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Intro

Today we will 1”va learn 2"9p 97 of X902 X231 NoON
Some of the topics we will learn about include.

The continuation in the Halachah of

IMWRS YOI 93 MmN

ROITOIOR ROR FIRWY RO

If a vy 25w, a dying person, assigned all his assets to his
wife, the mnn is not effective and she merely becomes the
manager of the assets for the heirs, because

ROTIVIONR AMWYY ROR 11513 RD

T2 PIa > bW T

His intention was merely to appoint her to manage the
estate, so that her sons will give her the proper respect.

The question of

IRTINM2

If a healthy person assigned all his assets to his wife, is the
mnn effective, or she merely becomes an ©1917019R?

AN2n05 PRIAR PO DD

All the properties of the husband are mortgaged to the
wife’s Kesubah.

Therefore, the husband’s debtor cannot collect a debt from
the properties that the wife accepted for her Kesubah.

The Machlokes regarding

MWK P21 57 M5

217 0V POV RYN

If a person assigned all his assets to his wife, can the
husband’s debtor collect a debt from these assets?

The discussion regarding

RITOIR N2 PR

Whether Bais Din considers the intent of people in
general?

The Mishnah in x5 noon

1135 PO AN

RITW 53 YPIp INWRY ano)

NN 77IR

If a dying person assigned all his assets to his sons, and he
also assigned even a small parcel of land to his wife, she
cannot collect her Kesubah from all the other assets,
because she was >m, she relinquished her rights to these
assets.

The question of

IRTINMI2

If a healthy person assigned all his assets to his sons, and
only a small parcel to his wife, was she Sm her Kesubah
rights or not?
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So let'sreview ...

The Gemara in the previous Daf taught

INWRY P21 55 M7

ROTIVIOR ROR IRWY K>

Ifayn 20w, a dying person, assigned all his assets to his
wife, the min» is not effective and she merely becomes the
manager of the assets for the heirs, because as the
Rashbam explains

R DYTATOIR

MWRS 5277 1 132 DR P30 OTR PRI

There is an assumption that a person would not exclude
his children from their inheritance. Therefore, we must
say

ROTTVIOR MWV ROR 71911 RD

T2 v > pbw 1o

His intention was merely to appoint her to manage the
estate, so that her sons will give her the proper respect.

The Gemara inquires

N17°V1

RO R

What would the Halachah be regarding a healthy person
who assigned all his assets to his wife?

Do we say that the minn is effective, because

150 PYRNWST 5 RIT R 17003

TPRORP R RMI21 5N

Only a dying person appoints his wife as an ©1917019R, to
ensure that when he dies his wife will be treated with
respect.

But a healthy person would not appoint his wife as an
DI1MVIOR, because he is still able to ensure that they
respect her.

Therefore, the ninn is effective.

OR

Do we say that the minn is not effective, because

MINM

ROWAM 790 ornw ST mH RM)

INWKRY 1051 95 anMdN
RDITVIDXR ROR NRWY XY

If avw 15w assigned all his assets to his wife,
the nanw is not effective
and she merely becomes the manager
of the assets for the heirs,

because ay the Rashbam &//)&m
PO DY 7D
MDEOD 590 /M WIS DO M ©7H PH7
There iy an assumption that @ personw would not
exclude his childven /rom their inherifance.
Therefore, we must
HOILIDH OMEWD HEH 11195 H5
7135 1933 D5 WPOME 75

Hes intention was mereliy to appoint her ty manage the
estute, 30 that her sons will give her the proper respect.

AR 7Yp
NN X232
What would the Halachah be regarding
a healthy person who assigned all his assets to his wife?

2

Do we say that the nonp
is effective, because

NDT RN N7OWI
NOD PUPHWDT Md
NM22 DaN
N NP NN

Do we say that the nonp
is not effective, because

M) RM2
> NN
NP puPHWLT
NDWAD

Even a healthy person would appoint his wife as an
DID1MVIOR, because even now he wants his sons to obey his
wife knowing that she will eventually manage their estate.
Therefore, the minn is not effective.

Even a healthy person would
appoint his wife as D19NLION,
because even now he wants
his sons to obey his wife
knowing that she will
eventually manage the estate.
Therefore,
the nanp is not effective.

Therefore,
the nann is effective.
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The Gemara attempts to bring proof from the following
Braisa:

MWRY YOI 23 AN

2N VW PHY R

If a person assigned all his assets to his wife, and after he
died his debtor wants to collect a debt from these assets;
there is a Machlokes:

MYHR 37 says

NN 5Y T NN YN

The 21151 cannot collect the debt from these assets,
because we disregard the min» and the wife retains her
original rights to these assets through the Kesubah which
preceded the debt. As the Rashbam explains;

D021 N MRS 1IN 72N AN MoYT

ANYRIR TAYW A5I R R HIR

The nin» was merely intended to strengthen her rights to
collect more than the Kesubah amount, but she did not
relinquish her original Kesubah rights to these assets. ®

While the omon say

NN SV THYDI NN YIPN

TRIMT IRID NI IRIHN

The 211 5v1 can collect the debt from these assets, because
the wife lost her original Kesubah rights and she only has
the rights of the 7in» which came after the 21, because
779 1R1 DI MNP DRI

ANYRIP TAYW 1Y N

Since she accepted these assets as a gift, she relinquished
her Kesubah rights to these assets.

The Braisa implies

217 IOV POV RYT RDYV

21 70w PHY RY RO R

R

The 2151 can collect from these assets according to 17
TMYHR, because she relinquished her Kesubah rights and
his 211 preceded the mnn;

But if there is no 210 53, all agree that the mann was
effective, and she does not become an ©1917V1OR.

Now, this Braisa cannot refer to a v 2Ow because
DIDVIONR ROR IRWY RY NIHOR R

It was previously taught that in the case of a 1 270w she
does become an 01917VION?

Therefore, we must say that the Braisa refers to a X723, and
this proves that regarding a X721 the mnn is effective, and
she does not become an »IOVIOR,

The Gemara answers that this is not necessarily so:
Perhaps the Braisa does refer to a »y» 25w, and this was
the sort of a wife whom one does not appoint as an
01917VION as taught in the previous Daf.

DafHachaim.org
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INWKRY 101 91 2and
21N W 1Y XYM
If aperson assigned all his assets to his wife,

and after he died his debtor wants to collect a debt
from these assets;

PN 7)’)”% Y]
NN2AIND YIPN NNINN YIPN
TINYM TINYM
nNann Yy NNAINd Yy

JROD1 N2 NN NNXNI) We disregard the nonp

The 210 5v2a can collect the debt and the wife retains her
from these assets, because thewife  Original rights to these
lost her original Kesubah rights assets through the Kesubah

and she only has the rights of the ~ Which preceded the debt.
mnp which came after theam, 4  the Bashbam W”M’
because The W way intended ty
D75 103 O PN SHO W%mw righty to
OPYNIN 713VE DS DN colllect more thaw the
Kesubah, but she did nat
r@&%wzh/ her WW
rWJ/ ty these assety.

Since she accepted these assety
as v g4 ,Wr ’ ’ her
KM@%WJ/%&

According to bR ..

POy N RO NN DY RWT RDDOD
NI - 2N WY 2N WY

But if there is no 2n bva, The 2n bva can collect
all agree that the nan» from these assets
was effective, because she relinquished her
and she does not become  Kesubah rights and his 2n
an DISNDION. preceded the nany;

This Braisa cannot refer to a v 15w because

DIDNDIONR ROR NNWY RS MIKNR NM
It was previously taught that in the case of a v 10w
she does become an pioNPION?

and this proves that regarding a nn2a the nann is effective,
and she does not become an p1NION.

Thiy iy nat va?/w
Perhaps the Braisa does refer to a v 20w,
and this was the sort of a wife

whom one does not appoint as an DI9NDISN
as taught in the previous Daf.
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Regarding the Braisa’s Halachah;

M3 17 says the final ruling is like the o'»on who say
M SY THYm NN YN 7950

R R NI NRSHN

The Gemara points out;

RITIR N2 7973 27 DR RHT RIS

1m3 17 implies that he holds Bais Din does not consider
the intent of people in general who are not 5mn their
original rights, and he holds that she assumingly WAS
5min her original Kesubah rights to the assets.

The Gemara asks however from a Braisa

132 0w YpW D0 NrTd 13 150w N

132 K2 72 IR OARS P01 0 2031 T

A person’s son traveled abroad and when the father heard
that his son died, he assigned all his assets to others, and
then his son returned:

The xnp RN says

INMININD

The mnn is effective, and his son does not inherit the
assets.

R'OID 12 PY»W 27 disagrees and says

I NI PR

120D RS 0P 1AW VT PTIYRY

The mnn is not effective, because had the father known
that his son was alive, he certainly would not have
assigned them to others.
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The final ruling is like the Don who say

N2ON
NNINY DY TILLM NNAND VIPD
JROD) JROD NN NRNDI)

v

jpNI 27 TR RHT ROYDVD
RITDIN IN2

Jjpn1 21 implies that he holds
Bais Din does not consider the intent of people in general
who are not bmp their original rights,
and he holds that she assumingly
was bmp her original Kesubah rights to the assets.

?

0’0 NN 12 PPNW 1IN
122 NHY YW
0YINRY 1021 Y5 2N THM
122 X2 D NN

A person’s son traveled abroad
and when the father heard that his son died,
he assigned all his assets to others,
and then his son returned.

£ P Jip 7
110N 1NN PR
J2N2 N5 DY) DIY VTP PN INNY
The nanw is not effective,
because had the father known
that his son was alive,
he certainly would not have
assigned them to others.

ap
NN NN
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And there jpn3 a7 rules

RO 12 PYPW 1273 150

This implies that jpn1 17 holds

RITHIX N2 POR

Bais Din does consider the intent of people in general,
who would not assign their assets to a stranger if their son
was alive.

The Gemara reconciles the two:

Generally, jpn111 does hold

RITPIR N2 JPIOR

And regarding

IMWRS Y0215 a0

1170V PHY RN

There is an opposing X17X that

RSP 1Y MonT i RIT

D011 11 INrAnDT

She wants the ninm rights rather than the Kesubah rights
to publicize that she is trustworthy and held in high
esteem by her husband.

Dedicated By:
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This implies that jpn1 21 holds

NITPIN IN2 ]J’T.')N

who
would not assign their assets to a stranger
if their son was alive.

v
Jpn1 17 does hold

NRITDIN IN2 ]NTOR

And regarding
INWRY 100195 and
21N VW 1YY RN

Thereis an

OPPOSING NITOIN

that
Rbp nby PONT Nd RNIT

D'D22 120D N nx»anoT

She wants the nanp rights rather than the Kesubah rights
to publicize that she is trustworthy
and held in high esteem by her husband.
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The Gemara proceeds with a Mishnah in x5 noon

1135 Y021 2M57 0N I

RITW 53 VPR INWRY a0

NN 77IR

If a dying person assigned all his assets to his sons, and he
also assigned even a small parcel of land to his wife, she
cannot collect her Kesubah from all these assets.

The Gemara offers three explanations as to why she loses
her Kesubah.

1.

17 says

77 5 1> oea

The wife supplied her 970, her kerchief, and performed
the po*5m 13p for the son’s portion, even if she was not
m>2'p, she did not give explicit consent.

NN 77IR

Because as the Rashbam explains

TN RYRT 1D

VPP 12 103 DN D137 11 RYTIUN RpPT

72w 17> 7O 05w 252 3INI R

Since there was both; her assistance with the 11p for the
sons AND she was given some land as a 7710, this
indicates that she consented wholeheartedly and
relinquished her Kesubah rights to these assets.

2.

ORIDY says

npmw Xm0 phmna

Even if she did not perform the 3p, but she was present
during the n1n» to the sons and she remained silent;
1NN TR

Because

MT ARTIND PRI VRIR 119 00w 1

Since there was both; her silence AND she was given a
mnmn, this alone indicates that

T2YWA > 75N 05w 252 RN R
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112 1’031 2MdN NN AN
RINW 91 YPIP INVKRY 2NN
NN2IND NTAR

If a dying person assigned all his assets to his sons,
and he also assigned even a small parcel of land to his wife,
she cannot collect her Kesubah from all these assets.
v
The Gemara offers three explanations
as to why she loses her Kesubah.

@

kY]
N7 %Y 0% NO™2

The wife supplied her T - her kerchief,
and performed the po15n ap for the son’s portion,
even if she was not nb, she did not give explicit consent.

NN2IND NTaR

Because ay the Rashbam Ww
NN HIHT7 O

DPID OO D) ON D3O NP3 POTHEN HN7
7I3LED 105 DN OOE 353 DY) O
Since there was both,; her assistance with the P %or the

30ns AND she way giver some land as & sy,
thi, indicates that she consenited W&wa@

and r@&Wﬁe/ her Kesubah rwy ty these assety.

@

Syt
NPMY XM N21DY PYNN2

Even if she did not perform the np,
but she was present during the nann to the sons
and she remained silent;

NN21ND NTaR

Because
M7 OHTIND OPHEY VPN D 3HOE 11
Since there was both;
her JA/Z@M&/WD she ww%txmwgyw,
thiy alone indicates that
7I3DED 195 DONM OOE 353 NN PN
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RI’IM ™32 °0Y 17 says

PNIN0I N YRR O 2 MR

JRD IV 72N

Even if she was not present during the son’s 7in», but her
husband told her to accept a parcel of land in lieu of her
Kesubah and she did not object, this indicates that
7AW 17> "7OI 05w 252 3N R

The Gemara however brings proof otherwise, that

75 1hap ow nnnw

NN 77IR

Only if both, she was present at the time of the son’s ninn,
AND she gave explicit consent, only then she was Smn
her Kesubah rights.

However

75V 7Hap R 0w Ann

ow R R hY hap

AN2IN 77IR RS

If she was not present at the time of the 7in», or she did
not give explicit consent, she is not >m» her Kesubah
rights.

RN IAIOT RNAPD

DafHachaim.org

©)

&Jyn 3 or
7°N21N52 1T YPIP 2DV N IMIR2
1RD 17W N2IND MNP,
Even if she was not present during the son’s nonp,

but her husband told her to accept a parcel of land
in lieu of her Kesubah - and she did not object,

thiy indicates that
713L9E0 105 DONM OOE 353 DHISIN) 7

ey
The gemam/ however ém% Wa% dtherwise,

%Y NY%2P) - oW PNNY

0NN NTAR

she was present at the time of the son’s nanp,
AND she gave explicit consent,
only then she was b5nm her Kesubah rights.

However
%Y NY2p k" oW NN
oW NN XY 7YY NHap
NN2IND NTAR KY

If she was not present at the time of the nanp,
or she did not give explicit consent,
she is not 5mn her Kesubah rights.

v
RN21°N NDOT RN2A1PN
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N17°v2

INTIRMI22

What would the Halachah be regarding a healthy person
who assigned all his assets to his sons, and only a small
parcel of land to his wife?

Do we say that she was not >mn her Kesubah rights,
because

NI DI 2OW3

o H T YT

P 777 7720 X722 DIR

Only regarding a y 25w, we assume the wife was Srn
her Kesubah rights to the assets, because since she knows
that he has no other assets she should have objected.
However, regarding a X721 she was not > her Kesubah
rights, because she assumes that he will acquire other
assets and she can collect her Kesubah from those assets,
and therefore she did not need to object.

OR

Even regarding a X12 she would be Smn her Kesubah
rights, because

5 15 N RNWA

Since he currently has no other assets for her to collect
from, she should have objected.

Uiy
This question remains unresolved.
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What would the Halachah be regarding
a healthy person who assigned all his assets to his sons,
and only a small parcel of land to his wife?

Do we say...
She was not 5mn her Kesubah rights, because

8122 72X
22 77N 172D
However, regarding a kM2
she was not 5mn her Kesubah
rights, because she assumes
that he will acquire other
assets and she can collect her
Kesubah from those assets,
and therefore
she did not need to object.

NI YIN 2OW32
% NOT YT
nonn,m
Only regarding a vyp 210w,
the wife was bmn her
Kesubah rights to the assets,
because since she knows

that he has no other assets
she should have objected.

R

Even regarding a N2
she would be bmn her Kesubah rights, because

% % NP RNWN
Since he currently has no other assets for her to collect from,
she should have objected.

N
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