםהְַ

אָמַר אִי הַיּוֹם דּ 

קַבֵּל לָא  מוֹכֵס מִינֵּיהּ מ 

אוֹמֵר לִבּוֹבּ  בּ 

הַיּוֹם

וּמוֹצִיא

accomplished what he wanted it to accomplish, it is going to be chal (if not for 
the fact that he had in mind that it should last for only one day). 

 
 

6 Why is this Not Considered as a נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי - Non-Sensical Nedarim? 
The Ritva brings the shita of Rabbinu Tam that if something makes a shevuah 

to assur all the fruits of the world, since this is a neder that cannot be fulfilled, 
the neder would not be chal as it would be considered as a הֲבַאי רֵי  -a non ,נִדְֹ
sensical neder that is not chal. If so, how can our Mishna say that the neder is 
chal? 

The Ritva answers that the case of the Mishna would have that he only made 
the neder with regard to some specific fruits but not with regard to all the fruits 
of the world. 





פְָ תָיוְבִּשׂ 

תָם ס 

אַף גַּבעַלו 

בִירָא לַןדִּס 

בָרִים שֶׁבַּלֵּבדּ 

בָרִיםאֵינָן דּ 

גַבֵּי אוֹנָסִיןל 

שָׁאנֵי

דְּבָרִים אֵינָן  שֶׁבַּלֵּב  דְּבָרִים 

 

The Machlokes Bais Shammai and Bais Hillel with Regard to 

the Halachos of Making a Shevuah or Neder in Order to 

Protect One’s Property  

רִיםשַׁמַּאיבֵּית אוֹמ 

ְ'כּוּבַּכֹּל

רִיםשַׁמַּאיבֵּית אוֹמ 

מַדִּירוְֹשֶׁהוּאְבַּמֶּה

רִיםהִלֵּלוּבֵית אוֹמ 

שֶׁאֵינוֹאַף ְְבּ 

מַדִּירוְֹ

כֵּיצַד

לוְֹאָמַר

תִּיקוֹנָם אִשׁ 

לִינֶהֱנֵית

אָמַרְ ו 

קוֹנָם

תִּי וּבָנַיאִשׁ 

לִי נֶהֱנִין

רִיםשַׁמַּאיְבֵּית אוֹמ 

תּוְֹ מוּתֶּרֶתְאִשׁ 

אֲסוּרִיןוּבָנָיו

רִיםהִלֵּלְוּבֵית אוֹמ 

מוּתָּרִין וָאֵלּוּ אֵלּוּ

וּנָאהרַבאָמַר

תָּנָא

רִיםשַׁמַּאיְבֵּית אוֹמ 

תַּחְלאֹ ְְלוֹיִפ 

בוּעָה בִּשׁ 

רִיםהִלֵּלוּבֵית אוֹמ 

תַּחְאַף לוֹיִפ 

בוּעָהְ בִּשׁ 

בֵית שַׁמַּאיל 

בוּעָה בִּשׁ 

לאֹהוּאְ תַּחְדּ  יִפ 

נֶדֶרְהָא בּ 

תַּח לוְֹיִפ 





הָא נַןו  תּ 

רִיםשַׁמַּאיבֵּית אוֹמ 

תַּחלאֹ בַּנֶּדֶרלוְֹיִפ 

תוּ ו 

תָּח מִיפ 

לָאְהוּא תַּחדּ  לוֹיִפ 

בוּעָה בִּשׁ 

נָדַרמִידָּרהָא

בוּעָה בִּשׁ 

נַןְ הָת  ו 

רִיםשַׁמַּאיְבֵּית אוֹמ 

רִיןְבַּכֹּל נוֹד 

בוּעָהחוּץ מִבִּשׁ 

 

 

נִיתִיןתַּנָּא מַת 

נֶדֶר בּ 

הוֹדִיעֲךְ ל 

בֵיתכֹּחָן שַׁמַּאידּ 

יתָאתַּנָּא בָּרַי 

בוּעָהְ בִּשׁ 

הוֹדִיעֲךְ ל 

בֵיתכֹּחָן הִלֵּלדּ 





אָמַראָשֵׁירַב

קָתָנֵיהָכִי

רִיםשַׁמַּאיבֵּית אוֹמ 

אֵלָהְאֵין בוּעָהשׁ  בִּשׁ 

רִיםהִלֵּלְוּבֵית אוֹמ 

אֵלָהיֵשׁ בוּעָהְשׁ  בִּשׁ 

משנה
 

Making Something Hekdesh on Condition that They are Not 

Destroyed 

טִיעוֹתרֵיהְֲ הָאֵלּוּנ 

בָּן ְקר 

צָצוֹתאֵינָןאִם ְנִק 

זוֹטַלִּית

בָּןְ ְקר 

רֶפֶתאֵינָהּאִם ְנִשׂ 

לָהֶןיֵשׁ 

יוֹןְ ְפִּד 

טִיעוֹתהֲרֵי בָּןהָאֵלּוּנ  ְקר 

צוּעַד ְשֶׁיִּקָּצ 

זוֹטַלִּית

בָּןְ ְקר 

שֶׁתִּשָּׂרֵףעַד

ְ
 ְ
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יוֹן לָהֶם יןאְֵ פִּד 

גמרא
 

Why Does the Mishna Not Just Say that it is Hekdesh? 

נֵי לִית  ו 

דוֹשׁוֹת  ק 

אֵין  דוֹשׁוֹתְ ו  ק 

ידֵי בָעֵי אַיּ  נָא ד  מִית    ל 

סֵיפָא

יוֹן לָהֶם אֵין פִּד 

נָא רֵישָׁא נָמֵי תּ 

יוֹן לָהֶם יֵשׁ פִּד 

Understanding the Case of the Mishna (in which the person 

says that these objects should be hekdesh if they are not cut 

down or burned) 

 
7 A Second Way to Understand the Gemara 

Although the standard understanding of the Gemara is the way we 
explained above, the Ran brings a second way to understand it. In the second 

נָדַרהֵיכִי

אַמֵּימָראָמַר

אוֹמְֵ רְבּ 

צָצוֹתאֵינָןאִם הַיּוֹםנִק 

עָבַר הַיּוֹםו 

לאֹ צוּו  צ    נִק 

כֵּן אִם

מָה מֵימַר לִי ל  ל 

שִׁיטָא פּ 

רִיכָא לָא  צ 

גוֹן  כּ 

אִיכָּא  פִישָׁא זִיקָא דּ  נ 

הָא לַהּ קָתָנֵי ו 

טַלִּית גַּבֵּי 

טַלִּית  ו 

explanation the person is not trying to make the trees or tallis into hekdesh but 
rather he is saying that they should be assur like a korban. See the Ran how he 
explains the sugya according to this explanation. 





רֵיפָה  ימָאְ לִשׂ  קָי 

אִין[

גוֹן אִיכָּאכּ  לֵיקָהדּ  דּ 

נָמֵיהָכָאְ

אִיכָּא פִישָׁאזִיקָאדּ  נ 

קָא סָל  תָּךְו  דַּע 

מַסֵּיק תֵּיהְּדּ  אַדַּע 

לָא לָןְדּ  נַצ  מִית 

הָכִיוּמִשּׁוּם

נָדַרקָאְ

מַעקָא לַןְמַשׁ 

The Reoccurring Hekdesh – Can Hekdesh Come Off By 

Itself – The Machlokes Bar Padda and Ullah 

טִיעוֹת הֲרֵי   הָאֵלּוּ נ 

בָּן ְ'כּוּ קר 

 
8 Understanding the machlokes Between Bar Padda and Ullah (is there one 
machlokes or two?) 

The Ran brings the Rashba who holds that there is just one machlokes 
between bar Padda and Ullah. That is, they argue just with regard to what 
happens after the trees are cut. Bar Padda holds that they need pidyon and Ullah 
holds that they do not (as he holds that the kedusha comes off by itself). But with 

עוֹלָםוּלְ 

דָאְבַּרְאָמַרְ פּ 

דָאָן פּ 

רוֹת שׁוֹתחוֹז  קוֹד  ו 

דָאָן פּ 

רוֹת חוֹז 

שׁוֹתְ קוֹד  ו 

צוּעַד שֶׁיִּקָּצ 

צוּ צ  נִק 

אַחַתְפַּעַםפּוֹדָןְ

דַיּוֹ  ו 

עוּלָּא  ראָמְַ ו 

צוּ כֵּיוָן  צ  שֶׁנִּק 

פּוֹדָןְ אֵין שׁוּב 

regard to what happens before the cutting, they both agree that even if the 
person redeems the trees, the trees will automatically come hekdesh again. 

The Ran then brings the shita of R' Moshe Kartabi who holds that they argue 
with regard to both halachas. That Ullah argues with bar Padda with regard to 
what happens after the trees are cut and he argues with bar Padda with regard 
to what happens before they are cut. According to R' Moshe Kartabi, Ullah holds 





  

 
that even before the trees are cut, if the person redeems them, they do not 
become hekdesh again. 

R' Moshe Kartabi explains that in reality these two arguments depend on 
each other. According to Bar Padda, kedusha cannot leave an object without 
redeeming it, if so, he must understand the Tanna of the Mishna to mean that if 
the trees are redeemed before the cutting, they become hekdesh again. The 
reason he must hold this way is because if he did not hold this way, then this that 
the Tanna specifically describes the person as saying that the person said that 
that the trees should be hekdesh until he cuts them is unnecessary and serves 
no purpose. That is, if you hold that kedusha cannot come off by itself, and you 
hold that once they are redeemed, they don’t become hekdesh again, then even 
if the person would just say that they should be hekdesh, the halacha of the trees 
will be identical to a case in which he said that they should be hekdesh until they 
are cut.  

In both cases, even if they are cut, they will remain hekdesh until they are 
redeemed. And in both cases, once you do redeem them, they will not be 
hekdesh, regardless of if you cut them or not. But this can’t be. If the Tanna 
picked a case in which the person said that the trees should be hekdesh until 
they are cut, there must be a reason why he did so. That is, these words must 
change the halacha of the trees in some way, because if not, they would not be 
included in the case.  

R' Moshe Kartabi concludes that this is why Bar Padda was forced to say that 
if the person would redeem the trees before they are cut, that the kedusha 
returns. And if so, this is the significance of the person saying that they should 
be hekdesh until they are cut. Since he said these words, they become hekdesh 
even after they are redeemed (until they are cut). And if he would not have said 
these words, once they would be redeemed, they would not become hekdesh 
again. 

But according to Ullah there is no need to say this halacha that the hekdesh 
comes back after they are redeemed. According to Ullah, we understand very 
well what the words ‘until they are cut’ add to the case. According to Ullah, 
kedusha can come off by itself, and if so, in the case that the person says that 
they should be hekdesh until they are cut, once they are cut, they will no longer 
be hekdesh. If so, the addition of the words ‘until they are cut’ are needed 
(because if they would not have been said the trees would be hekdesh until they 
are redeemed but now they will only be hekdesh until they are cut, even if he 
never redeems them). 

And if so, we have no proof that if the trees are redeemed before they are 
cut that they will become hekdesh again. And indeed, according to R' Moshe 
Kartabi, Ullah holds that once they are redeemed, they will not become hekdesh 
again, even if they are not yet cut. 
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Can Kedusha Come Off By Itself? – The Question with 

Regard to ּדוּשַּׁתְהַג וּףק   and the Question with Regard to 

דוּשַּׁתְדָּמִיםְְ  ק 

נוּנָאְְאְֲ מַרְלֵיהְּרַבְהַמ 

דוּשָּׁהְשֶׁבָּהֶןְ ק 

כָהְְ הֵיכָןְהָל  ל 

וּמָהְְ

אִשָּׁהְ אִילּוְּאָמַרְל 

תִּיְ ְאִשׁ  הַיּוֹםְאַתּ 

מָחָרְ וּל 

תִּיְְ ְאִשׁ  אִיְאַתּ 

קָאְ מִיְנָפ 

לָאְגֵּט בּ 

אֲמַרְלֵיהְּרָבָאְ

דַמֵּיתְ מִיְקָאְמ 

דוּשַּׁתְדָּמִיםְ ק 

דוּשַּׁתְְ לִק 

הַגּוּףְְ

דוּשַּׁתְדָּמִיםְ ק 

דֵיְ עָהְבִּכ  פָּק 

דוּשַּׁתְהַגּוּףְְ ק 

דִי עָהְבִּכ  לָאְפָּק 

דָּמִים  קְדוּשַּׁת 

קְדוּשַּׁת הַגּוּף

קְדוּשַּׁת  

הַגּוּף

הַגּוּף קְדוּשַּׁת  דָּמִים קְדוּשַּׁת 

קְדוּשַּׁת הַגּוּף

קְדוּשַּׁת דָּמִים

קְדוּשַּׁת הַגּוּף

דָּמִים קְדוּשַּׁת 

הַגּוּף קְדוּשַּׁת 

קְדוּשַּׁת דָּמִים

דָּמִים קְדוּשַּׁת 

קְדוּשַּׁת הַגּוּף

הַגּוּף קְדוּשַּׁת 

אֲמַרְלֵיהְּאַבָּיֵיְ

דוּשַּׁתְהַגּוּףְְ ק 

דִיְ עָהְבִּכ  לָאְפָּק 

יָאְ הָתַנ  ו 

שׁוֹרְזֶהְעוֹלָהְ

לֹשִׁיםְיוֹםְ כּלְשׁ 

לֹשִׁיםְיוֹםְ אַחַרְשׁ  וּל 

לָמִיםְ שׁ 

לֹשִׁיםְיוֹםְכּלְ שׁ 

עוֹלָהְ

לֹשִׁיםְיוֹםְ אַחַרְשׁ  ל 

לָמִיםְ שׁ 

אַמַּאיְ

דוּשַּׁתְהַגּוּףְנִינְ  הוְְּק 





דִי עָהְבִּכ  וּפָק 

קִינַןְְ מַאיְעָס  הָכָאְבּ 

מֵי אָמַרְלִד  דּ 

קְדוּשַּׁת דָּמִי 

הַגּוּףקְדוּשַּׁת   דקיי''ל המתפיס  

תמימין לבדק הבית מידי מזבח לא יצאו 

דָּמִים קְדוּשַּׁת  הַגּוּף  קְדוּשַּׁת 

אִיְהָכִיְ

אֵימָאְסֵיפָאְ

אַחַרְ ל 

לֹשִׁיםְיוֹםְְ שׁ 

עוֹלָהְ

שָׁיוְ וּמֵעַכ 

לָמִיםְ שׁ 

קְדוּשַּׁת דָּמִים קְדוּשַּׁת הַגּוּף

לָמָאְ ְבִּשׁ  רַתּ  אִיְאָמ 

חֲדָאְ

דוּשַּׁתְהַגּוּףְ בִּק 

וַחֲדָאְ

דוּשַּׁתְדָּמִים בִּק 

  

 
9 The Difference Between the Wording of the Raysha and the Wording of the 
Sayfa 

The Rosh points out that the wording of the raysha is different from the 
wording of the sayfa. In the raysha, the person first starts out with what he wants 
to be chal now, and only then does he say what he wants to be chal after thirty 
days. And in the sayfa he first says what he wants to be chal in thirty days and 
only then does he say what he wants to be chal now. The Rosh explains that the 

reason why there is a difference is because the Baraisa wants to stay consistent 
with regard to always starting with the korban olah. That is, in the raysha the 
person at first wants the animal to be a korban olah, and therefore that is why 
he first mentions what should be chal now. And in the sayfa the person only 
wants the animal to be an olah after thirty days, and that is why he first discuss 
what he wants to be chal in thirty days. But in reality, it does not make a 
difference with one he starts with. 
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ינוְּהְַ י 

תַנָּא רִיךְְלֵיהְּל  ט  אִיצ  נֵאְְְדּ  מִית  ל 

תֵּיְְ תַּר 

תָּךְְאָמֵינָאְ קָאְדַּע  סָל  דּ 

דוּשַּׁתְהַגּוּףְְ ק 

דִיְ עָהְבִּכ  לָאְפָּק 

דוּשַּׁתְדָּמִיםְ ק 

דִיְ עָהְבִּכ  פָּק 

הָכִיְ טוְּל  אַמּ 

תֵּי נָאְתַּר  תּ 

ְְאֶלָּאְ רַתּ  אִיְאָמ 

אִידֵּיְ אִידֵּיְו 

דוּשַּׁת ְדָּמִיםְק 

מָהְלִיְְ ל 

תֵּיְ נֵאְתַּר  מִית  ל 

דָּמִים קְדוּשַּׁת  הַגּוּף  קְדוּשַּׁת 

דָּמִים קְדוּשַּׁת 

תָּאְיֵשְׁלוֹמַרְ הַשׁ 

דוּשָּׁהְ מִקּ 

חֲמוּרָהְ

דוּשָּׁהְְ לִק 

קַלָּהְְ

דוּשָּׁהְ עָהְמִקּ  פָּק 

קַלָּהְְ

דוּשָּׁהְחֲמוּרָהְ לִק 

מֵימַרְ רִיכָאְל  צ 

דָּמִיםקְדוּשַּׁת  

קְדוּשַּׁת הַגּוּף

קְדוּשַּׁת הַגּוּף

תָּאְ יוּב  וֵיְתּ  לֵימָאְתֶּיה 

דָאְְ בַרְפּ  דּ 

אָמַרְְ דּ 

דִי דוּשָּׁהְבִּכ  עָהְק  לָאְפָּק 

Bar Padda’s Explanation of the Sayfa of the Baraisa – The 

Ability of an Olah to be Chal After Thirty Days  

מַרְרַבְפָּפָּאְאְָ

דָאְ אָמַרְלָךְְבַּרְפּ 

הָכִיְקָאָמַרְְ

ְאִםְלאְֹאָמַרְ

שָׁיוְמְֵ עַכ 

לָמִיםְ ְשׁ 

לֹשִׁיםְיוֹםְ אַחַרְשׁ  ְל 

עוֹלָהְהָוֵי

הָוֵהְ מִידֵּיְדּ 

אִשָּׁהְְ הָאוֹמֵרְל 

שִׁיְלִיְ קַדּ  הִת 

לֹשִׁיםְיוֹםְ אַחַרְשׁ  ל 





קוּדֶּשֶׁתְ דִּמ 

אַףְעַלְפִּיְ ו 

לוְּהַמָּעוֹתְ עַכּ  שֶׁנִּת 

קְדוּשַּׁת דָּמִים 

קְדוּשַּׁת הַגּוּף 

 
10 The Many Chiddushim of the Baraisa According to Bar Padda 

The Ran explains that this answer contains many Chiddushim, as follows: 
1. We see that a person can make an animal become a korban with a 

thirty-day delay. 
2. This that the animal will become a korban after thirty days is only if he 

did not make another korban before that. That is, if he says that it 
should be an olah after thirty days and it should be a shelamim from 
now, the animal will immediately become a shelamim and stay a 
shelamim even after thirty days. That is, once the animal is a shelamim, 
it will not become an olah after thirty days. 

3. We see that not only a kedusha that is chamur, i.e., the kedusha of a 
korban olah, cannot come off by itself, but even if it only has the 
kedusha of a korban olah (a less chamur form of kedusha) this kedusha 
will not come off by itself either. The Ran explains that this is why the 
case of the sayfa is that he first says it should be a shelamim and then 
an olah, to teach us that once it has the kedusha of even a kedusha 
that is kal, it will not come off by itself. 

4. We see that the kedusha of the korban shelamim cannot come off by 
itself, even if it will be replaced by the more chamur kedusha of a 
korban olah. That is, one could have thought that this that a kedusha 
cannot come off by itself is only if it is not going to have kedusha 
afterwards, but in a case that there will be kedusha, i.e., the kedusha 
of the korban olah, if the kedusha of the shelamim would come off, it 
would not be considered a case of kedusha coming off by itself. The 
Baraisa comes to teach us otherwise, that even if the kedusha is going 
to be replaced with a different kedusha, and even if this new kedusha 
will be more chamur, it will not make a difference and we will still say 
that the ‘old’ kedusha of the korban shelamim cannot come off by 
itself. 

5. One could have thought that in our case, since at the time that the 
animal acquired the kedusha of a korban shelamim the person had 
already said that it should be an olah for after thirty days, the kedusha 
of the olah that will be chal after thirty days should prevent the 
kedusha of the shelamim from being chal for after thirty days. 
Therefore, one could have through that the kedusha of the shelamim 
could come off to make room for the kedusha of the olah, as the 
‘mechanism’ that would cause the kedusha of the shelamim to go off 
was already in place from the beginning. The Baraisa teaches us 

otherwise. That since at the end of the day, at the time that the person 
declared the animal hekdesh the kedusha of a shelamim was chal and 
the kedusha of the olah was not chal, the kedusha of the shelamim 
cannot come off by itself, and therefore, the kedusha of the shelamim 
will prevent the kedusha of the olah from being chal in the animal. 

6. One could have though that all this is true only if the person first says 
that the animal should be a shelamim from now and an olah after 
thirty days. But if the person first says that the animal should be an 
olah after thirty days and a shelamim from now, perhaps in this case, 
since he at first mentioned that the olah should become an olah in 
thirty days, this is chal in the animal, and therefore, even if afterward 
he says that it should be a shelamim from now, it will be able to 
become an olah after thirty days, as the ‘power’ to do that is ‘already 
in the animal’. The Baraisa therefore comes to teach us not that way, 
that since at the end of the day the animal becomes a shelamim before 
it becomes an olah, the kedusha of a shelamim cannot come off by 
itself and that kedusha will prevent the animal from becoming an olah. 
[The Ran does say that the reason the fact that the chalos of becoming 
an olah after thirty days does not prevent the animal from becoming a 
shelamim for even after thirty days, is because immediately (  תוך כדי  
 of him saying that it should be an olah after thirty days, he says (דיבור
that it should be a shelamim now. This would seem to imply that if he 
says that it should be an olah after thirty days, and then after a little 
time he says that it should be a shelamim from today, in this case, it 
will only be a shelamim for thirty days and afterwards it will be a 
korban olah. That is, once he says that it should be an olah after thirty 
days, if he doesn’t immediately qualify it, the chalos of it becoming an 
olah after thirty days will be chal, and this will prevent a person from 
making it a shelamim from now and forever. That is, if he waits to make 
it a shelamim, he will only be able to make it a shelamim for those 
thirty days but not for more. Seemingly the way to understand this is 
to say that once the chalos of it becoming an olah after thirty days is 
chal in the animal, he can no longer make it a shelamim for more than 
thirty days. What one still has to clarify is why do we not say that once 
the kedusha of the shelamim is chal in the animal, it cannot come off 
by itself, and therefore, even after thirty days it should not come off 
and this kedusha should prevent the kedusha of an olah from being 
chal. Seemingly, one has to say that the kedusha from the beginning 





שִׁיטָאְ פּ 

If a Person Makes a ‘Delayed Chalos’, Can He Retract His 

Words Before the Chalos is to be Chal (the difference 

between marrying a woman and making an animal a 

korban)? 

רִיכָאְְ לָאְצ 

בֵּיהּ דַּהֲדַרְ

הָנִיחָאְ

אָמַרְְ מַאןְדּ  ל 

אֵינָהְּחוֹזֶרֶתְְ

אָמַרְ מַאןְדּ  אֶלָּאְל 

 
was never chal for more than thirty days as the with regard the time 
after the thirty-day time period as the time period for after thirty days 
was already reserved for the olah, ויש לפלפל ואכמ''ל יותר. 

11 How Can the Gemara Compare the Act of Making an Animal a Korban to 
Giving Money for Kiddushin? 

The Gemara assumes that if a person can make a ‘delayed’ kiddushin then 
certainly he can make a ‘delayed’ act of making an animal a korban. But the Ran 
asks that seemingly there is a tremendous difference between these two cases. 
In the case of kiddushin the reason why he can make the kiddushin can be chal 
after thirty days is because when he gave her the money, the is created a  שיעבוד, 
that is, once he gave her the money this caused that she ‘owes’ him something 
and the way she ‘pays’ this back is by marring him. Therefore, we understand 
very well why the kiddushin could be chal at a later time, even if at that time the 
money is no longer here. This is true because even if the money is no longer here, 
the ‘debt’ that she owes him is here, and therefore since that ‘debt’ is still in 
existence after thirty days, this is why the kiddushin can be chal then.  

But by the case of the korban this is not true. What makes the animal into a 
korban is his declaration, and his declaration is not in existence thirty days later, 
and if so, how can the kedusha of the korban be chal then? 

חוֹזֶרֶתְ

מֵימַר מַאיְאִיכָּאְל 

The Ran compares this to a man who marries a woman, not with money but 
with a shtar (marriage contract). If a man gives a shtar kiddushin to a woman and 
says that this shtar should affect a marriage in thirty days, if at the end of the 
thirty days the shtar is no longer in existence, the kiddushin will not be chal. This 
would be true for the simple reason that the kiddushin cannot be chal then, as 
there is nothing with which to make it chal. 

If so, the case of making an animal into a korban should be the same, and 
since his declaration does not exist in thirty days, there should be no way for the 
kedushas hakorban to be chal then. 

The Ran answers that the Gemara is relying on what it will say at the end of 
the sugya, that when one says something with regard to hekdesh, it has the 
status of something that was given, and if so, the act of saying that this should 
be hekdesh should not be worse than giving money to a woman for kiddushin 
and that is why the Gemara assumes that there is a comparison between them 
(and the same way that a ‘delayed kiddushin’ works, so too a delayed korban 
should work as well. 





אָמַרְ מַאןְדּ  אֲפִילּוְּל 

הָתָםְְ

חוֹזֶרֶתְ

הָכָאְשָׁאנֵיְ

גָבוֹהְַּ דַּאֲמִירָתוְֹל 

סִירָתוְְֹ כִּמ 

יוֹט הֶד  ל 

דַּאֲמִירָתוֹ לְגָבוֹהַ כִמְסִירָתוֹ לְהֶדְיוֹט

A Man Who Gives a Woman Two Perutos and Says that One 

Should be for Now and One Should be for After I Divorce 

You 

רַבִּיְְ חָקְבּ  רַבְיִצ  תֵיבְרַבִּיְאָבִיןְו  י 

יָהְ מ  רַבִּיְיִר  קַמֵּיהְּדּ 

קָאְמ ְ יָהְו  מ  נֵםְרַבִּיְיִר  נַמ 

רִיְ קָאָמ  בִיְו  יָת 

דָאְ בַרְפּ  ל 

אָמַרְְ דּ 

דָאָןְְ פּ 

רוֹתְְ חוֹז 

שׁוֹת קוֹד  ו 
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שׁוֹטְתְִּ פ 

יָאְְ בָעֵיְרַבְהוֹשַׁע  דּ 

אִשָּׁהְְ רוּטוֹתְל  תֵּיְפ  הַנּוֹתֵןְשׁ 

אָמַרְלָהְּ ו 

אַחַתְ בּ 

שִׁיְלִיְהַיּוֹםְ קַדּ  הִת 

אַחַתְ וּב 

שִׁיְלִיְ קַדּ  הִת 

שֵׁיךְְ אַחַרְשֶׁאֲגָר  ל 

הָכִיְנָמֵי

הָווְְּ דּ 

קִידּוּשֵׁי

The Difference Between When the Owner Redeems the 

Object and When Others Redeem it (with regard to an object 

automatically becoming hekdesh after it is redeemed) 

יָהְְ מ  הוְּרַבִּיְיִר  עַרְבּ  אִיתּ 

הוְּ אֲמַרְל 

דַּמֵּיתוּןְְ מַאיְקָאְמ 

דָאָןְהוּאְְ פּ 

דָאוּםְ לִפ 

אֲחֵרִיםְ

אָמַרְרַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְְהָכִיְ

דָאָןְְ פּ 

רוֹתְְ הוּאְחוֹז 

דוֹשׁוֹתְ וּק 

דָאוּםְאֲחֵרִיםְְ פּ 

רוֹתְְאֵיןְחוֹזְ 

דוֹשׁוֹתְ וּק 

אִשָּׁהְ ו 

יָא דָאוּהְָאֲחֵרִיםְדָּמ  כִּפ 

מַרְנָמֵיְְ אִיתּ 

יְאַמֵּיְְאָמַרְרַבְִּ

אָמַרְרַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְ

לאְֹשָׁנוְְּ

דָאָןְהוּאְ אֶלָּאְשֶׁפּ 

דָאוּםְאֲחֵרִיםְ אֲבָלְפּ 

רוֹתְְ אֵיןְחוֹז 

דוֹשׁוֹת וּק 





משנה
 

Defining a Sea Travers and Land Dwellers (with regard to 

nedarim) 

נּוֹדֵרְהְַ

דֵיְ ְהַיָּםְמִיּוֹר 

מוּתָּרְ

בֵיְהַיַּבָּשָׁהְ יוֹשׁ  ְבּ 

בֵיְהַיַּבָּשָׁהְ ְמִיּוֹשׁ 

אָסוּרְ

דֵיְהַיָּםְ ְמִיּוֹר 

דֵיְהַיָּםְ ְשֶׁיּוֹר 

לַלְ בִּכ 

בֵיְהַיַּבָּשָׁהְ ְיוֹשׁ 

 
12 Understanding the Comparison Between Kiddushin and When Others 
Redeem the Hekdesh (the woman’s non-action in the marriage process) 

The Gemara tells us that the case of kiddushin is similar to the case of others 
who redeem the hekdesh and that is why the man’s act of kiddushin will not 
work for the time after he divorces her.  

However, the Ran asks that seemingly the comparison should be to the case 
in which he redeems it. That is, the Ran understands that the reason when he 
redeems it, it becomes hekdesh again is because in this case the object never left 
his reshus or hekdesh’s reshus. And if so, since he made it hekdesh and it then 
went back to his reshus, the object will once again become hekdesh. But if so, 
this should be the exact same case as the man marrying the woman. When the 
man marries the woman, she leaves her own reshus and goes into his. And when 
he divorces her, she goes back to her reshus. In other words, she never goes to 
a different reshus, and if so, why can the original act of marriage not work again? 
That is, the same way with regard to making the object hekdesh, we say that it 
works because the object never left either his reshus or hekdesh’s reshus, so too 
with regard to the woman, we should say that she can be married for a second 
time as she never left either her reshus or his reshus. 

The Ran answers that if we would understand that when a woman gets 
married, she is the one who does the act of getting married, then we would have 
the above question. However, as the Ran proves, this is not the case, the woman 
plays no ‘active’ role in the marriage process. What the woman does is to allow 
the man to marry her, i.e., it is as if she makes herself hefker (ownerless) and 
once she does that, the man can come and marry her, and if so, we understand 
the Gemara’s comparison very well. 

When the man married her, she was in his reshus, i.e., the only one involved 
in the act of acquiring her through marriage was him. If so, when he married her, 
she was in his reshus, but after he divorced her, she went to her reshus, i.e., she 
went to a reshus that she was not in before, and therefore, since she went to a 
different reshus, this case comparable to the case of hekdesh in which other 
people redeem the object. That just like in that case we say that once the object 
left his and hekdesh’s reshus, the original declaration is batul, so too with regard 
to this woman. Once she leaves his reshus and goes into her reshus, the original 
act of kiddushin is batul. 

אֵלּוְּ ְלאְֹכּ 

כִים יָפוְְְְֹשֶׁהוֹל  ְמֵעַכּוְֹל 

ְאֶלָּאְְ

פָרֵשׁ כּוְֹל  מִיְשֶׁדַּר  ְבּ 

 גמרא
 

Understanding the Halacha of the Sayfa (that those who 

travel from Akko to Yaffa are not considered ‘sea-travelers’) 

רַבְפָּפָּאְְ

 
 

13 According to the Gemara’s Final Answer, Do We Have an Answer to the 
Question with Regard to One Who Attempts to Marry His Wife After He 
Divorces Her? 

The Ran continues and says that although the Gemara now compares the 
case of kiddushin to the case in which others redeem the object, this does not 
mean that this is an absolute comparison. That is, if the Gemara thought that it 
was an absolute comparison, then we would have an answer to the question. 
The Gemara said that when others redeem the object, the object does not 
become hekdesh again. Therefore, if the case of kiddushin is compared to the 
case of others redeeming it, then the kiddushin would not be able to be chal 
again.  

But the Ran says that this is not the case. All the Gemara meant to say was 
that it is not completely comparable to a case in which he redeems it, and 
therefore we cannot say we have a proof that the marriage is chal after they get 
divorced.  

Although we are saying that kiddushin is not comparable to the case in 
which he redeems it, the Ran explains that it is not totally comparable to the case 
in which others redeem her as well. In the case of kiddushin, although she is not 
the one making the actual act of kiddushin, she does play a role as she allows the 
man to marry her. Therefore, when she goes back to her own reshus, this is not 
totally comparable to a case in which others redeemed the object, because in 
that case the object went to the reshus of someone who had no connection to 
the original declaration of kedusha at all. But in the case of kiddushin, we can’t 
say that the original act of kiddushin has to be batul as she is now in a reshus of 
a person that had no connection to the kiddushin (as she had a part in the 
kiddushin). 

Therefore, since the case of kiddushin is not completely comparable to a 
case in which the person redeems the object, and it is not completely 
comparable to a case in which others redeemed it, we are left with our question 
if the kiddushin works or not. 





רַבְאַחָאְ ו 

רַבְאִיקָאְ רֵיהְּדּ  בּ 

נֵיְאַרֵישָׁאְחְַ דְמַת 

נֵיְאַסֵּיפָאְ חַדְמַת  ו 

מַאןְ

תָנֵיְאַרֵישָׁאְ דּ 

נֵיְהָכִיְ מַת 

הַנּוֹדֵרְ

דֵיְהַיָּםְ מִיּוֹר 

בֵיְיַבָּשָׁהְ יוֹשׁ  מוּתָּרְבּ 

דֵיְהַיָּםְהָאְבְּ  יוֹר 

אָסוּרְ

לאְֹ ו 

אֵלּוּ כּ 

 
  







Nedarim 30b 

יָפוְֹהְַ כִיםְמֵעַכּוְֹל  הוֹל 

הָלֵיןְ דּ 

הוְּ בֵיְהַיַּבָּשָׁהְנִינ  יוֹשׁ 

אֶלָּאְמִמִּיְ

פָרֵשְׁ כָּןְל  שֶׁדַּר 

נֵיְ מַת  וּמַאןְדּ 

אַסֵּיפָאְ

נֵיְהָכִיְ מַת 

הַנּוֹדֵרְ

בֵיְיַבָּשָׁהְ מִיּוֹשׁ 

רְאָסוּ

דֵיְהַיָּםְ יוֹר  בּ 

אֵלּוְּ לאְֹבּ  ו 

כִיםְ הַהוֹל 

יָפוְֹ בַדְְמֵעַכּוְֹל  בִּל 

אֶלָּאְְ

אֲפִילּוְּ

מִיְ בּ 

פָרֵשְְׁ כּוְֹל  שֶׁדַּר 

הוֹאִילְ

סוֹפוְֹ ו 

יַבָּשָׁהְסָלֵיקְ ל 

 
14 What Type of Benefit Can One Get from Unborn Children? 

משנה
 

Making a Neder Not to Benefit from All those Creatures that 

See the Sun/The Sun Sees 

נּוֹדֵרְהְַ

מֵרוֹאֵיְהַחַמָּהְ

אָסוּרְ

אַףְבַּסּוֹמִיןְְ

כַּוֵּוןְזֶהְשֶׁלּאְֹנְִ ת 

אֶלָּאְ

מִיְ ל 

שֶׁהַחַמָּהְרוֹאָהְאוֹתָןְ

גמרא

מָאְ מַאיְטַע 

לָאְקָאָמַרְ מִדּ 

מִןְהָרוֹאִיןְ

אַפּוֹקֵיְ ל 

דָּגִיםְ

עוּבָּרִים ו 

The Achronim asks that seemingly there is no way to benefit from unborn 
children, and if so, what does the Gemara mean that one is allowed to benefit 





 משנה
 

Making a Neder with Regard to “Dark-Headed” People 

נּוֹדֵרְהְַ

חוֹרֵיְהָראֹשְְׁ מִשּׁ 

חִיןְ אָסוּרְבַּקֵּר 

וּבַעֲלִיְשֵׂיבוֹתְ

וּמוּתָּרְ

בַּנָּשִׁיםְ

טַנִּיםְ וּבַקּ 

הָראֹשְְׁשְֶׁ חוֹרֵיְ שׁ  רָאִיןְ נִק  אֵיןְ

אֶלָּאְאֲנָשִׁים

גמרא

מָאְ ְמַאיְטַע 

 
from them? There are those who answer that this refers to when these children 
will be born. That is, since they were mutur at the time that the neder was made, 
they stay mutur even after they are born and fit the criterion of the neder. See 
the Keren Orah where this question is discussed. Another answer given is based 
on the Gemara that says that if one wants to stop a bad smell from spreading, 
he can place a pregnant lady there and this will stop the smell (as a result of her 

לָאְקָאָמַרְ ְְְמִדּ 

לֵיְשֵׂעָרו ְמִבַּע 

מוּתָּרְ

טַנִּיםְ נָשִׁיםְוּבִק  ְבּ 

רָאִיןְ שֶׁאֵיןְנִק 

חוֹרֵיְהָראֹשְׁ ְשׁ 

ְאֶלָּאְאֲנָשִׁיםְ

מָאְ ְמַאיְטַע 

ְאֲנָשִׁיםְ

נִיןְ זִימ 

יהוְּ מִיכַּסּוְּרֵישַׁי  ְדּ 

נִיןְ זִימ  ו 

יהוְּ מִגַּלּוְּרֵישַׁי  ְדּ 

ְאֲבָלְנָשִׁיםְ

עוֹלָםְמִיכַּסּוְּ ְְְל 

טַנִּיםְ וּק 

עוֹלָםְמִיגַּלּוּ ל 

wide stomach). If a person does this, he will be benefiting from the baby inside 
the mother. 

 

 





 

ְמשנה  

The Implication of the Word הַיִלוֹדִים and the word נוֹלָדִים 

ְ

ְנּוֹדֵרְהְַ

ְְהַיִלוֹדִיםמִןְ

נוֹלָדִיםְ ְמוּתָּרְבּ 

מִןְ

ְהַנּוֹלָדִיםְ

אָסוּרְ

ְְהַיִלוֹדִיםמִןְ

ְרַבִּיְמֵאִירְְ

מַתִּירְְ

לוּדִיםְ ְאַףְבַּיּ 

רִיםְ ְוַחֲכָמִיםְאוֹמ 

כַּוֵּוןְזֶהְְ ְלאְֹנִת 

אֶלָּאְ

מִיְ בּ 

הִוּוֹלֵדְ כּוְֹל  ְשֶׁדַּר 

 





 גמראְ
 

Understanding R' Meir’s Shita 

רַבִּיְמֵאִיר ל 

יָאוְ  ְְלָאְמִיבַּע 

נוֹלָדִיםְְ

ְ

אֶלָּאְמִמַּאןְאָסוּר

 

רָאְ ְחַסּוֹרֵיְמִיחַסּ 

הָכִיְקָתָנֵיְ ְו 

הַנּוֹדֵרְ

ְְהַיִלוֹדִיםמִןְ

מוּתָּרְ

ְבַּנּוֹלָדִיםְ

מִןְ

ְהַנּוֹלָדִיםְ

לוּדְִ ְיםְאָסוּרְבַּיּ 

ְרַבִּיְמֵאִירְאוֹמֵרְ

אַףְהַנּוֹדֵרְ

ְמִןְהַנּוֹלָדִיםְ

לוּדִיםְ ְְְמוּתָּרְבַּיּ 

ְכִּיְהֵיכִיְ

נוֹדֵרְ דּ 

ְְהַיִלוֹדִיםמִןְ

ְְְמוּתָּרְבַּנּוֹלָדִים

Understanding the Implication of the Word נוֹלָדִים 

אַבָּיֵיְְאְֲ ְמַרְלֵיהְּרַבְפָּפָּאְל 

רָאְ מֵימ  ְל 

נוֹלָדִיםְ ְדּ 

מַעְְ דָןְמַשׁ  יַילּ  מִת  דּ 

נוֹלָדִים

 

ְאֶלָּאְמֵעַתָּהְְ

נֵיְבָנֶיךְ שׁ 

ךְ הַנּוֹלָדִיםְל 

רַיִםְ אֶרֶץְמִצ  ְבּ 

ְְְהָכִיְנָמֵי

יַי אִית  דָןְהוּאד  ְל 

אֶלָּאְמַאי ְו 

מַע ְְְדִּיילִידוְּמַשׁ 

ְאֶלָּאְמֵעַתָּהְְ

תִיבְְ ְדִּכ 

הִנֵּהְ

בֵיתְדָּוִדְ ְבֵןְנוֹלָדְל 

מוְ ְיאֹשִׁיָּהוְּשׁ 

ְהָכִיְנָמֵיְ

ְְדַּהֲוָהְ

הָאְעֲדַיִיןְְ ו 

נַשֶּׁהְ מ 

ְלאְֹבָּאְְ





אֶלָּאְ

מַעְהָכִיְ ְמַשׁ 

מַעְהָכִיְ ְוּמַשׁ 

דָרִים ְְוּבִנ 

הַלֵּךְְאַחַרְ

נֵיְאָדָםְ שׁוֹןְבּ  ְל 

Understanding the Chachamim’s Shita that the Word 

‘Noladim’ Comes to Include those Whose Way is to be Born 

רִיםְ ְוַחֲכָמִיםְאוֹמ 

כַּוֵּיןְזֶהְ ְלאְֹנִת 

אֶלָּאְמִמִּיְ

הִוּוֹלֵדְ כּוְֹל  ְשֶׁדַּר 

אַפּוֹקֵיְמַאיְ ְל 

אַפּוֹקֵיְְ ל 

עוֹפוֹתְ דָּגִיםְו 



Nedarim 31a 

 משנהְ
 

The Similarity and Difference Between Yisrayalim and 

Kusim with Regard to Making a Neder from those Who 

Keep Shabbos, from those Who Eat Garlic, and from those 

Who Go Up to Yerusalayim 

ְנּוֹדֵרְהְַ

תֵיְשַׁבָּתְ ְמִשּׁוֹב 

רָאֵלְאָסוּרְ יִשׂ  ְבּ 

אָסוּרְבַּכּוּתִיםְ ְו 

לֵי ְשׁוּםְמֵאוֹכ 

רָאֵלְ יִשׂ  ְאָסוּרְבּ 

אָסוּרְבַּכּוּתִיםְ ְו 

מֵעוֹלֵיְ

רוּשָׁלַיִםְ ְי 

רָאֵלְ יִשׂ  ְאָסוּרְבּ 

ְוּמוּתָּרְבַּכּוּתִים

 

 

עולה רגל 

 

 
15 Who Are the Kusim? 

Kusim are people who descend from the nation of Kusa. They were brought 
to Eretz Yisroel by Melech Assur to settle the land after he sent the Aseres 
HaShevatim into golus. At one point they were attached by lions and as a result 
they all converted. Although they accepted to become Jews and to do the 
mitzvohs, they still served avodah zorah. Throughout Shas, we find that Tannaim 
and Amoraim argue if they are considered what are called (“converts of lions”) 
אריות אמת or (“true converts) גירי   That is, do we say that since the only . גירי 

 גמרא
 

Who Are Considered the תֵיְשַׁבָּת  ?שׁוֹב 

איְמְַ

תֵיְשַׁבָּתְְ שׁוֹב 

אִילֵּימָאְ

ימֵיְשַׁבָּתְ קַיּ  מִמּ 

יָאְבַּכּוּתִיםְ מַאיְאִיר 

אֲפִילּוְּגּוֹיִםְנָמֵיְ

אֶלָּאְ

צֻוִּויםְ מִמּ 

עַלְהַשַּׁבָּתְ

הָכִיְְאִי

אֵימָאְסֵיפָאְ

רוּשָׁלַיִםְ מֵעוֹלֵיְי 

אָסוּרְ

רָאֵלְְ יִשׂ  בּ 

וּמוּתָּרְבַּכּוּתִיםְ

אַמַּאיְ

הוּ צֻוִּויםְנִינ  הָאְמ  ו 

אָמַרְאַבָּיֵיְ

עוֹשֶׂהְקָתָנֵיְְ צֻוֶּוהְו  מ 

תֵּיְְ תַר  בּ 

reason they converted was to save themselves from the lions, their conversion 
was not valid and they still have the status of non-Jews. Or do we say that even 
though the reason why they converted was in order to save themselves, they 
have the status of Jews. 

 





בָּבֵיְקַמָּיָיתָאְ

כוּתִיםְ רָאֵלְו  יִשׂ 

עוֹשִׂיןְ צֻוִּויןְו  מ 

גּוֹיִםְ

דִיְְ עָב  הָהוּאְדּ 

עוֹשִׂיןְְ

צֻוִּויןְ אֵינָםְמ  ו 

רוּשָׁלַיִםְ עוֹלֵיְי  בּ 

עוֹשִׂיןְ צֻוִּויןְו  רָאֵלְמ  יִשׂ 

כּוּתִיםְ

צֻוִּויןְְ מ 

אֵינָםְעוֹשִׂין ו 

משנה
 

Defining the ‘Bnei Noach’ 

וּנָּםְק

שֶׁאֵינִיְנֶהֱנֶהְ

נֵיְנֹחְַ לִב 

רָאֵלְ יִשׂ  מוּתָּרְבּ 

אָסוּרְ ו 

אוּמּוֹתְ בּ 

ְהָעוֹלָם

 גמראְ

רָאֵלְ יִשׂ  ו 

מִיְנָפֵיקְ

נֵיְנֹחְַ לָלְבּ  מִכּ 

אִיקַּדַּשְׁאְַ רָהָםְכֵּיוָןְדּ  ב 

רוְְֹ ק  אִית 

מֵיהּ ְעַלְשׁ 

 משנהְ
 

Defining the Zerah (descendants) of Avrohom 

שֶׁאֵינִיְנֶהֱנֶהְ

רָהָםְְ זֶרַעְאַב  ל 

רָאֵלְ יִשׂ  אָסוּרְבּ 

וּמוּתָּרְ

אוּמּוֹתְהָעוֹלָםְ ְבּ 

 גמרא

מָעֵאלְְ הָאִיכָּאְיִשׁ  ו 

חָקְ יִצ  כִּיְב 

רֵאְיִקְָּ

ךְזָרַעְְ ל 

תִיבְ כּ 

הָאִיכָּאְעֵשָׂוְְ ו 

חָקְ יִצ  בּ 

לאְֹ ו 

חָק לְיִצ  ְְְכׇּּ

בְּיִצְחָק כִי

בְּיִצְחָק





שנהמ  
 

Selling and Buying from those who are Assur to Benefit from 

You and from those Whom You are Assur to Benefit from 

שֶׁאֵינִיְנֶהֱנֶהְ

רָאֵלְְ מִיִּשׂ 

לוֹקֵחְַ

יוֹתֵרְ בּ 

פָחוֹתְ וּמוֹכֵרְבּ 

רָאֵלְ שֶׁיִּשׂ 

נֶהֱנִיןְלִיְ

פָחוֹתְ לוֹקֵחְַבּ 

יוֹתֵרְ וּמוֹכֵרְבּ 

עִיןְלוְֹ אֵיןְשׁוֹמ  ו 

שֶׁאֵינִיְנֶהֱנֶהְלָהֶןְ

הֵןְלִיְ ו 

יֵהָנֶהְ

אוּמּוֹתְהָעוֹלָם ְל 

 גמרא
 

Who Benefits from a Business Deal that is Done at Market 

Value – The Seller or the Buyer? 

מוּאֵלְאְָ מַרְשׁ 

לִיְ הַלּוֹקֵחְַכּ 

רוְֹ בַקּ  מִןְהָאוּמָּןְל 

נֶאֱנַסְ ו 

יָדוְֹ בּ 

חַיָּיבְ

מָאְ אַל 

קָסָבַרְְ

ְלוֹקֵחְַהִיאְְהֲנָאַת

שומר חנם 

שומר שכר  

אונס 

שואל 

אונס 





אונס

שואל 

נַןְ תּ 

שֶׁאֵינִיְנֶהֱנֶהְ

רָאֵלְְ מִיִּשׂ 

פָחוֹתְ מוֹכֵרְבּ 

שָׁוֶהְאֲבָלְ שָׁוֶהְבּ 

לָאְ

אִי ְו 

הֲנָאַתְלוֹקֵחְַהִיאְ

אֲפִילּוְּ

שָׁוֶהְ שָׁוֶהְבּ 

נִיתִי ןְמַת 

מֵיְעַלְאַפֵּיהְּ בִינָאְדִּר  בִּז 

אִםְכֵּןְ

אֵימָאְרֵישָׁאְ

 
16 Does the Person Actually Have to Buy the Item in Order to be Chayiv for an 
 ?אונס

The Ran explains that although this person did yet buy the object, since the 
price has already been set, and now at this point he has the ability to buy it, he 

יוֹתֵרְ לוֹקֵחְַבּ 

עוֹדְ ו 

אֵימָאְסֵיפָאְ

רָאֵלְ שֶׁיִּשׂ 

נֶהֱנִיןְלִיְ

פָחוֹת[ְְ ]לוֹקֵחְַבּ 

יוֹתֵרְ וּמוֹכֵרְבּ 

אִיְ ו 

בִינָא מֵיְעַלְאַפֵּיהְּבִּז  דִּר 

שָׁוֶהשָׁוְֶאֲפִילּוְּ הְבּ 

סֵיפָאְ

בִינָאְחֲרִיפָאְ בִּז 

אִיְהָכִיְ

is already considered like a ‘buyer’, and as such, he is already chayiv if the object 
gets damaged, even if the reason why it got damaged was out of his control. 





לוֹקֵחְַ

פָחוֹתְ בּ 

אֲפִילּוְּ

שָׁוֶהְְ שָׁוֶהְבּ 

ְְאֶלָּא
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נִיתִיןְמְַ ת 

עָאְ בִינָאְמִיצ  בִּז 

מוּאֵלְ דִשׁ  ו 

בִינָאְחֲרִיפָא בִּז 

אונס

 

אונס

As Long is a Person Considered as a Buyer with Regard to 

Determining if He is a שואל or a שומרְשכר? 

יָאְתְַּ נ 

מוּאֵלְ וָתֵיהְּדִּשׁ  כּ 

הַלּוֹקֵחְַכֵּלִיםְ

 
17 Why is He Considered as a Paid Watchman on the Way Back? 

The Ran explains that the reason that he is considered as a paid watchman 
and not as someone who is watching the object for free (i.e., a חנם  is (שומר 
because this is similar to every time someone borrows something.  

מִןְהַתַּגָּרְְ

רָןְְ שַׁגּ  ל 

בֵיתְחָמִיוְְ ל 

אָמַרְלוְֹ ו 

לִיןְאוֹתָןְמִמֶּנִּיְ קַבּ  אִםְמ 

מֵיהֶםְ ךְדּ  אֲנִיְנוֹתֵןְל 

אִםְלָאוְ ו 

ךְ אֲנִיְנוֹתֵןְל 

פִיְ ל 

טוֹבַתְהֲנָאָהְשֶׁבָּהֶןְ

סוְּ נֶאֶנ 

בַּהֲלִיכָהְְ

חַיָּיב

בַּחֲזָרָהְ

פָּטוּרְ

נֵיְ מִפּ 

נוֹשֵׂאְשָׂכָרשֶׁהוּאְ כּ 

אונס

אונס

אונס 

The halacha is that a borrower is considers a borrower for the length of the 
time-period that he is allowed to borrow it, and afterwards he is considered as a 
paid watchman. For example, if the person borrows an object for thirty days, for 
the first thirty days he has the status of a borrower (who is chayiv for an אונס) 





סִירָאְ הָהוּאְסַפ 

זַבּוֹנֵיְ קַלְחֲמָרָאְל  דִּשׁ 

לָאְאִיזַבַּןְ ו 

בַּהֲדֵיְדַּהֲדַרְְ

רָאְ נִיסְחַמ  אִיתּ 

מָןְ יבֵיהְּרַבְנַח  חַיּ 

שַׁלּוֹמֵיְְ ל 

מָןְְ רַבְנַח  אֵיתִיבֵיהְּרָבָאְל 

סוְּ נֶאֶנ 

בַּהֲלִיכָהְְ

חַיָּיבְ

בַּחֲזָרָהְ

פָּטוּר

אונס

אונס 

אונס

אֲמַרְלֵיהְּ

סִירָאְְ סַפ  חֲזָרָהְד 

הוֹלָכָהְהִיאְְ

זַבּוֹנֵיְ כַּחְל  אִילּוְּמַשׁ  דּ 

בֵיתֵיהְּ אֲפִילּוְּאַבָּבָאְד 

זַבֵּיןְלֵיהְּמִיְלָאְ מ 

 
and after the thirty days, he has the status of a paid watchman. That is, he is not 
chayiv for an אונס but he is chayiv if the object is lost or stolen (this would not be 
the case if he had the status as an unpaid watchman, as an unpaid watchman is 
only chayiv for negligence). 

The Ran explains that the reason that the person is chayiv as a paid 
watchman after the thirty days even though he is not being paid at that point is 
because this is the deal that is made every time someone borrows something. 
Since this person is benefiting from the use of the object, he agrees to be 

אונס 

שנהמ  
ְ

Who is Considered an עָרָל and Who is Considered as a מַל? 

וּנָּםְק

שֶׁאֲנִיְנֶהֱנֶהְְ

לָעֲרֵלִיםְ

מוּתָּרְ

רָאֵלְ לֵיְיִשׂ  עַר  בּ 

אָסוּרְ ו 

מוּלֵיְאוּמּוֹתְהָעוֹלָם בּ 

שֶׁאֲנִיְ

נֶהֱנֶהְלַמּוּלִיםְ

אָסוּרְ

רָאֵלְ לֵיְיִשׂ  עַר  בּ 

וּמוּתָּרְ

מוּלֵיְאוּמּוֹתְהָעוֹלָםְְ בּ 

לָהְ ר  שֶׁאֵיןְהָעׇּ

רוּיָהְ ק 

אֶלָּאְ

שֵׁםְ ל 

אוּמּוֹתְהָעוֹלָםְְ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

לְהַגּוֹיִםְעֲרֵלִים ְְכִּיְכׇּ

רָאֵלְ לְבֵּיתְיִשׂ  כׇּ ו 

לֵיְ עַר 

לֵבְ

obligated as a paid watchman, even after he is no longer allowed to use the 
object. 

If so, in our case as well. Since this person has the status as a borrower on 
the way to his father-in-law’s house, he as the status of a paid watchman on the 
way back. 

 

 





אוֹמֵרְ ו 

תִּיְ לִשׁ  הָיָהְהַפּ  ו 

הֶעָרֵלְהַזֶהְְ

עָרֵל 

עָרֵל 

עָרֵל

אוֹמֵרְ ו 

נָהְ מַח  פֶּןְתִּשׂ 

תִּיםְְ לִשׁ  נוֹתְפּ  בּ 

נָה ְְפֶּןְתַּעֲלֹז 

נוֹתְהָעֲרֵלִים בּ 

עָרֵל

יָהְאוֹמֵר עָזָרְבֶּןְעֲזַר  ְְרַבִּיְאֶל 

אוּסָהְהִיאְ מ 

לָהְ ר  הָעׇּ

שָׁעִיםְְ ר  בָּהְּ גַּנּוְּ שֶׁנִּת 

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

לְהַגּוֹיִםְ כִּיְכׇּ

עֲרֵלִיםְ

 
18 Why Does the Mishna Need to Bring Three Separate Sources to Teach that 
the Goyim Can be Referred to as Araylim Even if they Are Not Technically 
Araylim? 

1) The Ran explains that the Mishna could not just bring the first posuk 
that it quoted because one could argue that when the posuk refers 
to the goyim as araylim, it just means that they are araylim of the 
heart (i.e., they have impure thoughts). And indeed, the end of the 
posuk describes Klal Yisroel as araylim. Not as actual araylim but 
rather as arayil of the heart. And if, it could be possible that when the 
posuk describes the goyim as araylim, this is its intent as well. 

עָרֵל

The Greatness of Milah 

מָעֵאלְאוֹמֵרְְרְַ בִּיְיִשׁ 

דוֹלָהְמִילָהְ גּ 

תוְּעָלֶיהְְָ ר  שֶׁנִּכ 

רִיתוֹת רֵהְבּ  לֹשְׁעֶשׂ  שׁ 

ברית

רַבִּיְיוֹסֵיְאוֹמֵרְְ

דוֹלָהְמִילָהְ גּ 

שֶׁדּוֹחָהְ

אֶתְהַשַּׁבָּתְחֲמוּרָהְ

חָה ר  הוֹשֻׁעְַבֶּןְקׇּ אוֹמֵרְרַבִּיְי 

דוֹלָהְמִילָהְ גּ 

ְְ עָלֶיהָ הַצַדִּיקְ מֹשֶׁהְ ל  לוְֹ לָהְ נִת  שֶׁלּאְֹ

לאְֹשָׁעָה מ 

יָהְאוֹמֵרְְ חֶמ  רַבִּיְנ 

דוֹלָהְמִילָהְ גּ 

גָעִים ְשֶׁדּוֹחָהְאֶתְהַנּ 

רַבִּיְאוֹמֵרְ

2) The Ran continues and says that the Gemara could not just bring the 
posuk with regard to Golias because it could be that the reason that 
Dovid called Golias an עָרֵל is because although it is possible for a 
person to be born as a non-עָרֵל, it is not common, and as such, this is 
why Dovid was able to describe golias as an עָרֵל, even if he was not 
totally sure that this was true. 

3) The Ran concludes and says that from the last posuk we have a good 
proof. This posuk refers to the entire nation as araylim, even though 
there were certainly those among them that were not araylim. 





דוֹלָהְמִילָהְ גּ 

וֹתְ לְהַמִּצ  שֶׁכׇּּ

רָהָםְאָבִינוְּ שֶׁעָשָׂהְאַב 

רָאְשָׁלֵםְ לאְֹנִק 

עַדְשֶׁמָּלְ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

פָנַי הַלֵּךְְל  ְהִת 

יֵהְתָמִים וֶה 

דָּבָרְאַחֵרְ

דוֹלָהְמִילָהְ גּ 

מָלֵאְהִיאְ שֶׁאִל 

לאְֹבָּרָאְהַקָּדוֹשְׁבָּרוּךְְהוּאְ

אֶתְעוֹלָמוְְֹ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

כֹּהְאָמַרְה'ְ

רִיתִיְְ אִםְלאְֹב 

לָהְ יוֹמָםְוָלָי 

חֻקּוֹתְשָׁמַיִםְוָאָרֶץְְ

תִּי לאְֹשָׂמ 

 גמרא
 

Understanding the Complaint Against Moshe Rabbinu for 

Not Giving His Son a Bris 

יָאְתְַּ ְנ 

חָה ר  הוֹשֻׁעְַבֶּןְקׇּ ְְאוֹמֵרְרַבִּיְי 

דוֹלָהְמִילָהְ גּ 

כִיּוֹתְ לְז  שֶׁכׇּּ

שֶׁעשָׂהְמֹשֶׁהְרַבֵּינוְּ

דוְּלוְְֹ לאְֹעָמ 

רַשֵּׁלְְ שֶׁנִּת  כּ 

מִןְהַמִּילָהְ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

שֵׁהוְּה'ְ גּ  וַיִּפ 

בַקֵּשְׁהֲמִיתוֹ וַי 

אָמַרְרַבִּיְ

שָׁלוֹםְ חַסְו 

שֶׁמּשֶׁהְרַבֵּינוְּ

רַשֵּׁלְמִןְהַמִּילָהְ נִת 

אְכָּךְְאָמַרְאֶלְָּ

ְאָמוּל

אֵצֵא ְו 

סַכָּנָהְהִיאְ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

הִיְ וַי 

לִישִׁיְ בַיּוֹםְהַשּׁ 

גוֹ'ְְבְִּ יוֹתָםְכֹּאֲבִיםְו  ה 

אָמוּלְ

לֹשָׁהְיָמִיםְ הֶאְשׁ  אֶשׁ  ו 

הַקָּדוֹשְׁבָּרוּךְְהוּאְאָמַרְלִיְְ

רָיִםְ לֵךְְשֻׁבְמִצ 

אֶלָּאְ

נֵיְמָהְ מִפּ 

ְנֶעֱנַשְׁמֹשֶׁהְ

 

  

 
19 The Third Day After a Bris 

The posuk describes how Shimon and Lavi waited for three days after the 
people of Shechem gave themselves a bris before attacking. The Ran explains 
that this does not mean to say that the third day is the hardest after the bris but 

rather that they waited until then, as at that point they would be at their weakest 
from that fact that they had already gone through three days of pain. 
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נֵיְמְִ פּ 

חִלָּהְ עַסֵּקְבַּמָּלוֹןְתּ  שֶׁנִּת 

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

הִיְבַּדֶּרֶךְְבַּמָּלוֹןְ וַי 

עוֹןְ רַבָּןְשִׁמ 

לִיאֵלְאוְֹ מֵרְְבֶּןְגַּמ 

מֹשֶׁהְרַבֵּינוְּ לאְֹל 

בִּקֵּשְׁשָׂטָןְלַהֲרוֹגְ

אוֹתוְֹתִּינוֹקְ אֶלָּאְל 

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

כִּיְחֲתַןְדָּמִיםְ

אַתָּהְלִיְְ

אֵהְְ צֵאְוּר 

מִיְקָרוּיְחָתָןְְ

הֱוֵיְאוֹמֵרְ

זֶהְהַתִּינוֹקְ

אירוסין 

עי' שם

ְ נָאְ בִּיז  בַּרְ הוּדָהְ י  רַבִּיְ דָּרֵשְׁ

שָׁעָהְ בּ 

רַשֵּׁלְמֹשֶׁהְרַבֵּינוְְּ שֶׁנִּת 

מִןְהַמִּילָהְ

חֵימָהְ בָּאוְּאַףְו 

לָעוּהוְּ וּב 

ירוְּמִמֶּנּוְּ לאְֹשִׁיּ  ו 

לָיוְ אֶלָּאְרַג 

מִיָּדְ

וַתִּקַּחְצִפֹּרָהְצֹרְ

רֹתְ וַתִּכ 

נָהְּ לַתְבּ  ר  אֶתְעׇּ

מִיָּדְ

וַיִּרֶףְמִמֶּנּוְּ

אוֹתָהְּשָׁעָהְ בּ 

בִּיקֵּשְׁמֹשֶׁהְרַבֵּינוְּ

גָןְְ הוֹר  ל 

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

הֶרֶףְמֵאַףְוַעֲזֹבְחֵמָהְ

רִיםְ יֵשְׁאוֹמ  ו 

חֵימָהְהֲרָגוְֹ ל 

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

חֵמָהְאֵיןְלִיְ

תִיבְְ הָכ  ו 

תִּיְ כִּיְיָגֹר 





הַחֵמָהְ נֵיְהָאַףְו  מִפּ 

רֵיְ תּ 

חֵימָהְהֲווְֹ

אִיבָּעֵיתְאֵימָאְְ ו 

חֵימָהְ דָּאְד  גּוּנ 

Additional Examples of How We See the Greatness of Milah 

יָאְתְַּ נ 

רַבִּיְאוֹמֵרְ

דוֹלָהְמִילָהְ גּ 

שֶׁאֵיןְלָךְְְ

מִיְ

וֹתְְ מִצ  עַסֵּקְבּ  שֶׁנִּת 

רָהָםְאָבִינוְּ אַב  כּ 

רָאְ לאְֹנִק  ו 

תָּמִיםְ

אֶלָּאְעַלְשֵׁםְמִילָהְ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

פָנַיְ הַלֵּךְְל  הִת 

יֵהְתָמִיםְ וֶה 

תִיבְ וּכ 

נָהְ אֶתּ  ו 

רִיתִיְבֵּינִיְוּבֵינֶךְ ב 

תמים

דָּבָרְאַחֵרְ

דוֹלָהְמִילָהְ גּ 

קוּלָהְ שֶׁשּׁ 

נֶגֶדְ כּ 

וֹתְשֶׁבַּתּוֹרָהְ לְהַמִּצ  ְכׇּּ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

בָרִיםְהָאֵלְֶּ גוֹ'ְכִּיְעַלְפִּיְהַדּ  הְו 

דָּבָרְאַחֵרְ

דוֹלָהְמִילָהְ גּ 

מָלֵאְמִילָהְ שֶׁאִיל 

ימוְְּ קַיּ  לאְֹנִת 

שָׁמַיִםְוָאָרֶץְְ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

רִיתִיְ אִםְלאְֹבּ 

גוֹ'ְ לָהְו  יוֹמָםְוָלָי 

רַבִּיְאֱלִיעֶזֶרְ לִיגָאְדּ  וּפ 

אָמַרְרַבִּיְאֱלִיעֶזֶרְ דּ 

דוֹלָהְתּוֹרָהְ גּ 

מָלֵאְתּוֹרָהְ שֶׁאִיל 

ימוְְּ קַיּ  לאְֹנִת 

שָׁמַיִםְוָאָרֶץְְ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

רִיתִיְ אִםְלאְֹב 

לָהְ יוֹמָםְוָלָי 

ְְחֻקּוֹת

שָׁמַיִםְוָאָרֶץְ

גוֹ'ְ תִּיְו  לאְֹשָׂמ 

הוּדָהְאָמַרְרַבְְ אָמַרְרַבְי 

שָׁעָהְ בּ 

שֶׁאָמַרְלוְְֹ

הַקָּדוֹשְׁבָּרוּךְְהוּאְְ

רָהָםְאָבִינוְְּ אַב  ל 

פָנַיְ הַלֵּךְְל  הִת 

יֵהְתָמִיםְ וֶה 

עָדָהְ אֲחָזַתּוְּר 





אָמַרְְ

שֶׁמָּאְ

יֵשְׁבִּיְ

גוּנֶּהְ דָּבָרְמ 

ןְשֶׁאָמַרְלוְֹכֵּיוְָ

רִיתִיְ נָהְב  אֶתּ  ו 

בֵּינִיְוּבֵינֶךְ

תּוְֹ רָהְדַּע  קָר  נִת 

There is No Mazel to Yisroel (Hashem’s response to 

Avrohom Avinu) 

וַיּוֹצֵאְאֹתוְֹהַחוּצָהְ

פָנָיוְ אָמַרְל 

רִבּוֹנוְֹשֶׁלְעוֹלָםְ

תִּיְבַּמַּזָלְשֶׁלִּיְ תַּכַּל  הִס 

אֵיןְלִיְ ו 

אֶלָּאְבֵּןְאֶחָדְ

אָמַרְלוְֹ

צֵאְ

ךְְ נִינוּתְשֶׁלּ  טַג  מֵאִיצ 

רָאֵלְ יִשׂ  אֵיןְמַזָלְל 

The Advantage of Going with ְמִימוֹת  תּ 

חָקְְאְָ מַרְרַבִּיְיִצ 

מוֹ תַמֵּיםְעַצ  לְהַמ  כׇּּ

הַקָּדוֹשְׁבָּרוּךְְהוּאְְ

מִתַּמֵּיםְעִמּוְֹ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

ְעִםְחָסִיד

חַסָּדְְ תִּת 

עִםְגִּבּוֹרְתָּמִיםְ

תִּתַּמָּםְְ

תָּמִים

יָאְְאְָ מַרְרַבִּיְהוֹשַׁע 

מוְְֹ תַמֵּיםְעַצ  לְהַמ  כׇּּ

שָׁעָהְ

עוֹמֶדֶתְלוְְֹ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

פָנַיְ הַלֵּךְְל  הִת 

יֵהְתָמִיםְ וֶה 

תִיבְ וּכ 

הָיִיתְָ ו 

אַבְהֲמוֹןְגּוֹיִםְ ל 

תְּמִימוֹת

תְּמִימוֹת

The Danger of Using ְֹנִיחוּש 

מַרְרַבִּיְאְָ

נַחֵשׁכֹּלְ ְְהַמ 

לוְֹנַחַשְְׁ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

יַעֲקֹבְ כִּיְלאְֹנַחַשְׁבּ 

לָמֶדְאָלֶףְ הָאְבּ  ו 

תִיבְ כּ 

אֶלָּאְ

מִשּׁוּםְְ

ְְמִדָּה

נֶגֶדְמִדָּהְ כּ 





כִי לאֹ נַחַשׁ בְּיַעֲקֹב 

לו 

לא

מדה כנגד מדה

רַבִּיְזֵירָאְ רֵיהְּדּ  תָּנֵיְאַהֲבָהְבּ 

לְאָדָםְ כׇּּ

נַחֵשְְׁ שֶׁאֵינוְֹמ 

נִיסִיןְאוֹתוְְֹ מַכ 

חִיצָה ְְבִּמ 

שֶׁאֲפִילּוְְּ

אֲכֵיְהַשָּׁרֵתְ מַל 

כוֹלִיןְ אֵיןְי 

תוֹכָהְְּ לִיכָּנֵסְבּ 

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

כִּיְלאְֹנַחַשְׁ

יַעֲקֹבְְ בּ 

גוֹ'ְ רָאֵלְו  יִשׂ  לאְֹקֶסֶםְבּ  ו 

 
20 The Maharsha’s Explanation of the Gemara (the source for the rule of   מדה
 (כנדד מדה 

According to the basic understanding of the Gemara, although the Gemara 
at first thought that this rule could be learned out of a posuk, in the end the 
Gemara says that it is a shevara. But on this the Maharsha asks two questions. 
Firstly, what is the chiddush of the Gemara that nichush works specifically 
against those who believe in it because of the rule of מדה כנדד מדה? This is a rule 
that we find all over, and if so, why should this case be any different? 

Secondly, what the Gemara does is not the way of the Gemara normally acts. 
We don’t find that the Gemara will at first attempt to use a posuk to prove a 

Why Was Avrohom Avinu Punished that His Descendants 

Would Have to be Enslaved in Mitzrayim for Two Hundred 

Ten Years? 

מַרְרַבִּיְאֲבָהוְּאְָ

עָזָר ְְאָמַרְרַבִּיְאֶל 

נֵיְמָהְ מִפּ 

רָהָםְאָבִינוְּנֶעְֱ נַשְׁאַב 

דוְּבָּנָיוְ בּ  תַּע  נִשׁ  ו 

רַיִםְ מִצ  ל 

עֶשֶׂרְשָׁנִיםְ מָאתַיִםְו 

נֵיְ מִפּ 

יָיא גַּר  שֶׁעָשָׂהְאַנ 

מִידֵיְחֲכָמִיםְבְּ  תַל 

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

וַיָּרֶקְ

אֶתְחֲנִיכָיוְ

לִידֵיְבֵיתוְֹ י 

מוּאֵלְאָמַרְ וּשׁ 

נֵיְ מִפּ 

רִיזְעַלְמִדּוֹתָיוְְ שֶׁהִפ 

שֶׁלְהַקָּדוֹשְׁבָּרוּךְְהוּאְְ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

בַּמָּהְאֵדַעְ

כִּיְאִירָשֶׁנָּהְְ

halacha and then as the result of a question say that the source for the halacha 
is only a shevara.  

Because of these questions the Maharsha explains that even in the end, the 
Gemara is still saying that the posuk is the source for Rebbi’s statement. The 
Maharsha explains that at first Bilam wanted to curse Klal Yisroel by using 
nichush. But then when he realized that they do not engage in using nichush, he 
said that if so, he cannot use nichush either, and the reason for this is because 
of the rule מדה כנדד מדה. That is, the Maharsha says that this very posuk is the 
source for the rule of מדה כנדד מדה that we find all over.  





רַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְאָמַרְ ו 

נֵיְאָדָםְ רִישְׁבּ  שֶׁהִפ 

הִכָּנֵסְ מִלּ 

כִינָהְתַּחַתְְ פֵיְהַשּׁ  כַּנ 

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

תֶּןְלִיְהַנֶּפֶשְׁ

כֻשְׁקַחְלָךְְ הָר  ו 

The Gemara will now discuss the meaning of the word וַיָּרֶק 

וַיָּרֶקְ

חֲנִיכָיוְאֶתְ

לִידֵיְבֵיתוְֹ י 

רַבְאָמַרְְ

שֶׁהוֹרִיקָןְבַּתּוֹרָהְ

וַיָרֶק

וַיָרֶק

וְהַבּוֹר רֵק אֵין בּוֹ מָיִם

 
מוּאֵלְאָמַרְ וּשׁ 

שֶׁהוֹרִיקָןְ

זָהָבְ בּ 

Who Went with Avrohom when He Went to War (three 

hundred eighteen men or just Eliezer)? 

לֹשְׁמֵאוֹתְ מֹנָהְעָשָׂרְוּשׁ  שׁ 

אָמַרְרַבִּיְאַמֵּיְבַּרְאַבָּאְ

אֱלִיעֶזֶרְ

נֶגֶדְכּוּלָּםְ כּ 

רִי אָמ  אִיכָּאְדּ 

אֱלִיעֶזֶרְהוּאְְ

ְְ הָוֵי הָכִיְ בָּנֵיהְּ חוּשׁ  דּ 

אליעזר

How Do We Know that Avrohom Was Three Years Old 

when He Recognized Hashem? 

אָמַרְרַבִּיְאַמֵּיְבַּרְאַבָּאְוְ 

בֵּןְשָׁלֹשְׁשָׁנִיםְ

רָהְָ םְהִכִּירְאַב 

אוְֹ אֶתְבּוֹר 

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

ְְ קֹלִי בּ  רָהָםְ אַב  שָׁמַעְ אֲשֶׁרְ עֵקֶבְ

בָּנֵיהְְּ חוּשׁ 

רֵיןְ עִיןְוּת  שִׁב  אָהְו  מ 

עקב 

עקב





The One Day of the Year that the Satan Does Not Have 

Power Over Klal Yisroel 

אָמַרְרָמֵיְבַּרְאַבָּאוְ 

  







Nedarim 32b 

שָּׂטָןְְהְַ

בָּנֵיהְְּ חוּשׁ  בּ 

אָהְ לָתְמ  עָהתּ  בּ  אַר  שִׁיתִּיןְו  ו 

 

לאחר ואכמ''ל  במפרשים  אינם    עי'  שדבריהם 

( מבונים לי כ''ך

 

The Difference Between רָם רָהָםְ and אַב   אַב 

ְְאָמַרְרָמֵיְבַּרְאַבָּאְוְ 

רָםְ תִיבְאַב  כּ 

רָהָםְ תִיבְאַב  וּכ 

אברם

אברהם

חִלָּהְְ בַּתּ 

לִיכוְֹהַקָּדוֹשְׁבָּרוּךְְהוּאְְ הִמ 

לֹשָׁהְ בָּעִיםְוּשׁ  אַר  אֵבָרִיםעַלְמָאתַיִםְו 

בַסּוֹףְ וּל 

לִיכוְְֹ הִמ 

מוֹנֶהְאֵבָרִיםְ בָּעִיםְוּשׁ  אַר  עַלְמָאתַיִםְו 

אברם

אברהם אברהם

אֵלּוְּהֵןְְ

תֵּיְעֵינַיִםְ שׁ 

נַיִםְ ז  תֵּיְאׇּ וּשׁ 

ראֹשְְׁ וִיָּיהְו  הַגּ 

The Mashal that is Written in Sefer Koheles with Regard to a 

Person’s Spiritual Struggles 

אָמַרְרָמֵיְבַּרְאַבָּאְ ו 

מַאיְ

תִי ְְבדִּכ 

טַנָּהְ עִירְק 

גוֹ'ְ וַאֲנָשִׁיםְו 

טַנָּהְ עִירְק 

זֶהְהַגּוּףְ

עַטְ וַאֲנָשִׁיםְבָּהְּמ 

אֵלּוְּאֵבָרִיםְ

וּבָאְאֵלֶיהְָמֶלֶךְְגָּדוֹלְ

סָבַבְאֹתָהְּ ו 

זֶהְיֵצֶרְהָרָעְְ

וּבָנָהְעָלֶיהְָ

צוֹדִיםְוַחֲרָמִיםְ מ 

אֵלּוְּעֲוֹנוֹתְְ

וּמָצָאְבָהְּ

חָכָם כֵּןְו  ְְאִישְׁמִס 

זֶהְיֵצֶרְטוֹבְְ

וּמִלַּטְהוּאְאֶתְהָעִירְ

מָתוְֹ כ  חׇּ בּ 

שׁוּבָהְְ זוְֹתּ 

וּמַעֲשִׂיםְטוֹבִיםְ

אָדָםְ ו 

לאְֹזָכַרְ

כֵּןְהַהוּאְְְְאֶתְהָאִישׁ הַמִּס 

עַתְ בִשׁ  דּ 





יֵצֶרְהָרָעְ

כַרְלֵיהְְּ מִדּ  לֵיתְדּ 

יֵצֶרְטוֹבְ ל 

מָהְהַחְׇּ כ 

תָּעֹזְלֶחָכָםְ

מֵעֲשָׂרָהְשַׁלִּיטִיםְ

מָהְ כ  הַחׇּ

תָּעֹזְלֶחָכָםְ

שׁוּבָהְְ זוְֹתּ 

וּמַעֲשִׂיםְטוֹבִיםְ

מֵעֲשָׂרָהְשַׁלִּיטִיםְ

תֵּיְעֵינַיִםְ שׁ 

נַיִםְ ז  תֵּיְאׇּ וּשׁ 

תֵּיְיָדַיִםְ וּשׁ 

לַיִםְ תֵּיְרַג  וּשׁ 

וִיָּיהְ ראֹשְׁהַגּ  ו 

וּפֶהְ

The Cause of the Kahuna Coming from Avrohom and not 

Shaim 

יָהְְאְָ כַר  מַרְרַבִּיְז 

מָעֵאלְְ מִשּׁוּםְרַבִּיְיִשׁ 

בִּיקֵּשְׁהַקָּדוֹשְׁבָּרוּךְְהוּאְ

הוּנָּהְְ הוֹצִיאְכּ  ל 

מִשֵּׁםְְ

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

הוּאְכֹהֵןְ ו 

יוֹןְְְלָקֵל עֶל 

דִּיםְ כֵּיוָןְשֶׁהִק 

רָהָםְ כַּתְאַב  בִּר 

כַּתְהַמָּקוֹםְ בִר  ל 

הוֹצִיאָהְְּ

רָהָםְ מֵאַב 

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

כֵהוְּ בָר  וַי 

וַיּאֹמַרְ

רָםְ בָּרוּךְְאַב 

יוֹןְְלָקֵל עֶל 

קֹנֵהְשָׁמַיִםְוָאָרֶץְ

יוֹןְְלָקֵלְרוּךְְוּבְָ עֶל 

רָהָםְ אָמַרְלוְֹאַב 

דִּימִיןְ כִיְמַק  ו 

כַּתְעֶבֶדְְ בִּר 

כַּתְקוֹנוֹ בִר  ְל 

מִיָּדְ

תָנָהְּ נ 

רָהָםְְ אַב  ל 

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

אֻםְה'ְ נ 

לַאדֹנִיְ

שֵׁבְלִימִינִיְ

בֶיךְ עַדְאָשִׁיתְאֹי 

לֶיךְ רַג  הֲדֹםְל 

תִיבְ רֵיהְּכּ  וּבָת 

בַּעְה'ְ נִשׁ 

לאְֹיִנָּחֵםְ ו 

עוֹלָםְ אַתָּהְכֹהֵןְל 

רָתִיְ עַלְדִּב 

כִּיְצֶדֶקְ מַל 

צֶדֶק מַלְכִי 

עַלְדִּיבּוּרוְְֹ

כִּיְצֶדֶקְ שֶׁלְמַל 





ינוְּ הַי  ו 

תִיבְְ דִּכ 

הוּאְכֹהֵן ְו 

יוֹן לָקֵלְעֶל 

הוּאְכֹּהֵןְְ

עוְֹכֹּהֵןְ אֵיןְזַר  ו 

דָרִיםְ בָּעָהְנ  רָןְעֲלָךְְכָּלְאַר  הַד 
 

 משנה

The Difference Between A Regular Neder and a Neder that 

Just Forbids Food 

ְ

יןְבֵּיןְאְֵ

ְהֲנָאָהְְהַמּוּדָּרְ

ְמֵחֲבֵירוֹ

לַמּוּדָּרְ

הֵימֶנּוְּמַאֲכָלְ

רִיסַתְהָרֶגֶלְ אֶלָּאְדּ 

כֵלִיםְ ו 

ְאוֹכֶלְנֶפֶשְְׁשֶׁאֵיןְעוֹשִׂיןְבָּהֶם

 

דְּרִיסַת הָרֶגֶל

הַמּוּדָּרְ

מַאֲכָלְמֵחֲבֵירוְֹ

אִילֶנּוְּ לאְֹיַשׁ 

נָפָהְ

בָרָהְְ וּכ 

רֵיחַיִםְ ו 

תַנּוּרְ ו 

אִילְלוְְֹ אֲבָלְמַשׁ 

חָלוּקְ

טַבַּעַתְ ו 

טַלִּיתְ ו 

זָמִיםְ וּנ 

 

 גמרא
 

Who is the Tanna that Evens Assurs Benefit that is Given 

Away (אֲפִילּוְּוִיתּוּר)?  

ְ

נָאְמְַ ְאןְתּ 





ְאָמַרְרַבְאַדָּאְבַּרְאַהֲבָהְְ

ְרַבִּיְאֱלִיעֶזֶרְהִיאְְ

יָאְ תַנ  ְדּ 

ְְְרַבִּיְאֱלִיעֶזֶרְאוֹמֵרְ

ְְאֲפִילּוְּוִיתּוּרְ

אָסוּרְ

מוּדַּרְהֲנָאָהְ ְבּ 

 

Which Neder Will Assur Even Kaylim that are Used in the 

Preparation of Food? 

 

הַמּוּדָּרְ

ְמַאֲכָלְ
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הָא מַאֲכָלמִןו 

נָדַר

עוֹןרַבִּיאָמַרְ לָקִישׁבֶּןְשִׁמ 

אוֹמֵר בּ 

ךהֲנָאַת מַאֲכָל 

עָלַי

אֵימָא

שֶׁלּאְֹ

עוֹס חִיטִּיןיִל 

יִתֵּן מַכָּתוֹעַלְו 

רָבָאאָמַר

אוֹמֵר בּ 

הֲנָאָהְ

בִיאָהְ ךְלִידֵיהַמּ  מַאֲכָל 

עָלַי

 

What is Included in the Category of those Things that Bring 

to the Eating of the Food? 

 

  

פָּפָּאְרַבאָמַר

הָבִיאשַׂק פֵּירוֹתל 

וַחֲמוֹרְ

הָבִיא פֵּירוֹתְעָלָיול 

וַאֲפִילּוּ

מָאצַנָּא עָל  בּ 

הֲנָאָהְ

בִיאָהְ הוּאְמַאֲכָלְלִידֵיהַמּ 

פָּפָּארַבבָּעֵי

כּוֹבסוּס עָלָיולִר 

טַבַּעַתְ בָּהּלֵירָאוֹתו 

מַהוְּ

סַקְ וּמֵיזַלמִיפ 

עֵיהּ אַר  בּ 





מַאי

מַעְתָּא שׁ 

אִילאֲבָל לוְֹמַשׁ 

טַלִּיתחָלוּקְ ו 

זָמִים טַבָּעוֹתנ  ְְו 

דָמֵיהֵיכִי

אִילֵּימָא

בָּהֶןְלֵירָאוֹתְשֶׁלּאְֹ

רִיכָא מֵימַרְצ  ל 

לָאוְאֶלָּא

אֲפִילּוּ

בָּהֶןלֵירָאוֹת

קָתָנֵי ו 

אִילוֹ מַשׁ 

 

לָא

עוֹלָם ל 

לֵירָאוֹתשֶׁלּאֹ

ידֵי אַיּ  קָתָנֵיו  רֵישָׁאדּ 

אִילֶנּוּלאֹ יַשׁ 

נָא סֵיפָאְתּ 

אִילוֹ מַשׁ 

 

 משנה
 

Under Which Circumstances are Even Non-Food-related 

Kaylim Assur to Someone Who Cannot Get Food-related 

Benefit? 

 

כל דָּבָרְו 

נֶפֶשׁאוֹכֶלְבּוְֹעוֹשִׂיןשֶׁאֵין

ְְמָקוֹם

כִּירִיןְ שֶׁמַּשׂ 

יוֹצֵא בָּהֶןכּ 

אָסוּר

 

גמרא





Establishing the Tanna of Our Mishna that Holds that it is 

Assur to Borrow Food-Related Kaylim Even if they Are Not 

Rented Out 

 

לָל מִכּ 

רֵישָׁא דּ 

פִּיעַלאַף

שֶׁאֵיןְ

כִּירִין מַשׂ 

 

תַּנָּאמַאן

מפקיד

 

אַהֲבָהבַּראַדָּארַבְאָמַרְ

הִיאאֱלִיעֶזֶררַבִּי

משנה
 

The Various Actions that One is Allowed to Do for Someone 

Who is Forbidden to Receive Benefit from Him (paying his 

shekel, paying back his loan, and returning his lost object) 

ְ

מּוּדָּרְהְַ

הֲנָאָה

מֵחֲבֵירוֹ

לוְֹאֶתלוֹשׁוֹקֵלְ שִׁק 

חוֹבוֹאֶתוּפוֹרֵעְַ

לוְֹוּמַחֲזִיר

אֲבֵידָתוְֹאֶתְ

מָקוֹם

לִין כָרשְָׂעָלֶיהְָשֶׁנּוֹט 

הֲנָאָהתִּפּוֹל

דֵּשְׁ לַהֶק 

 

 

 

 גמרא
 

The Sugya of רוֹחֵיְ אֲרִי  when is repaying a loan not) אַב 

considered a benefit?) 





מָא אַל 

רוֹחֵיְ אַב  אֲרִי מָאְ עָל  בּ  הוּאְ

רֵי וּשׁ 

מַאן תַּנָּא

אָמַרְ רַבְ יָא הוֹשַׁע 

זוֹ  

 
  

 
21 Understanding this that Repayment of a Loan is Not Considered a Benefit 

The Gemara tells us that the reason repayment of one’s loan is not 

considered as a benefit is because it is similar to the case of אֲרִי רוֹחֵי  אַבְֹ

 









עַל קֶרֶן בִי הַצ 

 

 

 

ְרָבָא

 
23 When Does the Halacha of Chanan Apply? 

The Ran quotes the Rashba as saying that this that Chanan holds that the 
person cannot demand payment from the husband is only in the case in which 
the person said explicitly that the reason he is giving the woman the money is in 
order to satisfy the husband’s chiyuv to her. But if the man would just give her 
the money without specifying why he is doing so, then it would be considered as 
if the man is lending money to the woman (i.e., and not that he is giving her a 
gift), and the woman would have to repay the money to the man. The woman, 
however, would be able to then go ahead and demand the money back from her 
husband.  

The Rashba then brings proof to this point, that when a person gives 
someone money without saying why he is doing so, we do not assume that he is 
giving the person a gift. And therefore, this is what we say in our case as well. 
When the man gave the woman the money without specifying why, we do not 
assume that it is meant as a gift and that is why he has the right to demand it 
back. 

The Ran argues and says that while it is true that when a person gives 
someone else money, the assumed intent is not that it should be a gift but that 
will not be relevant in our case. In our case as well, we do not assume that he 
meant to give the woman a gift, but rather we assume that the reason that he 
did not say anything to her is because he plans on demanding the money back 
from the husband.  

And if this is true, that he plans to demand the money back from the 
husband , we understand why he did not say anything to her. He knows that she 
doesn’t have anything, and as such he does not say anything to her. His plan all 
along is to demand the money from the husband, and as such, according to 
Chanan it is as if he placed his money on the horn of the deer as he does not 
have the right to demand the money back from the husband. 
Is there a Difference if the Lender is Demanding his Money Back? 

The Ran brings that there are those that explain that the reason why the 
person who pays back the borrower’s debt cannot not demand the borrower to 
pay him back is because the borrower can always say that if he would have been 
there, he would have been able to convince the lender to forgive the debt. 
Therefore, even though this person did pay back his debt, this is not considered 
a benefit. 

רַבְאָמַרְלָא יָאכּ  ְהוֹשַׁע 

קָאְ ְלָהּמוֹקֵיםדּ 

נִיתִין מַת  ְל 

רֵי דִב  ְהַכֹּלכּ 

יָאְרַב ְהוֹשַׁע 

רָבָאאָמַרְלָא ְכּ 

זֵירָה ְגּ 

ְלִיפָּרַעשֶׁלּאֹ

לִיפָּרַעמִשּׁוּם

If this would be true, there would be a difference with regard to halacha 
l’maaseh (practical halacha). If the lender would be demanding his money back, 
then if the third-party would then go ahead and pay the debt back, this would 
be a debt that the borrower would have to compensate the third-party for (as 
the previous shevara would not apply). 

The Ran says that this cannot be the correct pshat in Chanan’s shita because 
if this would be the correct explanation, then there would be no way to explain 
the Mishna. The Mishna said that the paying back of another’s person’s chiyuv 
shekel is also not considered a benefit. But why not? In the case of paying the 
shekel, the person whose obligation was paid for can obviously not claim that he 
could have gotten out of this chiyuv to pay! Even though it is true that we find 
that a lender might forgive the money owed to him, the gizbar (one in charge of 
collecting the half-shekels) does not have that ability. Therefore, the previous 
shevara cannot apply to the case of paying someone else’s chiyuv shekel, and 
yet the Mishna still says that the paying of the chiyuv shekel is not considered a 
benefit. 

The Ran says that the explanation for Chanan’s shita must be as he explained 
previously. That Chanan holds that paying back a debt is not considered as a 
benefit but rather it is only considered as preventing a loss. And if so, it would 
not make a difference if the lender is demanding the money back of not. In either 
case, the repayment of the loan is not considered a benefit and is therefore 
mutur even to the person to whom it is assur to benefit from. 

 

 
24 Another Reason to Explain Why Our Mishna Cannot be Explained to be in 
Accordance with the Rabbanan 

Our Gemara explains why our Mishna cannot be in accordance with those 
who argue with Chanan. The Ran points out that the Gemara in meseches 
Kesubos gives a different reason why one cannot answer that the case of the 
Mishna is one in which the lender said that the borrower does not have to pay 
back. The Gemara there explains that even if there is no chiyuv for the borrower 
to pay back the loan, it is certainly beneficial for him to do so. It is embarrassing 
not to pay back one’s loan, and therefore even if there would be no chiyuv to 





When is One Allowed to Return a Lost Object to Someone 

that He is Assur to Benefit from (the machlokes R' Ami and 

R' Asi? 

ְאֲבֵידָתוֹאֶתלוֹמַחֲזִיר

לִיגִי ְבַּהּפּ 

רַבִּיאַמֵּירַבִּי ְאַסִּיו 

ְאָמַרְחַד

ְשָׁנוּלאֹ

אֶלָּא

סֵי שֶׁנִּכ  זִירבּ  ְמַח 

אֲסוּרִין

ְאֲבֵידָהבַּעַלעַל

כִי דַּרְדּ  ְלֵיהּמַה 

שֵׁיהְּמִידַּעַם נַפ  דּ 

דַּרקָאְ ְלֵיהְּמַה 

ְאֲבָל

סֵי נִכ 

ְאֲבֵידָהְבַּעַל

זִירְעַלאֲסוּרִין ְמַח 

דַּרְקָאלָא ְלֵיהּמַה 

קָא הַנֵּידּ  ְלֵיהּמ 

רוּטָהְ רַבפּ  ְיוֹסֵףדּ 

חַד ְאָמַרו 

אֲפִילּוּ

סֵי נִכ 

ְאֲבֵידָהְבַּעַל

זִירְעַלאֲסוּרִין ְמַח 

דַּרְ ְלֵיהּמַה 

וּמִשּׁוּם

רוּטָהְ רַבפּ  ְיוֹסֵףדּ 

כִיחְַלָא שׁ 

 
pay it back, if someone else does pay back the loan, that would certainly be 
considered as a benefit to the borrower. 

 
 

25 If the ‘Perutah D’Rav Yosef’ is Uncommon, Why is Shomer Aveida 
Considered a Shomer Shachor (the answer of the Mishna L’melech and R' Leib 
Malin)? 

כָר  שָֹ ֹשוֹמֵר 

הַעוֹסֵק בְּמִצְוָה פָּטוּר מִן הַמִצְוָה 

The Ran points out that even though our Gemara is saying that since the 
benefit of Perutah D’Rav Yosef is uncommon, since there is a possibility that the 
returner will receive this benefit, this is enough to make him a paid watchman. 

But the Ran does not explain the difference. Why is it that with regard to a 
person making a neder to ban benefit from someone, this is not considered a 
benefit but with regard to determining what type of watchman he is, this is 





 

 

 

 

 
considered a benefit? The Ran just states that there is a difference between the 
two halachos, but he does not say what it is. ויש לפלפל ואכמ''ל. 

The Mishna L’Melech (Nedarim 7:1) explains with a practical answer, that 
our case is one in which the person finds that lost object and now wants to return 
it, something that does not take a long time (as the finder knows who the owner 
is). Therefore, since the returning does not take a long time, it is not likely that a 
poor person will come at that exact moment and ask for tzeddakah. Therefore, 
since the likelihood of a poor person coming then is small, the benefit that he 
gets is not considered as a ‘significant’ benefit.  

However, in the typical case of a person finding an object, the finder does 
not know who the owner is, and as such, the finder has to bring to the object to 
his home and wait until the owner can be located. This process takes time and 
therefore we say that since there is a significant enough possibility that a poor 
person will come during that time, the benefit of being exempt from giving 
tzedakah is great enough to make him a paid watchman. 

However, the notes on the Ritva (Mossad Rav Kook) asks that seemingly this 
is not like the shita of most Rishonim that hold that this that a person is patur 
from giving a poor person tzeddakah is only at the time that the finder is ‘busy’ 
with the lost object. But if the object is just resting in the finder’s house, then 
the finder would not be patur. Therefore, according to this logic we should say 
that since the possibility of a poor person coming at the time that he is ‘’busy’ 
with the lost object is small, the benefit of being patur from tzedakah should not 
be considered a significant benefit. 

A second question that is asked is that according to the Mishna L’Melech in 
a case in which the finder is forbidden to receive benefit from the owner, if the 
finder knows that it will take a long time to return the object (for ex. if the owner 

is out of town), then it should be assur for the returner to return the object as it 
will take a long time to do so (and therefore it will be likely that a poor person 
will come during that time). Seemingly the question can be asked in reverse as 
well. According to the Mishna L’Melech, it should come out that if a person finds 
an object and know who the owner is (i.e., and as such he will be able to return 
it within a short time) the finder should not be considered as a paid watchman 
(and seemingly this is not the halacha). 

Reb Leib Malin (ע''ח סימן   gives a fascinating explanation, that the (סוף 
difference between our case and the regular case of determining if a finder is a 
paid watchman or not, is not a partial difference but rather it is a ‘lomdishe’ 
difference. 

He explains that when it comes to determining if this person is allowed to 
return the object to the one that he is forbidden to get benefit from, we have to 
judge each one of his actions separately (i.e., is he allowed to pick it up, is he 
then allowed to walk with it, is he then allowed to put it down in his house, etc.). 
And since with regard to each one of these actions there is only a small chance 
that a poor person would come then, the benefit for being patur for that small 
time period is not considered a benefit and therefore that action is mutur for 
him to do. 

However, when it comes to determining whether to consider a returner as 
a paid watchman or an unpaid watchman, we have to look at ‘the entire job’ at 
once. That is, when he picks up the object in order to return it, at that point we 
look at what the person will be doing (the entire job of returning it) and since 
over the entire time that he will be involved with this object there is a significant 
chance that a poor person would come, that is enough to say that he should be 
considered as a paid watchman ויש לפלפל ואכמ''ל. 
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Understanding When and Why a “Returner’s Fee” Has to be 

Given to Hekdesh 

ְ

ְ נַןְתּ 

לִיןְעָלֶיהְְָמָקוֹםְְ שֶׁנּוֹט 

שָׂכָרְְ

דֵּשְְׁ תִּפּוֹלְהֲנָאָהְלַהֶק 

 

לָמָאְ בִּשׁ 

אָמַרְ מַאןְדּ  ל 

אֲפִילּוְּ

סֵיְ שֶׁנִּכ  בּ 

בַּעַלְאֲבֵידָהְאֲסוּרִיםְ

זִירְְ עַלְמַח 

דַּרְ נָמֵיְמַה 

קָתָנֵיְ ינוְּדּ  הַי 

ְמָקוֹם

לִיןְעָלֶיהְָשָׂכָרְְ שֶׁנּוֹט 

דֵּשְׁ תִּפּוֹלְהֲנָאָהְלַהֶק 

אָמַרְ מַאןְדּ  אֶלָּאְל 

סֵיְ שֶׁנִּכ  כּ 

בַּעַלְאֲבֵידָהְ

זִירְְ אֲסוּרִיםְעַלְמַח 

דַּרְְ לָאְמַה 

אַמַּאיְ

תִּפּוֹלְהֲנָאָהְ

דֵּשׁ לַהֶק 

אַחֲדָאְקָתָנֵי

 

Another Version of the Machlokes R' Ami and R' Asi (when 

is one allowed to return a lost object to someone that he is 

assur to benefit from)? 

 

נֵיְלַהְּ מַת  אִיכָּאְדּ 

הַאיְלִישָּׁנָאְְ בּ 

לִיגִיְבַּהְְּ פּ 

רַבִּיְאַסִּיְ רַבִּיְאַמֵּיְו 

חַדְאָמַרְ

לאְֹשָׁנוְְּ

אֶלָּאְ

סֵיְ שֶׁנִּכ  בּ 

בַּעַלְאֲבֵידָהְ





זִירְְ אֲסוּרִיןְעַלְמַח 

וּמִשּׁוּםְְ

רַבְיוֹסֵףְְ רוּטָהְדּ  פּ 

כִיחְַ לָאְשׁ 

זִירְאֲבָלְ סֵיְמַח  נִכ 

עַלְבַּעַלְאֲבֵדָהְאֲסוּרִיםְ

דַּרְלֵיהְּ לָאְמַה 

הַנֵּיְלֵיהּמִשּׁוּםְְ קָאְמ  דּ 

חַדְאָמַרְ ו 

אֲפִילּוְּ

זִירְ סֵיְמַח  נִכ 

אֲסוּרִיםְ

עַלְבַּעַלְאֲבֵידָהְְ

מוּתָּרְ

דַּרְלֵיהְּ כִיְמַה  דּ 

דַּרְלֵיהּ שֵׁיהְּקָמַה  נַפ  מִידֵּיְדּ 

נַןְ תּ 

 
26 Why Can the Person Pay Back the Other Person’s Debt but not Return His 
Object? 

Although the Ran explains why paying back a debt is different than returning 
a lost object, it is not entirely clear as to Ran’s intent. We will explain the Ran as 
we understand it, but the readers are urged to see the Ran inside for themselves 

 Seemingly the Ran is saying that the reason why you cannot return the lost 
object is because be doing do, you are directly benefiting the person (as the Ran 
writes, you are putting the object in the person’s hand), as opposed to paying 
back the debt where you are only indirectly giving him benefit. Another way of 
explaining the difference is that with regard to paying back the debt you are just 
preventing a loss to him as opposed where you actually give him something. 

The Ran then continues and according to our understanding he is just 
coming to answer a different question but is not explaining why the act of paying 
back a loan is not considered a benefit as opposed to returning the object which 
is considered a benefit (although there are those who learn that the Ran is giving 
two distinct answers to explain the difference between paying back a debt and 
returning a lost object). 

מָקוֹםְְ

לִיןְעָלֶיהְָשָׂכָרְְ שֶׁנּוֹט 

דֵּשְְׁ תִּפּוֹלְהֲנָאָהְלַהֶק 

לָמָאְ בִּשׁ 

אָמַרְ מַאןְדּ  ל 

אֲפִילּוְּ

זִירְְ סֵיְמַח  שֶׁנִּכ  בּ 

אֲסוּרִיםְ

עַלְבַּעַלְאֲבֵידָהְְ

דַּרְ מַה 

ינוְּ הַי 

תָרֵץְמָקוֹם דִּמ 

אָמַרְ מַאןְדּ  אֶלָּאְל 

זִירְְ סֵיְמַח  שֶׁנִּכ  בּ 

אֲסוּרִיןְ

דַּרְְ לָאְמַה  ו 

תָרֵץְ הֵיכִיְמ 

מָקוֹםְ

יָא קַשׁ 

The question that the Ran is coming to answer is what do to with the 
reasoning of the one who allows the returning the lost object. The first shita in 
our sugya holds that he is allowed to return the lost object as this is not 
considered as a benefit to the owner as the person is just returning something 
that already belonged to him. If so, what does the shita that holds that it is assur 
to return the object do with this line of reasoning?  

This is the question that the Ran is coming to answer, and he says that it is 
still considered a benefit because if this person had not returned , it is quite 
possible that it would have been lost forever. Therefore, despite the fact that the 
object already belongs to owner, it is considered a benefit when it is returned to 
him. (  עי' היטב בדברי הרשב''א כאן, ויש לדון בככונת דבריו, ואפשר שכר''ן כיון לדבריו, אבל
 .(כנראה שאינו כן, עי' שם

 
 
 





 
27 Understanding why the Gemara Could Not Answer as it Did Previously that 
the Mishna is Referring to a Particular Case 

In the first version of the machlokes there was a shita that held that the case 
of the Mishna is only if it is the owner who was not allowed to benefit. And on 
this the Gemara asked that why does the finder’s fee have to go to hekdesh? If 
the case is one in which it is the owner who is not allowed to benefit but the 
returner could benefit, why would the owner not be allowed to give the finder’s 
fee to the returner? To which the Gemara answered that the Mishna is discussing 
a case in which the return is not willing to accept the fee, and this causes the 
owner to benefit as he now got his lost object back without having to pay the 
usual fee. Therefore, we understand very well why the owner has to give the fee 
to hekdesh. This is done in order to prevent him from benefiting from the 
returning.  

 

But according to version of the machlokes that the Gemara is now 
discussing, there is a shita that holds that the Mishna is only discussing when it 
is the returner that is assur to benefit and not the owner and on this the Gemara 
has its ‘unanswerable’ question of why the finder’s fee has to be given to 
hekdesh. The Gemara’s question is based on the fact that if the owner is allowed 
to benefit from the returner, then there is no circumstance that would force the 
owner to give the finder’s fee to hekdesh. That is, we understand very well why 
the owner cannot give the fee to the returner as the returner is not allowed to 
benefit from the owner. But if so, why cannot the owner just keep the fee for 
himself? Even though this would cause the owner to benefit from the returner, 
this would not be a problem as there is no issur on the owner according to this 
version of the machlokes. And yet the Mishna says that the fee must be given to 
hekdesh, and this is why the Gemara concludes that it is difficult to understand 
why this is true according to this version of the machlokes. 
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The Halachos of Using an Object of Hefker that One Made 

Hekdesh 

מַרְרָבָאְְאְָ

פָנָיוְ תָהְל  הָי 

קֵרְ כִּכָּרְשֶׁלְהֶפ 

אָמַרְ ו 

דֵּשְׁ כִּכָּרְזוְֹהֶק 

לָהְְּ אוֹכ  טָלָהְּל  נ 

פִיְכּוּלָּהְּ מָעַלְל 

הוֹרִישָׁהְ ל 

בָנָיו ל 

מָעַלְ

פִיְ ל 

טוֹבַתְהֲנָאָהְשֶׁבָּהְּ

טוֹבַת הֲנָאָה

טוֹבַת הֲנָאָה

טוֹבַת הֲנָאָה

 
28 Why Does the Gemara Specifically Choose a Case of Hefker? 

The Ran explains that the Gemara specifically chose a case in which the loaf 
was hefker and not that the loaf belonged to him. The Ran explains that if the 
loaf originally belonged to him and afterward, he ate it, the person would not be 
ma’al. The reason for this is that even though he ate what belonged to hekdesh, 
the loaf did not change from being in one reshus (domain) to being in another 
reshus. That is, before he made the loaf hekdesh, the loaf was in this person’s 
reshus and even after he made it hekdesh it is still in hekdesh’s reshus. This is 
because even after the person made the loaf hekdesh, he becomes like the 
gizbar (i.e., the one in charge of hekdesh) on the loaf. And the rule is that the 
only way a person can be ma’al is if he takes it from one reshus to a different 
reshus, but in this case since the object did not change reshus with his eating he 
will not be ma’al. 

 

If a Person Forbids an Object from His Friend, Can He then 

Give it to His Friend as a Gift? 

ְ

עָאְמִינֵּיהְְּבְּ 

רַבְחִיָּיאְבַּרְאָבִיןְמֵרָבָאְְ

כִּכָּרִיְ

עָלֶיךְ

תָנָהְּלוְֹ וּנ 

מַתָּנָהְ בּ 

מַהוְְּ

כִּכָּרִיְאָמַרְלוְֹ

כִּיְ

שׁוּתֵיהְּ אִיתֵיהְּבִּר 

אָסוּרְ הוּאְדּ 

מָאְ אוְֹדִּל 

עָלֶיךְאֲמַרְלֵיהְּ

דֵּשׁ עִילָּוֵיהְּשַׁוִּיתֵיהְּהֶק 

אֲמַרְלֵיהְּ

However, in the Gemara’s case the person is ma’al when he eats it. The Ran 
explains as follows. When the person said that the object of hefker should 
become hekdesh, it becomes hekdesh as a person has the ability to be koneh 
(acquire) things that are in his daled amos. Therefore, since this loaf was in his 
daled amos, he has the ability to make it hekdesh, and it comes out that this 
person was never koneh the loaf. And therefore, when he ends up eating it, he 
is now ma’al as his eating takes it out of the reshus of hekdesh. 

The Ran points out that even through normally we say that a person is koneh 
objects that are within his daled amos, this case is different as since he said that 
he wants the loaf to be hekdesh, he is also saying that he does not want to be 
koneh it (as he wants it to be hekdesh). Therefore, since it was never his, he 
cannot be considered as a gizbar and that is why he is ma’al on the entire loaf 
when he eats it. 





שִׁיטָאְְ פּ 

אַףְעַלְגַּבְְ דּ 

מַתָּנָהְְ יַהֲבַהְּלֵיהְּבּ  דּ 

אָסוּרְ

אֶלָּאְ

כִּכָּרִיְעָלֶיךְ

אַפּוֹקֵיְמַאיְ ל 

לָאוְ

אַפּוֹקֵיְְ ל 

אִיְ בַהְּמִינֵּיהְּדּ  נָבְגַּנ  מִיג 

אֲמַרְלֵיהְּ

לָאְ

אַפּוֹקֵיְ ל 

נֵיהְּעֲלַהְּ מ  אִיְאַז  דּ 

עי' 

שם
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יתִיבֵיהְּאְֵ

אָמַרְלוְֹ

ךְ אִילֵנִיְפָּרָת  הַשׁ 

אָמַרְלוְֹ

קוּנָּםְפָּרָהְשֶׁאֲנִיְקָנוּיְ

לָךְְ

כָסַיְ נ 

עָלֶיךְ

אִםְיֵשְׁלִיְפָּרָהְ

אֶלָּאְזוְֹ

אִילֵנִי הַשׁ 

ךְ דּוּמּ  קַר 

אָמַרְלוְֹ

דּוֹםְשֶׁיֵּשְׁלִיְ קוּנָּםְקַר 

שֶׁאֲנִיְקָנוּיְ

כָסַיְעָלַיְ נ 

דּוֹםְְ אִםְיֵשְׁלִיְקַר 

אֶלָּאְזֶהְ

צָא נִמ  ו 

יֵּשְׁלוְֹשְֶׁ

חַיָּיו בּ 

אָסוּרְְ

מֵתְְ

מַתָּנָהְ נָהְלוְֹבּ  אוְֹשֶׁנִּתּ 

הֲרֵיְזֶהְמוּתָּרְ

רַבְאִיקָאְְרַבְאַחָאְאָמַרְ רֵיהְּדּ  בּ 

נָהְלוְְֹ שֶׁנִּיתּ 

דֵיְאַחֵר עַלְי 

אָמַרְרַבְאָשֵׁיְְ

קָאְנָמֵיְְ דַּי 

קָתָנֵיְ דּ 

נָהְלוֹ שֶׁנִּיתּ 

לָאְקָתָנֵיְ ו 

תָנָהְּלוְֹ שֶׁנּ 

 

Is There a Parsha of Meilah with Regard to Konamos? 

ְ

עָאְמִינֵּיהְּ בּ 

מָןְ רָבָאְמֵרַבְנַח 

עִילָהְיֵשְׁמ ְ

קוּנָּמוֹתְ בּ 

אוְֹלָא





אֲמַרְלֵיהְּ

נֵיתוּהְְָ תּ 

קוֹםְְ מ 

לִיןְעָלֶיהְָשָׂכָרְְ שֶׁנּוֹט 

תִּיפּוֹלְהֲנָאָהְְ

דֵּשְׁ לַהֶק 

רָאְ מֵימ  ל 

דֵּשְְׁ כִּיְהֶק 

דֵּשׁ עִילְְָמָהְהֶק  הְיֵשְׁבּוְֹמ 

אַףְקוּנָּמוֹתְ

עִילָה יֵשְׁבָּהֶןְמ 

תַנָּאֵיְ כּ 

קוּנָּםְ

דֵּשְְׁ כִּכָּרְזוְֹהֶק 

וַאֲכָלָהְּ

בֵּיןְהוּאְְ

 
29 Why Does the Ran Not Discuss the Chiyuv to Pay an Extra Fifth ( קרן וחומש)? 

When a person is ma’al with hekdesh, not only does he have to bring a 
korban asham, but he has to pay back the value of the object plus a chomesh 
(extra fifth). And yet when the Ran explains the sofek of the Gemara if there is 
me’ilah or not with regard to konamos he only discusses the question if there is 
a chiyuv korban but he does not mention the chiyuv to pay a chomesh. The 
question is why. If we treat the object as hekdesh with regard to me’ilah, why 
would we not say that it has all of the halachos of me’ilah? And indeed, other 
Rishonim do hold that if we say that he object is subject to me’ilah, if the person 
uses it, he will have to the extra amount in addition to bringing the korban 
asham. 

וּבֵיןְחֲבֵירוֹ

מָעַלְ

פִיכָךְְ ל 

יֵשְׁלָהְּ

יוֹןְְ פִּד 

דֵּשְׁ הֶק  כִּכָּרְזוְֹעָלַיְל 

וַאֲכָלָהְּ

הוּאְמָעַלְ

חֲבֵירוְֹלאְֹמָעַלְ

פִיכָךְְ ל 

יוֹןְְ אֵיןְלָהְּפִּד 

רֵיְרַבִּיְמֵאִיר דִּב 

רִיםְ וַחֲכָמִיםְאוֹמ 

בֵּיןְכָּךְְוּבֵיןְכָּךְְ

לאְֹמָעַלְְ

עִילָהְ פִיְשֶׁאֵיןְמ  ל 

קוּנָּמוֹתְ בּ 

The Birchas Avrohom gives a beautiful explanation into the shita of the Ran. 
He explains that the reason that a person pays a chomesh when he is ma’al is 
because by being ma’al the person is stealing from hekdesh, as by using the 
object he takes it out of hekdesh and makes it chullin (i.e., a mundane non-
hekdesh object).  

This obviously will not apply to an object that became assur with a neder. 
Even if the object will have certain halachos of hekdesh, at that end of the day it 
is not hekdesh and when he uses it, he does not cause hekdesh a loss, and if so, 
there should be no reason why he would ever have to pay this extra fifth. 





 

If a Person Makes a Loaf Assur with a “Konam Neder’ to a 

Particular Person and then Gives the Loaf to that Person, 

Who is Ma’al, the Recipient or the Giver? 

אֲמַרְלֵיהְּ

יָאְרְַ רַבְאַו  רֵיהְּדּ  בְאַחָאְבּ 

רַבְאָשֵׁיְ ל 

כִּכָּרִיְ

עָלֶיךְ

תָנָהְּלוְֹ וּנ 

מַתָּנָהְ בּ 

מִיְמָעַלְ

עוֹלְנוֹתֵןְ לִמ 

31ְהָאְלָאְאֲסִירָאְעֲלֵיהְּ

קַבֵּלְְ עוֹלְמ  לִמ 

אָמַרְ יָכוֹלְדּ 

עֵיתִיְ הֶיתֵּירָאְבּ 

עֵיתִיְְ אִיסּוּרָאְלָאְבּ 

 
30 If an Object Becomes Assur with a ‘Konam Neder’, Does it Become Mutur 
After it is Used? 

The Ran concludes this sugya by saying that the halacha is like R' Meir that 
there is me’ilah with regard to konamos and asks the following question. 
According to the one that holds that there is me’ilah with regard to konamos, 
what happens when the person uses that object? Do we say that just like with 
regard to an object that is hekdesh, after the person uses it and is ma’al, the 
object loses its hekdesh status and is allowed to be used, does the same apply 
by konamos as well? That is, do we say that after the person violates the neder 
the object becomes mutur just like hekdesh or do we say that the object retains 
its issur? 

 
 

31 The Rambam’s Shita with Regard to Who One Makes a Food Assur with a 
‘Konam Neder’ and then Forces the Subject of the Neder to Eat it 

The Ran quotes the Rambam that holds that if someone made a food assur 
with a neder to someone and then forces that person to eat the food, the one 
who made the neder will receive malkus for his actions. And on this the Ran says 
that from our sugya we see not this way. Our sugya clearly says that in the case 

אֲמַרְלֵיהְּ

קַבֵּלְמָעַלְְ מ 

שֶׁיּוֹצִיאְ לִכ 

לְהַמּוֹצִיאְ שֶׁכׇּּ

חוּלִּיןְ דֵּשְׁל  עוֹתְהֶק  מ 

סָבוּרְשֶׁלְחוּלִּיןְהוּאְ כּ 

מוֹעֵלְ

אַףְזֶהְ

מוֹעֵל

that the loaf of bread is not assur on the one who made the neder, the one who 
made the neder is not ma’al. After all, how could he be ma’al if the food the food 
was not assur to him? The Ran concludes that our Gemara is a proof against the 
Rambam’s shita. 

However, the Machneh Efraim answers that our Gemara has no relevance 
to what the Rambam said. All the Rambam meant to say was that if the person 
forces the other person to violate the neder, then he transgresses the lav of bal 
t’yachel (do not desecrate your words). The reasoning of the Rambam is that 
even though the lav is mutur to him, if he causes his neder to be violated then 
he has caused his words to ‘be desecrated’. However, our Gemara is discussing 
a different question, it is discussing the question of who is ma’al. Being ma’al is 
defined as using hekdesh (or something that is assur like hekdesh) for your own 
purposes. Therefore, since the person who made the neder is not forbidden to 
eat this loaf of bread, there is no way he can be ma’al with it. But he most 
certainly can still be held accountable for causing the neder he made to be 
violated. 
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משנה
 

Additional Actions that Are Not Considered as ‘Actions of 

Benefit’ 

רוּמָתוְֹוְ  ְתוֹרֵםְאֶתְתּ 

רוֹתָיוְ שׂ  וּמַע 

תּוְְֹ דַע  ל 

רִיבְעָלָיוְ וּמַק 

קִינֵּיְזָבִיןְ

קִינֵּיְזָבוֹתְ

קִינֵּיְ

דוֹתְ יוֹל 

חַטָּאוֹתְ

וַאֲשָׁמוֹתְְ

רָשְׁ דוְֹמִד  לַמּ  וּמ 

הֲלָכוֹתְְ

אַגָּדוֹתְ ו 

דֶנּוְְּ לַמּ  אֲבָלְלאְֹי 

רָאְ מִק 

 
32 Why is the Teaching of One’s Son Not Considered a Forbidden Benefit? 

The Rosh explains that any time that the person who is forbidden to receive 
benefit, benefits as a result of someone else benefitting, any reason (even a 
weak one) can be used to explain why this benefit is not considered a benefit, as 
we see in our case.  

In our case, Reuven benefits when Shimon teaches his son, and yet we say 
that it is mutur as it is possible that Reuven could have found someone else to 
teach him.  

Now this argument that it is not considered a benefit because he could have 
found someone else is a weak one, because at the end of the day because of 

מִצְוֹת    

לַאו לֵיהָנוֹת נִיתְּנוּ

לַמֵּדְהוּאְְ אֲבָלְמ 

אֶתְבָּנָיוְ

רָא נוֹתָיוְמִק  אֶתְבּ  ְו 

ְגמרא  
 

לוּחֵיְדִידַןְהָווְּאוְֹ לוּחֵיְהָנֵיְכָּהֲנֵיְשׁ  מַיָּאְשׁ  דִשׁ   

(are the Kohanim in the Bais Hamikdosh our S’luchim or 

Hashem’s S’luchim)? 

הוְּאְִ יָאְל  יבַּע 

כָּהֲנֵיְְהָנֵי

לוּחֵיְדִידַןְהָווְּ שׁ 

מַיָּאְְְלוּחֵישׁ ְאוְֹ דִשׁ 

קָאְמִינַּהְְּ מַאיְנָפ  ל 

מוּדָּרְְ ל 

Shimon, Reuven did not have to get someone to teach his son, and yet the 
Mishna says that this argument is sufficient to say why it is mutur.  

The Rosh explains that this is true because Reuven is not benefitting directly 
from Shimon and therefore any argument will be sufficient to explain why it is 
not considered a benefit that is assur as a result to the neder. 

 

 





הֲנָאָהְ

ְ רַתּ  אִיְאָמ 

לוּחֵיְדִידַןְהָווְּ דִּשׁ 

הַנֵּיְלֵיהְּ הָאְמ 

אָסוּרְ ו 

ְ רַתּ  אִיְאָמ  ו 

לוּחֵיְ שׁ 

מַיָּאְְ דִשׁ 

רֵי שׁ 

דרך גרמא

מַאי

מַעְ תָּאְשׁ 

נַןְ דִּת 

רִיבְעָלָיוְ מַק 

קִינֵּיְזָבִיןְכּוּ'ְ

ְ רַתּ  אִיְאָמ 

לוּחֵיְדִידַןְְ שׁ 

 
33 Why Does Our Gemara Ask this Question if this Question Has Already Been 
Resolved Elsewhere? 

The Ran in points out that the Gemara in meseches Yoma and in meseches 
Kiddushin already answer this question. There is a rule that the only time one 
person can act on behalf of another person (i.e., as his messenger שליח) is when 
the person can do the act that he wants his messenger to do. But if this person 
cannot do a certain act, then he cannot make a messenger to the act instead of 
him. But if so, how can a Kohen act on our behalf and bring our korbanos? If we 
can’t bring the korban, how can we ask the Kohen to do so for us? The Gemara 

הַנֵּיְלֵיהּ קָאְמ 

מָיךְְ לִיטַע  ו 

נֵיְ לִית 

רִיבְעָלְָ יוְמַק 

בָּנוֹתְְ ר  קׇּ

אֶלָּאְ

רֵיְכַפָּרָהְְ חוּסּ  מ 

שָׁאנֵיְ

אָמַרְרַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְ דּ 

הַכֹּלְ

רִיכִיןְדַּעַתְ צ 

חוּץְ

רֵיְכַפָּרָהְ חוּסּ  מִמּ 

שֶׁהֲרֵיְאָדָםְ

בָּןְ ר  מֵבִיאְקׇּ

נוֹתָיוְ עַלְבּ  עַלְבָּנָיוְו 

טַנִּיםְ הַקּ 

שֶׁנֶּאֱמַרְ

זאֹתְתּוֹרַתְהַזָבְ

בֵּיןְגָּדוֹל

בֵּיןְקָטָן

there concludes that indeed it must be that the Kohanim are not acting on our 
behalf as in reality they are ‘working for Hashem’ and not for us (i.e., they are 
the s’luchim of shamayim and not our s’luchim). 

But if so, why is our Gemara asking a question that was already resolved by 
a different Gemara? The Ran answers that although it is true that the Gemara 
over there has already proved why logically we must say that the Kohanim are 
not our s’luchim, our Gemara wants to prove this point from either a Mishna or 
Baraisa. 





תּוֹרַת 

תּוֹרַת 

 
34 Does Our Mishna Prove that the Kohanim are Our S’luchim? 

Seemingly the conclusion of our Gemara is that the Kohanim are our 
s’luchim and not the s’luchim of Hashem. This is seen from our Mishna that 
allows the Kohanim to bring the mi’chusrei kapparah, i.e., and nothing else. Now 
if it would be true the Kohanim are viewed as the s’luchim of shamayim, why can 
the Kohanim not bring all of the korbanos? It must be that indeed the mi’chusrei 
kapparah are the exception. 

However, the Ran says that this is not necessarily true. It could be that in 
reality the Kohanim are the s’luchim of shamayim, and they would be allowed to 

 

Applying R' Yochanan’s Drasha that the Word ‘Toras’ 

Comes to Include Even Children 

 

וֹרַת תּ 

אֶלָּאְמֵעַתָּהְְ

רַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְ ל 

זאֹתְ

גוֹ'ְְתּוֹרַתְ הַיֹּלֶדֶתְו 

טַנָּהְ בֵּיןְק 

דוֹלָהְְ וּבֵיןְגּ 

טַנָּהְ ק 

בַּתְלֵידָהְהִיאְְ

הָאְתָּנֵיְרַבְבִּיבִיְְ ו 

מָןְְ רַבְנַח  קַמֵּיהְּדּ 

לֹשְׁנָשִׁיםְשְָׁ

שׁוֹתְ שַׁמּ  מ 

מוֹךְְְ בּ 

טַנָּהְ ק 

עוּבֶּרֶתְ וּמ 

נִיקָהְ וּמ 

bring any korban of this person. And the reason why the Mishna specifically 
chose to list the mi’chusrei kapparah is because this includes a bigger chiddush. 
One could have thought that it is the mi’chusrei kapparah that the Kohen is not 
allowed to bring for this person, as the mi’chusrei kapparah offer the tangible 
benefit of being able to eat kodshim and enter the mikdosh. Therefore, the 
Mishna listed the mi’chusrei kapparah specifically in order to teach us the 
chiddush that the Kohen is allowed to bring even these. As such, we are left 
without a proof to our question. 





טַנָּהְ ק 

שֶׁמָּאְ

עַבֵּרְ תִּת 

תָמוּת ו 

הַהִיאְ

זאֹתְתּוֹרַתְהַיֹּלֶדֶתְ

בֵּיןְפִּקַּחַתְְ

בֵּיןְשׁוֹטָהְ

שֶׁכֵּןְאָדָםְ

בָּןְ ר  מֵבִיאְקׇּ

תּוְֹשׁוֹטָה עַלְאִשׁ 

הוּדָהְ רֵיְרַבִּיְי  דִב  כּ 

יָאְ תַנ  דּ 

הוּדָהְ אוֹמֵרְְְרַבִּיְי 

אָדָםְ

בַּןְעָשִׁירְְ ר  מֵבִיאְקׇּ

תּוְֹ עַלְאִשׁ 

בָּנוֹתְ ר  לְקׇּ כׇּ ו 

שֶׁחַיֶּיבֶת

שֶׁכָּךְְכּוֹתֵבְלָהְּ

רָיוּתְ אַח  ו 

אִיתְלִיךְְעֲלַיְְ דּ 

נָא מַתְדּ  מִןְקַד 

 

  

 
35 What is the Status of a Minor Who Gives Birth (is it really true that every 
child that gives birth will die?)? 

The Ran points out that the Gemara in meseches Yevamos just says that a 
child has to use a cloth because if not she might become pregnant and the 
pregnancy might end up killing her. That is, the Gemara in Yevamos does not say 
that the pregnancy will certainly kill her but rather it says that the pregnancy 
might kill her. Therefore, even though she has to use a moch (cloth) in order not 
to put herself in a danger, since the Gemara does leave open the possibility of a 
minor giving birth, why can that not be the subject of the posuk. That is, the 
posuk will be referring to a case that the minor survived, and the word ‘toras’ 
will be needed to include this case. 

The Ran answers that the very fact that she bore children will tell us that 
although we thought that this girl was a minor, in fact she is really an adult. And 
if so, we return to the Gemara’s question. What is the word ‘toras’ coming to 
teach us? It cannot be that it is teaching us that one can bring a korban for a 
minor who has a child, because there would be no reason why you would not 
have to bring a korban for her. The moment that she gives birth, we will be able 
to determine that she is an adult, and as such, she will need a korban like every 
other adult. 

 

 



ְ
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מֵתִיבְרַבְשִׁימִיְבַּרְאַבָּאְְ

אִםְהָיָהְכֹּהֵןְְ

רוֹקְעָלָיוְ יִז 

דַּםְחַטָּאתוְְֹ

דַםְאֲשָׁמוְֹ ו 

דַּםְ

צוֹרָעְְחַטָּאתוֹ ְשֶׁלְמ 

דַםְ ו 

צוֹרָעְְ אֲשָׁמוְֹשֶׁלְמ 

תִיבְ דִּכ 

יֶהְ זאֹתְתִּה 

צֹרָעְְ תּוֹרַתְהַמּ 

בֵּיןְגָּדוֹלְ

וּבֵיןְקָטָןְְ

 
36 Why Does the Gemara Not Ask from Our Mishna? 

Seemingly the Gemara could have asked the same question from our 
Mishna. Our Mishna clearly says that the Kohen can even bring the person’s 
chatas and asham. If so, why does the Gemara have to asks from the Baraisa if it 
could have asked the very same question from our Mishna? 

The Ran brings that as a result of this question, there were those that said 
that this proves that the correct girsa (version) of our Mishna does not include 
the words ‘chatas and asham’. And if so, we understand why the Gemara’s 
question was only from the Baraisa and not the Mishna. 

However, the Ran says that it is not necessary to change the girsa of the 
Mishna. That even if the Mishna would include these words, there would still be 
no question, as follows. 

The Gemara answers that there is no proof from the Baraisa because we can 
say that the Baraisa is only dealing with a case of mi’chusrei kapparah.  

 

When is a Kohen Chayiv to Pay for a Korban that He Made 

Pigul? 

נַןְ תּ 

לוְּ הַכֹּהֲנִיםְשֶׁפִּיגּ 

דָּשְְׁ בַּמִּק 

זִידִיןְ מ 

חַיָּיבִיןְ

הָאְ

גִיןְ שׁוֹג 

טוּרִיןְ פּ 

אֶלָּאְשֶׁפִּיגּוּלָן

פִּיגּוּלְ

The Ran points out that this answer would be obvious in the Mishna, and 
this is why the Gemara does not bother to ask from the Mishna.  

The Mishna lists cases of mi’chusrei kapparah and immediately afterwards 
lists the case of a chatas and asham. If so, this would seem to indicate that the 
chatas and asham are also part of this category of korbanos, and as such, there 
would be no question from the Mishna.  

It is only from the Baraisa that there is a question. The Baraisa just mentions 
the case of chatas and asham, and this would seem to indicate that the Baraisa 
is discussing the regular case of chatas and asham (and as such we would have a 
question).  

And the Gemara answers that even in the Baraisa we can say that the reason 
the Kohen can bring the chatas and asham is because they are the chatas and 
asham of a metzora, i.e., they are also mi’chusrei kapparah, and perhaps this is 
the reason that they can be brought by even this Kohen (who is assur to benefit 
the person). 





לָמָאְ ְבִּשׁ  רַתּ  אִיְאָמ 

מַיָּאְהָווְְּ לוּחֵיְדִשׁ  שׁ 

ינוְּ הַי 

שֶׁפִּיגּוּלָןְפִּיגּוּלְ

ְְ רַתּ  אֶלָּאְאִיְאָמ 

לוּחֵיְדִידַןְהָווְְּ שׁ 

אַמַּאיְפִּיגּוּלָןְפִּיגּוּלְ

לֵימָאְלֵיהְּ

לִיחָאְשַׁוֵּיתָיךְְ שׁ 

תַקּוֹנֵיְ ל 

עַוּוֹתֵיְְ לָאְל  ו 

שָה אָדָם אוֹסֵר דָבָרֹ שֶאֵינוֹ   ֹשלוֹ ע’’י מַעְֹ

רִיְ אָמ 

שָׁאנֵיְגַּבֵּיְפִּיגּוּלְְ

רָאְְ אָמַרְק  דּ 

לאְֹיֵחָשֵׁבְלוְֹ

לְמָקוֹםְְ מִכׇּּ

 

According to R' Yochanan, Which Korbanos Can be 

Brought Without the Owner’s Consent and Which Cannot 

be Brought Without the Owner’s Consent? 

ְ

וּפָאְגּ

אָמַרְרַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְ

הַכֹּלְ

רִיכִיןְדַּעַתְ צ 

חוּסַּרְכַּפָּרָהְ חוּץְמִמּ 

בָּןְ ר  שֶׁהֲרֵיְאָדָםְמֵבִיאְקׇּ

נוֹתָיוְ עַלְבּ  עַלְבָּנָיוְו 

טַנִּיםְהַקּ ְ

דָנִין    

שֶר אֶפְֹ שֶאִי  מִֹ שָר  אֶפְֹ





שֶר אִי אֶפְֹ

שֶר אֶפְֹ

שֶר שֶאִי אֶפְֹ מִֹ

אֶלָּאְמֵעַתָּהְְ

יָבִיאְאָדָםְ

חַטַּאתְחֵלֶבְעַלְחֲבֵירוְֹ

שֶׁכֵּןְאָדָםְמֵבִיאְ

תּוְֹשׁוֹטָהְ עַלְאִשׁ 

הוּדָהְ רַבִּיְי  כּ 

מָהְְאְַ לּ 

עָזָרְְ אָמַרְרַבִּיְאֶל 

רִישְׁ הִפ 

חַטַּאתְחֵלֶבְעַלְחֲבֵירוְֹ

לוּםְ לאְֹעָשָׂהְכּ 

תּוְֹשׁוֹטָה אִשׁ 

הֵיכִיְדָמֵיְְ

לָהְְְאִי אָכ  דּ 

שֶׁהִיאְשׁוֹטָהְ כּ 

בָּןְהִיאְְ ר  לָאוְבַּתְקׇּ

לָהְ אָכ  אִיְדּ  ו 

שֶׁהִיאְפִּקַּחַתְְ כּ 

תַּטֵּיתְ נִשׁ  ו 

יָהְְ מ  הָאְאָמַרְרַבִּיְיִר 

אָמַרְרַבִּיְאֲבָהוְּ

אָמַרְרַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְ

אָכַלְחֵלֶבְְ

בָּןְ ר  רִישְׁקׇּ הִפ  ו 

תַּטָּהְ נִשׁ  ו 

חָזַרְ ו 

תַּפָּהְ נִשׁ  ו 

פָּסוּלְ

חָהְ נִד  הוֹאִילְו 

יִדָּחֶהְ





 

 

 

Separating a Korban Pesach for Someone Without their 

Consent (with regard to one’s friend and with regard to one’s 

children – the chiyuv בֵיתְאָבֹת  (with regard to children שֶׂהְל 

 

אֶלָּאְמֵעַתָּהְְ

יָבִיאְאָדָםְ

פֶּסַחְעַלְחֲבֵירוְֹ

שֶׁכֵּןְאָדָםְ

מֵבִיאְ

נוֹתָיוְ עַלְבּ  עַלְבָּנָיוְו 

טַנִּיםְ הַקּ 

מָה אַלּ 

עָזָרְ אָמַרְרַבִּיְאֶל 

רִישְׁ הִפ 

פֶּסַחְעַלְחֲבֵירוְֹ

לוּםְ לאְֹעָשָׂהְכּ 

אָמַרְרַבִּיְזֵירָאְ

בֵיתְאָבֹתְְשְֶׂ הְל 

לָאוְ

יתָאְ אוֹרָי  דּ 

וּמִמַּאיְ

נַן מִדִּת 

בָנָיוְהָאוֹ מֵרְל 

הֲרֵינִיְשׁוֹחֵטְ

אֶתְהַפֶּסַחְְ

עַלְמִיְ

שֶׁיַּעֲלֶהְמִכֶּםְרִאשׁוֹןְ

לִירוּשָׁלַיִםְ

כֵּיוָןְ

נִיסְרִאשׁוֹןְְ שֶׁהִכ 

ְ רוּבּוְֹ ו  ראֹשׁוְֹ

זָכָהְ

קוְְֹ חֶל  בּ 

זַכֶּהְ וּמ 

אֶתְאֶחָיוְעִמּוְְֹ





ְ רַתּ  אִיְאָמ  ו 

בְֵ יתְשֶׂהְל 

יתָאְ אוֹרָי  דּ 

רָאְקָאֵיְְ עַלְבִּישׂ 

הוְּ זַכֵּיְל  וּמ 

שֶה לְבֵית אָבֹת

אֶלָּאְ

הוֹןְאֲבוּהוֹןְ אָמַרְל  הוְּדּ  מָהְל  ל 

זָןְ זָר  דֵיְל  כּ 

וֹתְ מִצ  בּ 

יָאְנָמֵיְהָכִיְ תַּנ 

מַעֲשֶׂהְהָיָהְְ

מוְּבָּנוֹתְלַבָּנִיםְ קָד  ו 

אוְּ צ  נִמ  ו 

רִיזוֹתְְ בָּנוֹתְז 

פָלִיםְ וּבָנִיםְשׁ 

 

Taking Off Terumah for Someone Whom He is Forbidden to 

Give Benefit To 

 

רוּמָתוְֹכּוּ תוֹרֵםְאֶתְתּ  ְ'ו 
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Is One Allowed to Take Off Terumah for Another Person 

Without that Person’s Knowledge? 

הוְּאְִ יָאְל  יבַּע 

הַתּוֹרֵםְְ

מִשֶּׁלּוְֹעַלְשֶׁלְחֲבֵירוְֹ

תּוְֹ צָרִיךְְדַּע 

אוְֹלָאְְ

רִינַןְְ מִיְאָמ 

כוּתְהוּאְלוְֹ כֵּיוָןְדִּז 

לאְֹצָרִיךְְְ

דַּעַתְְ

מָאְ אוְֹדִּל 

וָהְדִּילֵיהְּהִיאְְ מִצ 

נִיחָאְלֵיהְּ ו 

דֵיהּ בּ  מִיע  ל 

זָכִין לְאָדָםֹ שֶלאֹ בְּפָנָיו

מַעְ תָּאְשׁ 

רוּמוֹתָיוְ תּוֹרֵםְאֶתְתּ 

רוֹתָיוְ שׂ  אֶתְמַע  ו 

תּוְְֹ דַע  ל 

 

 

קִינַןְ מַאיְעָס  בּ 

אִילֵימָאְ

מִןְ

רִיְ בַּעַלְהַכּ 

רִיְ עַלְשֶׁלְבַּעַלְהַכּ 

מַאןְ תּוְֹדּ  דַע  וּל 

אִילֵּימָאְ

תּוְֹדִּילֵיהְּ דַע  ל 

ויֵהְּשָׁלִיחְְַ מַאןְשַׁוּ 

 

מה אתם לדעתם    -   גםְאתם

גם שלוחכם לדעכם





אֶלָּאְ

תּוְְֹ דַע  ל 

רִיְ בַעַלְהַכּ  דּ 

הַנֵּיְלֵיהְְּ הָאְקָמ 

לִיחוּתֵיהְּ קָעָבֵידְשׁ  דּ 

אֶלָּאְ

מִשֶּׁלּוְֹ

רִיְְ עַלְשֶׁלְהַכּ 

מַאןְ תּוְֹדּ  דַע  וּל 

אִילֵימָאְ

תּוְְֹ דַע  ל 

 
37 Why is the Fact that Reuven’s Pile is Now Patur Not Considered a 

Benefit? 
What emerges from this entire Gemara is that the fact that although Shimon 

is using his own grain to patur Reuven, this is not considered a benefit for 
Shimon. That is, even though Shimon’s actions directly save Reuven money as 
Reuven will now not have to use his own grain to patur his pile from terumos 
and maasros, this is not considered a benefit for Reuven. The way that Shimon’s 
taking off of terumos and maasros is considered a benefit for Reuven, is when 
Shimon does it with Reuven’s knowledge, but without this factor, the very fact 
itself that Shimon saved Reuven money is not considered a benefit. And of 
course, the question will be why this is so.  

The Ran gives two answers for this question. At first, he quotes the Rashba 
that explains that our Gemara is in accordance with the shita of Chanan. We 
previously quoted the machlokes if Shimon would be allowed to pay back 
Reuven’s loan. Chanan holds that one is allowed to pay back the loan as this is 
not considered as if Shimon is giving Reuven anything but rather all Shimon is 
doing is preventing Reuven from suffering a future loss when Reuven’s creditors 

רִיְ בַעַלְהַכּ  דּ 

הַנֵּיְלֵיהְְּ הָאְקָמ 

אֶלָּאְלָאוְ

שֵׁיהּ נַפ  דּ  תֵּיהְּ דַע  ל 

וּמִשֶּׁלּוְֹ

תּוֹרֵםְ

עַלְשֶׁלְחֲבֵירוְֹ

ְ רַתּ  אִיְאָמ  ו 

צָרִיךְְדַּעַתְ

הַנֵּיְלֵיהְְּ הָאְקָמ 

אֶלָּאְלָאו

אֵיןְצָרִיךְְדַּעַתְְ

would come colleting. This case is similar. What Shimon did was not to give 
something to Reuven but rather Shimon just prevented the loss that Reuven 
would suffer when he would have to take off the terumos and maasros. 

The Ran argues and he holds that our Gemara can even be in accordance 
with the shita of the Rabbanan who argue on Chanan. The Rabbanan hold that 
the paying back of a debt is considered a benefit, and as such, Shimon would not 
be allowed to pay back Reuven’s loans loan.  

And yet the Ran holds that even according to the Rabbanan, Shimon will be 
able to use his own grain to patur Reuven’s grain. This is because when Shimon 
gives his own grain to the Kohen and Lavi, Shimon gets the benefit know as   טוֹבַת
 This refers to the benefit that comes from .(lit. the good of the benefit) הַנָאָה
giving something to someone. That is, if you give something to someone, that 
person will now have gratitude to you, something that is beneficial (as he might 
reciprocate that good that you did for him one day). Therefore, it is beneficial to 
have the right to be the one to determine who will get the terumah and maasros. 
As such, therefore when Shimon uses his own grain to patur Reuven, it is 
considered as if Shimon is benefiting from this giving, as he is the one who gets 





עוֹלָםְ ל 

רִיְ מִשֶּׁלְבַּעַלְהַכּ 

רִיְ עַלְבַּעַלְהַכּ 

אָמַרְרָבָאְ כִּד 

אוֹמֵרְְ בּ 

רוֹםְ לְהָרוֹצֶהְלִת  כׇּּ

רוֹםְ יִת  יָבאְֹו 

הָכָאְנָמֵיְְ

כוּ'ְְ אוֹמֵרְו  בּ 

 
to decide which Kohen will get the terumah. Therefore, even though Reuven is 
also benefiting as his pile is now patur, since Shimon is benefiting too, Reuven’s 
benefit is only considered incidental (גרמא בעלמא) and that is why it is mutur. 

 
 

38 Understanding the Gemara’s Question 
Seemingly the Gemara’s question is hard to understand. If we are dealing 

with the question of who has the right to decide which Kohen gets the terumah, 
seemingly this should have to be settled among themselves and there can’t be a 
definitive answer.  

 

If One Takes Off Terumah for His Friend, Who Gets the 

 ?טוֹבַתְהֲנָאָה

ְ

עָאְמִינֵּיהְְּבְּ 

יָהְמֵרַבִּיְזֵירָאְְ מ  רַבִּיְיִר 

הַתּוֹרֵםְמִשֶּׁלּוְֹ

עַלְשֶׁלְחֲבֵירוְֹ

טוֹבַתְהֲנָאָהְשֶׁלְמִיְְ

רִינַןְְ מִיְאָמ 

ךְְְ הַאי  אִיְלָאוְפֵּירֵיְדּ 

הָהוּאְְ יָאְדּ  נָאְכַּר  מִיְמִתַּקּ 

מָאְ אוְֹדִּל 

הָהוּאְְ יָאְדּ  אִיְלָאוְכַּר 

הָדֵיןְְ יָיןְפֵּירֵיְדּ  לָאְהָו 

רוּמָהְְ תּ 

That is, when this person takes off terumah for his friend, he is doing this on 
his own volition. That is, there is no chiyuv for him to do so. If so, why can’t he 
simply say that he refuses to take off terumah for his friend unless he has the 
right to decide which Kohen gets it.  

And this is true for the owner of the pile as well. In order for the other person 
to take off terumah for this pile, the owner of the pile has to give his consent. 
And if so, he should be able to say that he only gives his consent on condition 
that he gets to decide who gets the terumah. 





אֲמַרְלֵיהְּ

רָאְְ אָמַרְק 

עֶךְ בוּאַתְזַר  לְתּ  אֵתְכׇּּ

נָתַתְָּ ו 

אֵיתִיבֵיהְּ

רוּמוֹתָיוְ תּוֹרֵםְאֶתְתּ 

רוֹתָיוְ שׂ  אֶתְמַע  ו 

תּוְְֹ דַע  ל 

ְ רַתּ  אִיְאָמ  ו 

טוֹבַתְהֲנָאָהְְ

רִיְ בַעַלְהַכּ  דּ 

הַנֵּיְלֵיהְּ הָאְקָאְמ 

מַעְמִינַּהְּאֶלָּאְ שׁ 

טוֹבַתְהֲנָאָהְדִּילֵיהּ

רִיְְ אָמ 

לאְֹ

מִשֶּׁלְְ

רִיְ בַּעַלְהַכּ 

עַלְשֶׁלְ

 
Seemingly the case is one in which this person already gave the terumah for 

payment (from a different Yisroel) and now the question is who gets this money; 
the one who owns the pile or the one who actually took off the terumah. 

רִיְ בַּעַלְהַכּ 

תּוְְֹ דַע  וּל 

רִיְ בַעַלְהַכּ  דּ 

אוֹמֵרְְ בּ 

רוֹםְ כֹּלְהָרוֹצֶהְלִת 

רוֹםְ יִת  יָבאְֹו 

 

The Halachas of One Who Gives an Animal to Hekdesh on 

Behalf of His Friend – R' Yochanan’s Shita with Regard to 

Who Gets the Tovas Hana in the Gemara’s Case 

מַעְ תָּאְשׁ 

אָמַרְרַבִּיְאֲבָהוְּ דּ 

אָמַרְרַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְ

דִּישְְׁ הַמַּק 

מוֹסִיףְחוֹמֶשְְׁ

כַּפֵּרְ וּמִת 

מוּרָהְ עוֹשֶׂהְתּ 

חוֹמֶשׁ

Alternately, it could be that both the owner and the one taking off the 
terumah agree that they want this terumah to be taken off, no matter who gets 
the tovas hana, and they just want to know who intrinsically deserves the tovas 
hana. 





תְּמוּרָה 

הַתּוֹרֵםְ ו 

מִשֶּׁלּוְֹ

עַלְשֶׁאֵינוְֹשֶׁלּוְְֹ

טוֹבַתְהֲנָאָהְשֶׁלּוְְֹ

תְּבוּאַת   כָל  אֵת  תְּעַשֵּׂר  שָׁנָה עַשֵּׂר  שָׁנָה  הַשָּׂדֶה  הַיֹצֵא  זַרְעֶךָ 

וְנָתַתָּה  וכו'  וְנָתַתָּה 

כָל תְּבוּאַת זַרְעֶךָ

עַשֵּׂר תְּעַשֵּׂר

The Difference Between Teaching Mikra and Between 

Teaching Medrash, Halachos, and Aggadahs 

דוְְֹ לַמּ  מ 

רָשְׁ מִד 

הֲלָכוֹתְְ

אַגָּדוֹתְ ו 

דֶנּוְְּ לַמּ  אֲבָלְלאְֹי 

רָאְ מִק 

רָאְ מִק 

מָאְ מַאיְטַע 

דֶנּוְּ לַמּ  לאְֹי 

הַנֵּיְלֵיהְּ קָמ  מִשּׁוּםְדּ 

רָשְׁ מִד 

הַנֵּיְלֵיהְּ נָמֵיְקָמ 

מוּאֵלְ אָמַרְשׁ 

מָקוֹםְְ בּ 

לִיןְשָׂכָרְ שֶׁנּוֹט 

רָאְ עַלְהַמִּק 

לִיןְשָׂכָרְ אֵיןְנוֹט  ו 

רָשְׁ עַלְהַמִּד 

קָאְ מַאיְפַּס 
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מַעְלַןְְ הָאְקָאְמַשׁ 

קוֹםְְ דַּאֲפִילּוְּבִּמ 

לִיןְשָׂכָרְ שֶׁנּוֹט 

רָאְעַלְהְַ מִּק 

קַלְ מִשׁ  רֵיְל  שׁ 

רָשְׁ עַלְהַמִּד 

קַל מִשׁ  רֵיְל  לָאְשׁ 

מִצְוֹת לַאו לֵיהָנוֹת נִיתְּנוּ 

 
39 The Case of the Gemara (if the ‘real’ difference between the cases is if one is 
teaching Mikra or if one is teaching Medrash, why did the Mishna not just say 
this difference and not mention the locations at all?) 

The Ran explains the case of the Gemara as follows. As the Gemara said, it 
is assur to charge for teaching Medrash but not for Mikra. However, there were 
places in which they were machmir to not charge even for teaching Mikra. They 
had this chumrah because they were afraid that if people would charge for 
teaching Mikra, they might come to charge for teaching Medrash as well. 

As such, in these places, Shimon would be allowed to teach Reuven Mikra, 
because by doing so, Shimon would not be saving Reuven any money.  

The chiddush of the Mishna is that in a place that they would charge for 
teaching Mikra, Shimon would then not be allowed to teach Reuven (because by 
doing so, Shimon would be saving Reuven money). However, although Shimon 
would not be allowed to teach Reuven Mikra in this location, Shimon would be 
allowed to teach Reuven Medrash. And this is what Shmuel meant when he said 
that even in a place that takes payment for Mikra, you are only allowed to take 
payment for Mikra and not Medrash 

 

נָאְ מַאיְשׁ 

רָשְׁ מִד 

לָאְ דּ 

תִיבְ דִּכ 

אֹתִיְצִוָּהְהְ ו 

כֶםְ לַמֵּדְאֶת  בָּעֵתְהַהִיאְל 

תִיבְ וּכ 

כֶםְ תִּיְאֶת  אֵהְלִמַּד  ר 

חֻקִּיםְ

פָּטִיםְ וּמִשׁ 

כַּאֲשֶׁרְצִוַּנִיְה'ְ

חִנָּםְ מָהְאֲנִיְבּ 

חִנָּםְ אַףְאַתֶּםְנָמֵיְבּ 

Seemingly the Ran was bothered with this that Shmuel mentioned the word 
‘locations’. That is, if the difference between teaching Mikra and teaching 
Medrash is that for Mikra you are allowed to charge but for Medrash you are 
not, Shmuel should have just said so. He should have said that the Mishna is 
teaching us this halacha, that one can charge for Mikra but not Medrash. But 
Shmuel does not just do this, and he also mentions ‘locations’. Therefore, the 
Ran explains that indeed the halacha of the Mishna will depend on the custom 
of each location as he explained. 

 
 

40 Understanding the Gemara’s Drasha (how do we know that Moshe taught 
for free?) 

The Ran explains that this is learned out from the last posuk that says that 
Moshe says that he taught Klal Yisroel the way that Hashem commanded him. 
What does it mean that he taught the way Hashem commanded him? What do 
the words ‘as Hashem commanded him’ add? The Gemara learns that it must be 
that Hashem commanded him to teach for free. The Ran points out that one 
cannot say that it means that Hashem commanded Moshe to teach them for 





רָאְנָמֵיְ חִנָּםמִק  בּ 

רַבְאָמַרְְ

כַרְשִׁימּוּרְ שׂ 

רַבִּיְיוֹחָנָןְאָמַרְ ו 

כַרְְ שׂ 

עָמִים פִּיסּוּקְט 

 
payment because we never find such a chiyuv that Moshe had to accept payment 
for teaching. After all, could it really be that if Moshe would not want to accept 
payment he would be forced to do so? This would seem to be non-sensical. How 
could it be that Moshe would be forced to accept payment if he wouldn’t want 
to? 

The Ran continues and says that it cannot be that the point of saying that it 
was “as Hashem commanded” was to assure Klal Yisroel that Moshe was really 
saying the word of Hashem as opposed to Moshe just saying what he wanted to. 
At that time, Klal Yisroel trusted Moshe and if Moshe would teach them Torah, 
they would believe that it was obviously from Hashem and Moshe would not 
have to ‘certify’ his words by saying ‘as Hashem commanded me’. 

נַןְ תּ 

רָאְְ דֶנּוְּמִק  לַמּ  לאְֹי 

לָמָאְ בִּשׁ 

אָמַרְְ מַאןְדּ  ל 

כַרְְ שׂ 

עָמִיםְ פִּיסּוּקְט 

ינוְּ הַי 

דֶנּוְְּ לַמּ  לָאְי  דּ 

אָמַרְ מַאןְדּ  אֶלָּאְל 

כַרְְ שׂ 

שִׁימּוּרְְ

גָּדוֹלְ

בַּרְשִׁימּוּרְהוּאְְ

Left with no alternative, the Gemara says that the words “as Hashem 
commanded me” must be coming to say that Hashem commanded him to teach 
the Torah for free, and once we know that Moshe taught Klal Yisroel for free, 
this tells us that we must teach for free as well. 

 

 
41 What is the ‘Trop’ that the Gemara is referring to? 

Seemingly what we refer to as ‘trop’ includes two things, the way to ‘sing’ 
the Torah, and the way to punctuate the Torah. That is, the Torah obviously does 
not have punctuation marks, and as such, we will need to know how to 
punctuate the Torah. That is, where phrases start, end, etc. 





קָטָןְקָתָנֵי בּ 

קָטָןְ אִיְבּ 

אֵימָאְסֵיפָאְ

לַמֵּדְ אֲבָלְמ 

רָאְ אֶתְבָּנָיוְמִק 

קָטָןְ

בַּרְבָּנִיםְהוּאְ

רָאְְ חַסּ  חַסּוֹרֵיְמ 

הָכִיְקָתָנֵיְ ו 

לַמּ ְ רָאְלאְֹי  דֶנּוְּמִק 

קָטָןְ בּ 

אִםְהָיָהְגָּדוֹלְ

דוְֹלוְֹ לַמּ  מ 

רָא בָנָיוְמִק  וּל 

 
42 Why Can’t Shimon Cause Reuven (the katon) to Benefit from Him? 

The Ran explains that even though if we see a katon doing something that is 
assur we are not obligated to stop the katon, we are not allowed to be the cause 
of this katon doing the issur. Therefore, since it is assur for Reuven to benefit 
from Shimon, Shimon is not allowed to teach him Mikra, because by doing so, 
Shimon his causing Reuven to do an avayra (i.e., he is causing Reuven to benefit 
from him, something that Reuven is not allowed to do). 

One might still be able to ask why this is considered as a benefit for Reuven. 
If Reuven is really a katon, then he would never pay for someone to teach him, 

 

 

 

 

ְ

מֵיתִיבִיְ

תִּינוֹקוֹתְ

חִילָּהְ לאְֹקוֹרִיןְבַּתּ 

בַּשַּׁבָּתְ

אֶלָּאְשׁוֹנִיןְ

בָּרִאשׁוֹןְ

לָמָאְ בִּשׁ 

אָמַרְְ מַאןְדּ  ל 

and if so, why is it considered as if Shimon is saving him money by teaching him 
for free? Granted Shimon might want to demand money from Reuven’s father, 
but can he really demand money from Reuven himself? 

. Perhaps one can answer that even if practically Shimon cannot get money 
from Reuven, since the service that Shimon gave Reuven is ‘chargeable’ this is 
enough to give the teaching value, and as such, that is why it would be assur for 
Shimon to teach Reuven, ויש לפלפל. 





כַרְְ שׂ 

עָמִיםְ פִּיסּוּקְט 

ינוְּ הַי 

אֵיןְקוֹרִיןְְ דּ 

חִילָּהְ בַּתּ 

בַּשַּׁבָּתְ

אָמַרְ מַאןְדּ  אֶלָּאְל 

כַרְְ שׂ 

שִׁימּוּרְְ

אַמַּאיְ

אֵיןְקוֹרִיןְ

חִילָּהְבַּשַּׁבָּתְ בַּתּ 

אַמַּאיְ ו 

שׁוֹנִיןְ

בָּרִאשׁוֹןְ

הָאְאִיכָּאְְ

כַרְשִׁימּוּרְְ שׂ 

שַׁבָּתְ דּ 

מָיךְְ לִיטַע  ו 

כַרְְ שׂ 

פִּיסּוּקְ

שַׁבָּתְ בּ 

מִיְאָסוּרְְ

לָעָהְהִיאְְ הַב 

רֵיְ רֵאְשׁ  לָעָהְמִישׁ  הַב  ו 

יָאְ תַנ  דּ 

הַשּׂוֹכֵרְאֶתְהַפּוֹעֵלְְ

מוֹרְאֶתְהַתִּינוֹקְ לִשׁ 

מוֹרְאֶתְהַפָּרָהְ לִשׁ 

רָעִיםְ מוֹרְאֶתְהַז  לִשׁ 

נִיןְלוְֹ אֵיןְנוֹת 

כַרְשַׁבָּתְְ שׂ 

פִיכָךְ ל 
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דוְְּ ְְאִםְאָב 

אֵינוְֹחַיָּיבְ

רָיוּתָןְ אַח  בּ 

כִירְשַׁבָּתְְ אִםְהָיָהְשׂ  ו 

כִירְחֹדֶשְׁ שׂ 

כִירְשָׁנָהְְ שׂ 

כִירְשָׁבוּעְַ שׂ 

נוֹתֵןְלוְֹ

כַרְשַׁבָּתְְ שׂ 

פִיכָךְְ ל 

דוְְּ אִםְאָב 

רָיוּתָןְְחְַ אַח  יָּיבְבּ 

שוֹמֵר חִנָם

שוֹמֵר ֹשָכָר

 

ְ

תְאֶלָּאְגַּבֵּיְשַׁבְָּ

מָאְ ינוְּטַע  הַי 

אִיןְְ אֵיןְקוֹר  דּ 

חִילָּהְ בַּתּ 

מִשּׁוּםְְ

יָנוֹקֵיְ הוֹןְדּ  נוְּאֲבָהָת  יִפ  דּ 

תָאְ שַׁבּ  תָאְד  ו  מִצ  ל 

אִיבָּעֵיתְאֵימָאְְ ו 

תָאְ שַׁבּ  מִשּׁוּםְדִּב 

שָׁתִיןְ לִיןְו  אָכ 

ְְ מָא עָל  עֲלֵיהוֹןְ יַקִּירְ ו 

מוּאֵלְ אָמַרְשׁ  כִּד 

שִׁינּוּיְוֶסֶתְ

חִילַּתְחוֹלִיְמֵעַיִיםְ תּ 

 

 

 





אָמַרְ מַאןְדּ  וּל 

כַרְְ שׂ 

עָמִיםְ פִּיסּוּקְט 

מָאְ מַאיְטַע 

לָאְאָמַרְ

כַרְשִׁימּוּרְ שׂ 

קָסָבַרְ

בָּנוֹתְ

43ְמִיְקָאְבָּעֲיָיןְשִׁימּוּרְ

אָמַרְ מַאןְדּ  וּל 

כַרְשִׁימּוּרְ שׂ 

מָאְ מַאיְטַע 

לָאְאָמַרְ

כַרְְ שׂ 

עָמִיםְ פִּיסּוּקְט 

עָמִיםְְ כַר(ְפִּיסּוּקְט  קָסָבַרְ)שׂ 

יתָאְהוּאְ אוֹרָי  דּ 

חֻקִים וּמִשְׁפָּטִים  

 
43 The Ran’s Girsa of the Gemara’s Question 

The Ran has a different girsa in the Gemara. In the Ran’s girsa the Gemara 
asks “And does an adult need watching?!”. The Mishna said one is not allowed 
to teach an adult Mikra (in the case of a neder) and the sayfa of the Mishna 

 

אָמַרְרַבְאִיקָאְבַּרְאָבִיןְ דּ 

אֵלְ אָמַרְרַבְחֲנַנ 

אָמַרְרַבְְ

מַאיְ

תִיב דִּכ 

אוְּבַסֵּפֶרְ ר  וַיִּק 

תוֹרַתְהָאֱלֹקִים בּ 

פֹרָשְׁ מ 

שׂוֹםְשֶׂכֶלְ ו 

רָאְ וַיָּבִינוְּבַּמִּק 

הָאֱלֹקִים תוֹרַתְ בּ  בַסֵּפֶרְ אוְּ ר  וַיִּק 

זֶהְ

רָאְ מִק 

פֹרָשְְׁ מ 

זֶהְ

גּוּםְ תַּר 

שׂוֹםְשֶׂכֶל ו 

סוּקִיםְ אֵלּוְּהַפּ 

וְשוֹם שֶכֶל

רָאְ וַיָּבִינוְּבַּמִּק 

עָמִיםְ זֶהְפִּיסּוּקְט 

רִיְלַהְּ אָמ  ו 

סוֹרוֹתְְ אֵלּוְּהַמּ 

describes this person’s children. If so, it must be that the raysha is discussing a 
gadol, and on this the Gemara asks “Does a gadol need watching?” An adult does 
not need to be watched, and if so, why would one be allowed to teach him Mikra 
(if not for the neder)? 





וַיָבִינוּ בַּמִקְרָא 

 

 

חָקְְ אָמַרְרַבִּיְיִצ 

רָאְ מִק 

רִיםְ סוֹפ 

עִיטּוּרְ ו 

רִיםְ סוֹפ 

יָיןְ קַר  ו 

תִיבָןְ לָאְכּ  ו 

תִיבָןְ וּכ 

יָיןְ לָאְקַר  ו 

הֲלָכָהְְ

מֹשֶׁהְמִסִּינַיְ ל 

רִים  רָאְסוֹפ  מִק 

מִקְרָא  

סוֹפְרִים

רִים  עִיטּוּרְסוֹפ 

 
44 The Ran’s explanation of the what the Sofrim Taught us with Regard to How 
to Read the Words  ארץ שמים מצרים 

The Ran explains the word ארץ as Tosefos does, but with regard to the words 
 he explains that the Sofrim taught that they should be pronounced ,שמים מצרים
as if they have the letter ‘alef’ even though they do not.  

That is, the letter ‘yud’ can either be used just as a nekuda or it can be used 
a letter as well. (similar to the letter ‘vov’ that can either be used as an actual 
letter or it can be used just as a way to have the nekuda cholom).  

עִיטּוּר סוֹפְרִים

תִיבָןְ  כּ  לָאְ ו  יָיןְ קַר 

 ְְ יָין קַר  לָאְ ו  תִיבָןְ כ 

רִיםְ רָאְסוֹפ  מִק 

אֶרֶץְ

רַיִםְ שָׁמַיִםְמִצ 

מצרים שמים  ארץ 

אֱתְנַחְתָּא 

אָרֶץֹ שָמָיִם מִצְרָים אֶרֶץֹ שָמַיִם  

מִצְרַיִם

עִיטּוּרְ

רִיםְ סוֹפ 

אַחַרְ

תַּעֲבֹרוְְּ

וְסַעֲדוּ לִבְּכֶם 

אַחַר תַּעֲבֹרוּ 

אַחַר

וְתַּעֲבֹרוּ לִבְּכֶם  וְסַעֲדוּ 

If the letter ‘yud’ in the words ארץ שמים מצרים is just being used as a nekuda, 
then the words would be pronounced as “sha’mim” and “Mitz’rim”.  

But now that the Sofrim tell us that these words should be read as if there 
is an ‘aleph’ before the ‘yud’ this means that the cheirek is on the ‘alef’ and the 
letter ‘yud’ will be read as a letter, and if so, the words מצרים שמים   are ארץ 
pronounced as we pronounce them, sha’ma’yim and Mitz’ra’yim.  

 

 





 

אַחַרְתֵּלֵךְ

אַחַרְתֵּאָסֵףְ

מוְּשָׁרִיםְ קִדּ 

נִיםְ אַחַרְנֹג 

ךְ קָת  צִד 

רֵיְקֵלְ הַר  כּ 

אַחַר

אַחַר

כ

 

 
45 The Next Four Examples of the Gemara in which Words Are Used Not Because 
they are Needed but Rather they Are Used to Beautify the Language of the 
Pesukim 

In the first example, the posuk is describing how Lavan is asking Eliezer not 
to take Rivka right away. Rather she should stay with them for an amount of time 
and only afterwards should she go to marry Yitzchok. The point of the Gemara is 
that even without the posuk writing the word אַחַר, we would know that this was 
their intent. 

The next posuk describes how Miriam was sent out of the camp for seven 
days when she contracted tzaras for speaking lashon hara against Moshe. The 
posuk is saying that after the seven days she will be able to come back. Once 
again, the point of the Gemara is that even without the word אַחַר we would know 
the intent of the posuk. 

The next posuk is describing those singing shira to Hashem and the posuk 
says that first the singers went and then the musicians, something that we would 
have known from the posuk even if the posuk would not have used the word 
 .אַחַר

The last example is the posuk that compares the malachim to the mighty 
mountains. The Ran explains that even if the posuk would not have used the 
letter ‘כ’, we would still know that this was the intent of the posuk. And indeed, 
the very next posuk makes a similar comparison without using the letter ‘כ’. The 
posuk says הוֹם רַבָּה פָּטֶיךָ תְֹּ  your judgements are like the great depths. That – מִשְֹׁ
is, the posuk compares Hashem’s judgements to the great depths without using 
a ‘כ’, and if so, we see that the comparison can be made even without a ‘כ’ and 
if a ‘כ’ is used, it is not because it is needed but rather it is just to enhance the 
flow of the words. 

 
 

 
 

 
47 The Words that are Read Even though they Are Not Written in the Pesukim 

יָיןְ קַר 

תִיבָןְ לָאְכּ  ו 

רָתְ פּ 

תּוֹ לֶכ  דִּב 

אִישְׁ

כַאֲשֶׁרְ דּ 

אַלְ ְְ'אִישׁ'יִשׁ 

בַרְהָאֱלֹקִים בִּד 

בָּאִיםְ

תָהְ נ  נִב  דּ 

לָהְּ

לֵיטָהְ דִּפ 

אֵתְ

הֻגֵּדְהֻגַּדְְ דּ 

אֵלַיְ

הַגֹּרֶןְְ דּ 

אֵלַיְ

עֹרִיםְ הַשּׂ  דּ 

תִבָןְ לָאְכּ  יָיןְו  47ְהָלֵיןְקַר 

1. The posuk in Shmuel Bais (8:3) says ]רָת קרי ולא כתיב הַר־]פְֹּ הָשִׁיב יָדוֹ בִּנְֹ  that – לְֹ
is, the posuk is read as if it was saying that Dovid Hamelech was stretching his 
hand over the river P’ras, even though the posuk does not say the word P’ras. 

2. The posuk later on in Sefer Shmuel (ibid. 16:23) says   פֶל אֲשֶׁר יָעַץ וַעֲצַת אֲחִית 
בַר הָ  אֱלֹקִים אַל־]אִישׁ קרי ולא כתיב[ בִּדְֹ  That is, the posuk describes .בַּיָּמִים הָהֵם כַּאֲשֶׁר יִשְֹׁ
Achitofal asking in those days as a man that asks with regard to the word of 
Hashem. This is how the posuk is read even the word ‘man’ does not appear in 
the posuk. 

3. The posuk in Sefer Yirmiyah (31:37) says   אֻם הִנֵּה יָמִים ]בָּאִים קרי ולא כתיב[ נְֹ
תָה הָעִיר לַה' נְֹ נִבְֹ   This posuk is read as “Behold days are coming said Hashem .ה' וכו'  וְֹ
etc.”, even though the words ‘are coming’ do not appear in the posuk. 

4. The posuk later on in Sefer Yirmiyah (ibid. 50:29) describes how the 
enemies of Bavel came to destroy the city and in midst of their battle cry they 
said לֵיטָה הִי־]לָהּ קר י ולא כתיב[ פְֹּ  This posuk is read as if it said, “And let there .אַל־יְֹ
be no remains from her”, even though the words ‘from her’ are not written in 
the posuk.  

5. The next posuk is the posuk in Megillas Rus (2:11) that describes how Boaz 
tells Rus that he had heard about everything that she had done for her mother-
in-law. The posuk says ְחֲמוֹתֵך ]אֶת[  אֲשֶׁר־עָשִׂית  ל  כּ  ]אֶת[  לִי  הֻגַּד   The Rishonim .הֻגֵּד 
argue which ‘es’ the Gemara is referring to. The Rosh and Tosefos say that it is 
the first ‘es’ that is added, and the Ran says that it is the second ‘es’. 

6. The next example is also from Megillas Rus (ibid. 3:5-6) when the posuk 
describes how Rus told her mother-in-law that she would do all that she had 
commanded her, and then Rus went to the threshing floor to do as her mother-
in-law said. The pesukim there say   אֶעֱשֶׂה:   וַתֵּרֶד רִי ]אֵלַי[  אֲשֶׁר־תּ אמְֹ ל  כּ  אֵלֶיהָ  וַתּ אמֶר 
ל אֲשֶׁר־צִוַּתָּה חֲמוֹתָהּ כ  רֶן וַתַּעַשׂ כְֹּ  The pesukim are read as if Rus said, “I will do as .הַגּ 
you commanded to me etc.”, even though the words ‘to me’ are not written in 
the pesukim. 

7. The last example is also from Megillas Rus (ibid. 17) when the posuk says 
רִים הָאֵלֶּה נָתַן לִי כִּי אָמַר ]אֵלַי[ אַל־תָּבוֹאִי רֵיקָם אֶל־חֲמוֹתֵךְ ע   This posuk is .וַתּ אמֶר שֵׁשׁ־הַשְֹּׂ
read as if it says “And she said ‘He gave me these six (measures) of barely, as he 
said to me ‘Do not come empty (handed) to your mother-in-law’ “. The posuk is 
read this way even though the words ‘to me’ to not appear in the posuk. 





 
תִבָןְְ וּכ 

יָיןְ לָאְקַר  ו 

נָאְ

לַח יִס  דּ 
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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 
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