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Today we will 7"pa learn 7"y 97 of pv22 noon
Some of the topics we will learn about include.

The Braisa’s two cases of

S Im TOAT I

DI AR

If a husband gives his wife a Gett and told her, this is your
Gett, but the parchment belongs to me, the Gettis NOT
effective. However,

P37 RS AN nan Sy

nwoann

If he states this is your Gett on the condition that you
return the parchment to me, the Gett IS effective.

And the Gemara offers three explanations as to why in the
R0 the Gett IS effective.

D’RIND0OUD

The concept of nwyn Hvan 'Nin, a verbal stipulation can
revoke an action is derived from the incident of the 7312
7287121 who made a *Rin that they will assist the 587w’ 12
in conquering Eretz Yisroel, and in return 129 7wn
pledged the nwyn that they will receive their portion of
land in 7797 72p. Therefore, a *Xin can only revoke a nwyn
if it was made in the form of the j2187°321 72 32 °Rin in that
1.

9193 K31 Y3

The ®in must be reiterated

2.

ToYnd 0TIR RIN

The x3n must be stated before the nwyin is stated

3.

TAR 9272 °RIN

MR 9272 TP

The *Rin and 7wyn must be in two different matters
4.

RSSO

The *xinn ovp must be stated before the *Rini Sooa.
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1

9190 'NaN
The Aup must be reiterated
)

nwynN 0TI 'NaN
The: 4y must be stated é%a/‘& the by i stated

3
TNN 11T 'NIN

ANX 2T NYVni
The £ m/i)é}///mwjfé@ma%&rmfﬂm#em/

4

INTI DTI D
The > p1p mudt be stated éﬁ/&m the > Y
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. The Machlokes Tanna Kamma and »"2wn regarding

VX M7 7NN NYRY 720D 53
If she was not the cause of the "Rinn 5101 is the Gett
effective or not.

MY PN Aoy 9

The explanations in the contradiction of the Mishnah and
ak iy I TRl

Braisa regarding

NP I RN

If the husband stipulated that she nurse his child, must she
nurse until two years or for only one day?

NP KT A2

(O >3¥"
. esk‘e‘l .
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. So let's review ...

"RIN YY V)
The Gemara continues discussing *Xin 5v v3 and cites the P
following Braisa: AN
DV I PO NN ND'0 NUN
DWW PR WAy \ "
If a husband gives his wife a Gett and says, this is your nae '71’ 1 B AN
Gfef:tt lt)}lt ﬂi p;rcl;lrpent lbe;longs to me, the Gett is not aMm AN 5‘7 Akl falel’ QSw QMM
effective. As Rashi explains, because \
g fal’7anhkta) DY PN
772 N3 IR RIDAN
He has not given her the Gett. Y915 B 05 3 P
However,
737 IR S IR man Sy mH ﬁ))?D?\
nwImn o L 'tfng:,

If he states this is your Gett on the condition that you
return the parchment to me, the Gett is effective.

The G k
Nw?'l Nil;l ir; o R1WY RNDI RIW RN
ROD RIW 'R XD 2RV

Why is the Gett effective in the second case? She does not
have the Gett at the time of pw17) when she fulfills the
stipulation and returns the Gett?

DI IS effective D2 is NOT effective

She dbes nat have the ettt
. at the fime 0% e
when she retwrny the Gett?

The Gemara offers three explanations:

1.

According to »27 the explanation is simple, because Rebbe
holds

N HY IR D

DT PWIVN MIND

When a person states ni» Sy, on condition, he intends for
the °N1n to be a stipulation that when fulfilled, the transac-
tion takes effect retroactively from now. Therefore, when

The Gemaras 0/%@%4/ 3 explanations:

she returns the Gett, it takes effect retroactively from Lven WI‘/M&?/ t the /)R /fccor/&#l?/ ty ™

when she accepted it, and she did have the Gett at the time

of oI, nan Yy IMIRN D5 nan Y IMRN 9
MT PWIYN ININI XD MT PWIYN IMIND

The Gemara offers another two explanations even @ @

ding to the 327 who hold

if;(;rp ;I;%NS be pawhoho Thiy Brm/o%wy(’b& .When she returns the. D),

T PWIVE TR XY i the previous Mishnak it takes effect retroactively

When someone states N Sp he intends for the *Rin to be a \ ’ ;

prerequisite that when fulfilled, the transaction takes TR IN 1‘7 inﬂ ﬁ om when she accepted it

effect at that time. She CAN W the T She DID have the Gett

, o% remr' hiy Wmem‘ at the time oﬂZ g

This Braisa follows the opinion of 3”2 in the previous éy’ substitut, tng ity value

Mishnah who holds TWOR 17N

T DRI 1NN

She can fulfill the "1 of returning his garment by MT2 1Y NOMDNT

' substituting its value. Therefore, She does NOT need ts

MTATH TONONT TWOR I
Here too, she can fulfill the *xin by substituting the return the actual Gett

parchment’s value, and she does not need to return the Therefore, she IS DWMID
actual Gett. Therefore, she is nwmn.
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3.

His stipulation is not a valid °Xin at all, because this Braisa
follows the opinion of X1 °27 who holds that a *Rin can
revoke a nwyn only if it was made oXinn *vownd, and
since this *Rin was not made according to the guidelines of
o'Nin, it cannot revoke the Gett, and the Gett is effective
unconditionally even if she does not fulfill the "xin.

Rashi explains

DNINM VOWH

The concept of mwyn Sva 'Rin, that a verbal stipulation
can revoke an action, is derived from the incident of the 12
121877121 7 who made a *Rin that they will assist the °32
583w’ in conquering Eretz Yisroel, and in return 1’37 nwn
pledged the nwyn that they will receive their portion of
land in 779°1 72v. Therefore, all ©Rin must conform to the
style of the 12187321 75 32 °N1n in the following four ways:

DafHachaim.org

3

His stipulation is NOT
avalid »an at all

Thiy Bm'ww/ﬁ%wy N )
A NN CAN revoke

anyun
ONLY if it was made
D'NJHN DOYNI
Since this 1ty way NOT made

accom/éng/ To

OO VLN
W /@/ 4
& derived /rom/ the D P FE R

Who made a 4, I return 1 20

f/Le?/ will assist /»MM the 20y
f/ue?/ will receive their portion
/77 WP

7% cmwmgz Y /5;«,

AllD'NOn MUST conform to the
]2IND 122) T2 122 NI
in the following FOUR ways:
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1.

9195 RN

The Rin must be reiterated as follows:

If the *xan is fulfilled the nwymn takes effect, but if the *Rin
is not fulfilled the nwyn is void; as in the 32 73 32 RN
12187 Moshe Rabbeinu first stated 1721’ bx and then again
1M1’ RS OX. However, in our case he only stated

TR

P nRY TN »'Y

But he did not reiterate

oA PR

7PN KD DR

2.

TWYNR5 0TI *RIN

The 'Rin must be stated before the nwyn is stated; as in the
121877321 72 12 °Rin they stated the *Xin of 172 bR and
afterward the nwyn of bnnn. However, in our case he
stated the nwyn of Jv°2 Nt 11 before the *Nin of *nnw 'Y
I NRD.

3,

TANR 9272 °NRIN

MR 9271 VYD

The xin and nwyn must be in different matters, as in the
J2IR7 7121 73 °12°RIN the °Rin was to conquer Eretz Yisroel
while the nwyn was to divide 1777 72v. However, in our
case both the *xin and the nwyn pertain to the same matter,
the actual Gett

Dedicated By:
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1

9195 *NRIAN
Ay in the Y Y X

YR DY

FIRST stated
192)? OR

THEN again
192 XY ON

Inowr case. . .

he did NOT reiterate
7022 AT PR
") YPINN RY OR

he ONLY stated
qU2a Nt
" MPTNNY N”Y
9730 NXR

2
NWYNH OTP *RIN

Ay in the D IR FE IR A

They stated theINOD
172 OR

Afterward the nwoOY
onnn

Inowr case. ..

BEFORE the’Nan
" IPINNY N”Y
970 NXR

He stated the nwO»
9022 AT N
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o

MR 9272 °RIN
90K 9272 VYD
The *xan and 7wyn must be in different matters, as in the

J2IR7 2121 7212 RN the *Nin was to conquer Eretz Yisroel nwl’n1 WNRIN
while the nwyn was to divide 1777 72v. However, in our M 1272 TR 9272
case both the *®in and the nwyn pertain to the same matter,
the actual Gett Ay in the D ) FE PP AN
The nwWYY was The RJN was
to DIVIDE to CONQUER
177’0 12Y PRIY? PIXR
In owr case. . .
The nwWYH The NN
Pertain to the SAME matter,
the actual Gett
4,
RS OTP N 4
The *Rinn ovp must be stated before the *Rinn 5073, as in
the 121872121 75 12 °Nin they first stated the orp of 172> OX 1Nl7l7 D-np ]n

and afterward they reiterated the %02 of 1721° RS DR,

MWRINN DP BEFORE the
MUST be stated WINN NV

Ay inthe pitr 11 3¢ o

They FIRST stated AFTERWARD they
the DPp of reiterated the 512 of
172y OR 172)° 85 DX
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Zugt Di Mishnah

RIAR DR OWHDVNW B"Y PO TN

12 DR PN NI SY

DIV DWW INRIN R

If the husband says to the wife, this is your Gett on the
condition that you serve my father, or that you nurse my
son, but he did not specify a time, the *Xin is fulfilled only
if she nurses the child until he becomes 2 years.

A7 17 says

WIN WY Mnw

Even until 18 months.

And as Rashi says the *xin of Rar nR "wpwnw is fulfilled
only if she serves the father for the rest of his life.

ART NNW IR 120 DN

VI

If the son died before the given time was completed, or if
the father dies, the Gett is still effective, because as Rashi
explains

AT ROR PR RS

The husband intended merely for his benefit, and now he
has no need for these services.

DafHachaim.org

\3)/@‘/

TR A
NI DN wene Ry
2 DN PUnY nan ‘71’

~ONPYR N A2

D7/’ PI

AR Y mane

Even until
18 months

P
QU NY
TheNon is fulfilled

only if she nurses the child
until he becomes 2 years

TheN2D of N2IR DN WHWNWY is fulfilled
only if she serves the father for the rest of his life

=N DR N 120 N
ahini iy

If the son died before the given time was completed
orif the father dies, the Gett is still effective

Because
s)/)/ns)/té ///Jlt t/
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D)W DY RIR DR WUPVNY DY PO 0

DIV IV 12 IR PINW 'Y

If he did specify a time, serve my father for 2 years, or
nurse my son for 2 years; and

R

779PM2 ROW PIUNWNY "WOR 'R IR IRV IR

VIIPR

If the son dies before 2 years, or the father refuses her
work even if she did not upset him, the Gett is NOT
effective, because he specified.

MR RO 12 P 127

VA

»"2w disagrees and says that in this situation the Gett IS
effective, as the Mishnah concludes

5RO 12 PYRW 127 IR 55

VI I AYRY 720V 9O

If she was not the cause of the *Rini 513, as in the case of
the son’s death or the father’s refusal, the Gett is effective.
However, if she was the cause of the 'R0 510’3, then the
Gett is not effective.

The Gemara cites a Braisa that seemingly contradicts the
Mishnah, because the Mishnah rules

32 DR PINW NI Yy

DIV T NN N7 70D

She must nurse the son until he becomes two years. While
the Braisa rules

TR OV INVHY

TAR OV NN

oI

If she served the father or nursed the son for even one day,
the Gett is effective?

DafHachaim.org

TR A
QY NP NaN DR WwRenY By
QN N N2 DR U Ry

137 I
NPT N N
ISP NOW MW WEN N

Feie R /I )
kgt

P

23N

D393 13 1y 139 w55

2378 Y97 3N RPNY /20Y P

However,
if she was the cause of the’Nann b2
then the Gett is not effective.

NP ’9&/
by i by

TMN DV Y N3 NN PENY
TN DY DT AR N TAD
1Y 1 anY mY
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The Gemara offers two explanations

1.

RTOM 27 says

N1

RINA ST RV

The Braisa is 3"2w7 who is more lenient regarding a *Xin
as in the previous Mishnah'’s case in which he holds
TPHTORY NN

She can substitute the value of iIm50XR;

And also in our Mishnah he is lenient in that

AN APRY 720D DD

VY0

Therefore, 2w is also lenient regarding PR 30w Man S
11 that if he did not specify a time, one day is enough.
However,

1127 PRYInn

The Mishnabh is the 1329 who are more stringent regarding
a’nin, as in the previous Mishnah that she cannot substi-
tute the value of 1750%°K, and in our Mishnah

R

17922 ROW IWNWIWY "WOR R AN IRV IR

VIIPR

Therefore the 1317 are also stringent regarding nin Sy

»12 PR 3nw and she must nurse until 2 years.

2.

N1 says

DND2 RO R'WP KD

WIONI IR

In Mishnah’s case he did not specify a time, therefore
D10 NW NN

She nurses until 2 years when infants generally stop
nursing. However, the Braisa is a case in which he did
specify for one day, therefore

TAR OV NI

oI

DafHachaim.org

1

£70n P M?A/

Pann RnN”M72

1229 XM 272w
WRIN2 HPINT

Who are more stringent

In the previous Mishnah
they hold
She cannot

substitute the value

In the previous Mishnah
he holds

av~nia R rRialy

And in our Mishnah
masp 5o
AR INY
hirni iyl

And in our Mishnah

AN MR N
WM WON N
mIEpa KoY
Y N

2

;é’puay&
ROWP XY
WIDN2 IR - ONO2 XD

In Mishnah’s case

In the Braisa’s case
he did specify foroneday  he did not specify a time

therefore
D3 77N THN D 1NN

therefore
DY DY 1NN
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"wR 17 disagrees and says

ono Y

MT MR OP WIONI D]

Even ifhe did not specify a time, she still only nurses for
one day.

The Gemara however brings proof to X171 from our
Mishnah that clearly holds bnoa she nurses until the child
is two years old.

DafHachaim.org

A > /Wwyam/w%

ano Yo
MT TNX O WIDNOD M)

Even if he did not specify a time
she still only nurses for one day.

X

The Gemara however
brings proof to N2) from our Mishnah
that clearly holds

nnoa she nurses until
the child is two years old
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