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Today we will 7”valearny"n q7 of P22 noon
Some of the topics we will learn about include.

The Mishnah’s four opinions regarding the Halachah of
IMWR DR RN
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If a person divorces his wife either because of rumors of
immorality, or because she makes Nedarim, they may not
remarry again.

The two explanations to the Tanna Kamma either

RODHp own

The Chachamim initiated this mo°x because of a concern
that the husband might later cause problems

OR

DO77321 PP MXIT0 SRTW M2 5P ROW 7

The Chachamim imposed a 03 on the wife that thay may
not remarry, to prevent women from being involved in
immorality and Nedarim.

77 °27's distinction of
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If the Neder was made in public, they may NOT remarry,
however if the Neder was not made in public, they MAY
remarry.

PR 17's distinction of
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If the Neder can be nullified only through a Chacham but
not through the husband, they may NOT remarry,
however if the Neder can be nullified even through the
husband, they MAY remarry.

The next Mishnah’s Machlokes regarding
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PP RY IR AT 72

PP DR DHIM

If a person divorces his wife because she is not able to
have children, in which he claims that the marriage was a
myo np;

777 27 holds that they may NOT remarry again, while
the Chachamim hold that they MAY remarry.
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So let'sreview ...

Zugt Di Mishnah
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If a person divorces his wife either because of rumors of
immorality, or because she makes Nedarim, they may not
remarry.

The Gemara offers two possible reasons for this mpn:
The xpp R1W*5 says

ROp5p oon

The Chachamim initiated this :70°% out of concern that the
husband might later cause problems, in that if she marries
someone else and then the 70w is proven false, or the 773
is nullified by a 0on, he will claim

RI7 D0 YT IR

WIS TN KD 735 ARG 2 D2IMI P DR 170K

Had I known that the y7 0w is false, or that the Neder can
be nullified, I would not have divorced you for any price;
PIIN 7321 H02 VI RIPY

And through this claim the original Gett will become
nullified retroactively, and her children from the second
husband are considered Mamzeirim because she was an
wR NN, Therefore,

MOR DR RZIDIV VTP 1715 DWIR

i XD VI Dw DN
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He is told at the time the Gett that if he divorces her now,
he may not marry her ever again, even if she does not
marry someone else, and through this mpn

5 5500 730 RS

He cannot later claim that he would not have divorced her,
because he should have researched the matter knowing
that they cannot remarry.

And for this reason

IRIRIN VIR TTI DWW VI DV DI 712 TRV R

This mo°R is only if at the time of the Gett he said that he is
divorcing her due to the v7 0w or Neder,

because - 15 Hp5pn 30

The above claim would be valid, because he actually said
SO.

However, there is no mo°x if he did NOT say this at the
time of the Gett, because

15 550 731 RS

The claim is not valid, because he did not say so at the
time of the Gett.
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If she marries someone else
and then thev) pw is proven false,
or the T is nullified by a pon, he will claim
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However,
There is no Mo'X
if he did NOT say this TTIOIvI
at the time of the Gett XXM X
Because Because
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The X712 X3w’Y mentions another reason for this mipn:
D732 DYV M0 HRIW? M2 ROV 7D

The Chachamim imposed a 03 on the wife that they may
not remarry, to prevent women from being lax about
matters of immorality and Nedarim.

And for this reason

12 MRW IV
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The husband must inform her at the time of the Gett, [am
divorcing you due to the v7 0w and Neder, as this will
teach her to act properly.

However, as Rashi says

PP RY PPN

According to the X n2 81’5, even if he did NOT say it,
they may not remarry because of the op.

Also, according to the Xnp Xin, both reasons apply to all
Nedarim.

However, the Mishnah continues with 777 *27 who makes
the following distinction regarding Nedarim:

D WTY I
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If the Neder was made in public, they may NOT remarry.
If the Neder was not made in public, they MAY remarry.
Rashi explains that 777 °27 holds that the reason is only
D712 DIV MO SRIW? M2 ROV 17D

ButNOT

RO, own

Therefore, the Mo’ applies only to a

D297V AT

Because this Neder is more stringent, since 777 °27 holds
7797 PR

A Neder made in public cannot be nullified by a oon.
However the mo'x does not apply to

D27 12 1T ROW T

Because this Neder is less stringent

mon 12 W

It CAN be nullified by a oon.
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PR» 17 makes another distinction:

DO NP PIZW I3 5
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!

If the Neder can only be nullified by a Chacham but not by the
husband, they may NOT remarry. If the Neder can be nullified
even by the husband, they MAY remarry.

Rashi explains that X1 °27 holds that the reason is only
RSP own

But not

M0 R ROV DN

Therefore, the mo'R applies only to

DN NYPN PISY I

Because there he can later claim

P15 912 DORw YT IR

WM T RS

Had I known that a Chacham can nullify Nedarim, I would not
have divorced her. I would have sent her to a Chacham; because
N1 37 holds

722 NWN HANNW 71317 DTR

A person does not mind if his wife becomes humiliated by
appearing in Bais Din.

However, the 7o) does NOT apply to

DON NP IR PRY T3

Because

DR 19515 71

He has no claim, as he knows that a husband can nullify the
Neder, and he should have nullified the Neder.

MYHR 117 disagrees and says

7772391 ROR 71 1TOR KD

There is no distinction; and on the contrary, in the case of
DO NPPN IR

N>

Only because in the case of

DO NP IR PR

N>

Rashi continues to explain that, like 7’51 729, he holds that the
reason is only

ROPOp Dwn

And not

M9 R ROW DIWD

However, the mo°x does not apply to

DON NPPR PIRY 9T

Because he cannot later claim

P05 1> 0OPW YTV NN

WD N7 RY

Because

T"22INWR TIANDY 7317 0TR PR

He would not have sent her to a Chacham anyway, because a
person does NOT want his wife to be humiliated by appearing in
Bais Din.

However, the mo°'x DOES apply to

DOM NP IR PRY I3

Because he CAN claim

3975 212 MW YT ITIPR

TN NI

He did NOT know that a husband can nullify this Neder. Had he
known, he would not have divorced her.

And the Chachamim extended the 17O’ even to
DON NP PIRYW 7]
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The Mishnah concludes

1217732 TWYN AT 92707 'R

As the Gemara explains

INP M RIOMID *NON

N1 7ITIWI K72
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The Mishnah meant to include that the 110’ is only if the
wife makes the Neder. However, there is NO 17oR if the
husband makes the Neder, because there is no concern for
995,

And in support, 777 '72°07 " relates;

U PO PR DR DIP IMWRY IMRY TR 1731 WYD
niakiakialion kPR RLeii

There was an incident in p7’% where a husband made a
Neder that all fruits be prohibited to him if he does not
divorce his wife, and he divorced her so that the Neder
does not take effect. Even so, the Chachamim permitted
them to remarry.
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because there is no concern for Sipbp
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A husband made a Veder
that all fruits be prohibited to hime

%/w/aw not /Warwﬁww%z - and he dworced her

30 that the VNeder does not tuke %&a‘
Lven 0, the CAMWMW‘#@/ them 1y remarry
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PNYR DWN INWR DR RZIO7 \,’yg/\/
PP R IR AT 227
oo PN DI AR NN YR
If a person divorced his wife because she was not able to have
children, in which he claims that the marriage was a myv npn, PN D7/’ PRI
and therefore she is not entitled to a Kesubah, 77 *17 holds that QM asme x‘,
they may NOT remarry again, while the Chachamim hold that
they MAY remarry, as Rashi explains MEPD HS H5P5D OIEN
P RY IR AT 27
No15m DY PAPP> NI 2R TP PN 1NN
If she marries someone else and has children, he will claim AN N Nb
RIn PO T I N PITOD M2 o2 DI NXVI)
TOBH IR
PO 12 KO VI RIPN
And therefore //pl?///,é
PNYR OWN INWR DR ROV VTP 17715 DIR
-, /Jj//»é PIQ DGt £ Y3r 1D
And the Mishnah continues that for this reason MY 5 £
W7 D32 75 P RS NRW’)
N2IN3 DY N
T WAYT B3 119 1 NS NN
TNTTO N PRIV 75 MR

7 27 says that if indeed she marries and has children, she pigk=iigh nl’:m N

should not claim her Kesubah from her first husband since we D3/’ P

now see that this was not a myv npn», because she will be worse
off, since he can tell her '|"ﬁ:"m i -Pnﬁp’nw ns MIN
Y indeed she marvies and has children,

N7 PO YT 0A R

TOBH IR
. P70 7321 S0 I RIDN she shoudd not clain her KMM/%M her %mf husband
- since we now see that this was nat w p/y6 mpy -
While the Chachamim disagree and hold because she wil be worse o/% since he can tell her

TP IR DN

Because

RO 0N RS

We are not concern that he will later make this claim.

PO 07> &/ - ,e/a Cysr > 1
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The Gemara questions both 7777 '27 and the Chachamim that
they seemingly contradict their opinions in the previous

Mishnah in that in our Mishnah 77377 >27 holds D3/D’ PI D3/’ D)
e ROW) TN by o
N;Cal;ie o 022971217 D227 12 TY

P o o P PN XY e &b
While in the previous Mishnah he makes a distinction that only
;;m’ X5 017112 WP I H5ONS MEND P NEMD

owever
PP 23712 W7 ROV SHIEY HP3 1D HOE 75 fo15P>
Because he holds 097231 PPIV3 M5OD
RO 1w n RS
And the reason is merely
D732 IPIY MZII0 HRIW MI2I1 ROV 7D PN
PN 9y

And in our Mishnah the Chachamim hold " oY ouwn n n‘, Nown
T IR DWW T own V mhitahl
Because M &‘7 anme 8‘7 MEYD PS
IR PLING . HP5D INEND p
While in the previous Mishnah the Chachamim makes no A ﬁb\pbpb
distinctions and hold
PP R V7OV DD
M RS I DWN
Because as the x»p R1w'h explains
ROPOPY pwrn

wp |
NPT
Yecheskel '
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The Gemara offers two explanations

1.

SRV says

POR

These opinions must be reversed to be the same as in the
previous Mishnah.

2.

"IN says

T9°1 RS TS

However,

77 27 holds

I R NN DD

Because

RO pwrn

For mn>x there IS a concern for mp5p. However, in the
previous Mishnah he holds

T 02712 W T ROV T

Because only for Nedarim there is NO concern of a mp5p,
because regarding

DI NPPN IRY T3

He holds as 71v5% 17 that he cannot claim

NS 913 DINW YTV NPTIDR

UMD TN RS

Because

T"12INUR RANDW IR DIR PR

And regarding

DO NPPR IR PRY T3

He holds as Rn 17 that he cannot claim
P 519 DINW YTV IR

O T RS

Because

997 R 9979 O

And in our Mishnah the Chachamim hold

VI IR DWW

Because, only here there is no 975p wwn because this is a
case of

PRING 77997 RHT2

The husband stipulated at the time of the Gett that he is
divorcing her because she is a 'n>x, but he did not
reiterate the "Rin that he is not divorcing her if she is not a
1R, and the Chachamim are 7°X» 27 who holds

$195 R0 Y3

A ninis effective only if it is reiterated.
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