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Intro
Today we will Be“H learn "o 97 of ©*371 noon.

Some of the topics we will learn about today include: 797:% n 7» :

WHY oy

A 7731 can only be revoked or confirmed on the same day
that the father or husband first hears of it. The Gemara
discusses how much knowledge is needed to be consid-
ered wnw oy,

OV TIOR T

A husband has the rights to the income generated by his
wife’s possessions. If someone gives her a gift prw "y n }’ : 7’ D nw N 7’
72 MwA oI, stipulating that it is for her alone, she

retaing fpll control of those assets.'Howe\./e.r, acclording to Z— Lomeone W el é Y
the opinion that 75»a 73 7wR 7, this condition will not
2
Wt /%//'M NY

suffice to deny the husband his rights to the income of that
property, and additional terms are required.

Through its discussion, the Gemara will also reference the
following important ideas:

i?;uojn?g(’)il inadvertently kills someone he is sent into J J’ w : n n ’ x 1

mb, into exile. The Gemara debates whether a k10, a
blind person, has enough awareness to be liable for this
punishment.

MR N

In the times of the Gemara, homes were constructed
around a 731, a common courtyard. These led into mxian,
alleyways, which in turn led into the ©°297 mw~, the main n1 N] :D > ) D] n > ) w
thoroughfare. To be permitted to carry in a 1a» on

Shabbos, the o'»on enacted the Halachah of mzian oinw.
All the residents of the relevant m7°3n contribute food and
place it in a house in one of the m3m, whereby it is
considered as if they all share one domain.

Instead of going through the trouble of collecting food,
one person can contribute the entire amount through 771,
whereby one person acquires the food on behalf of
everyone else.
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So let's review...

The Mishnah on "9 q7 discussed a husband who said
PYON WW IR VTP

T YT PR IR

He was aware of his ability to revoke o771 in general, but
did not realize that it was possible to revoke this particular
37,

PR 27 says 19’ R, because he did not have sufficient
knowledge for the day to be considered a w»w o», while
AT 27 says 19, because YT 533 nwy T Nz, knowing
about19n in general is sufficient for it to be considered
WHY o,

The Gemara assumes that while 77 °27 holds ny 7 nzpn
"7 Y59, partial knowledge is sufficient, 7R 17 holds
mp 7 593185 MY nep; one must be fully cognizant to be
truly considered aware.

However, regarding a ;w2 n317 - someone who killed a
person inadvertently - who is sent to M5, they each seem
to reverse their opinions, as we see in the following xn»92:

AT 7272727 DY VIO MRIRD2

The Pasuk says mx1 X3, without seeing, that the 1 did
not intentionally target his victim. The implication is that
he could have known of the victim’s presence, and so 19
a7 argues that this Pasuk EXCLUDES a blind person,
who does not ever see anyone else, and would NOT have
known of'the victim's presence.

RO MR 272 TR PR 37

The Pasuk INCLUDES a blind person in the mb avn,
because he has some awareness of his surroundings, as he
can sense when someone is nearby. This is presumably
because he holds my» 7 Y35 mp 7 n3p», while 717 °27 holds
Y7 523 IRS MY NPy, sensing another person does not
suffice to be considered aware.

DafHachaim.org

Wl ors

]P0 B N P
73 P P N DN

M e PN 139
"D N )
OLY7Y DIINT OVY7Y HIPHN
oVY7Y 5od DVY7Y Do 1D

IS w{%«umf ty be He ddn't have
considered 1yl pr cl émw&/?@
v the /ay ty be
considered w jyll pr

However,
22102 NXNA
Who iy sent ?‘Uﬂ/ﬁ
They seem to REVERSE their opinions

o e
AT 42 N1 139

IR NB: IR NB:
t,«//O/ 0o ,é/\//ai)/)tﬁ/m/
Did NOT intentionally
target his victim

COW /W/& éMWM/

EXCLUDES a blind person
Who does not see anyone,
and woukd NOT have known
o% the victim/'sy presence
D%k fo /tﬁ)}/';v _/13}')//

He hass some awareness
of hiss Wrow/w/w%
DYz Lo 3 /13}')//
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. If so, both &1 27 and 77 "2 contradict their opinion on
this matter regarding i157? 2

Both YN» 12 and DTN 1)

The Gemara answers;

ij-f IV RO N-lp'[ IIVH NN CONTRADICT theU" Oplnlon
They are not arguing about the general concept of nxp» regarding NION?
17, rather how to interpret the Pesukim in each separate

case.
777 17 focuses on the Pasuk
92729797 DR R TWN)

He who joins his fellow in the forest; N-lp-f 12172VN XRON
R177 929 511 92 7101 RIOY R1p7 N2790 RO

A blind person can enter the forest as well. Therefore,

since a Xm0 is understood to be included in this Parsha, are NOT arguing about
the Pasuk mix1 X921 must mean XpioH 019, to exclude him. the, "

; co o Dy
However, r» 21 focuses on the Pasuk nyT'5an, without W W % 7 J,j/—)//

awareness; and
RI7T VTP T2 IRD RPID
A blind person does not have sufficient awareness.

Therefore, since a Xmo was already excluded, the Pasuk =y 289 QPN 13
MR X592 must mean RO DR M2, to include him in the
Halachah of nis. Focuses on. .. ?00«4@ . ..
—========= 7npﬂ ﬂN N:” ﬂwx’ an 'B:’:
==
® . 4 15150 o

Since o iy INCAUDED Since: o way already
i thiy 200 EXCLUDED
TIND N’D: TIND NB:
mudit mean must mean
,&71//0/ 0o t/\//aaj»é’ﬁ/m/
to EXCLUDE him
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Zugt di Mishnah

UOAD ORI PTH

If someone made a Neder to forbid his son-in-law to
benefit from him;

mMY»Inad nnb 7317 XM

And he wishes to give his daughter a monetary gift.
However, this would benefit his son-in-law, since the
Halachah of the wife's assets is

Mo SR Sy vpap oma npy

Her husband is entitled to the income generated by such
assets. Therefore,

T3N3 92 PANIIHR MYDI N 02 IR

172 w755 R ROW 725

01 NIMI NRWI NRW 71 ROR

He can give her the gift with the stipulation that her
husband has no rights to it, AND that she only acquires
that which she eats.

The Gemara explains the need for the dual stipulation.

17 says that

VY RNV A0 IR

If he merely says that she may do with the money
whatever she desires,

Sva pnme mp

Her husband would get a share, thereby violating the
Neder. Because the Mishnah is the opinion of x» 27,
who says

Y1 PIIwR T

A woman’s power of acquisition is always effective on
behalf of her husband, and she cannot stipulate that he be
deprived of his rights. In the same vein, it does not suffice
for him to say 72 mw 75v25 pr. Therefore, the father must
add

D1 NIMI NRWI NRW 711 ROR

That she only acquires the gift as she eats it - at which
point the husband cannot acquire a share.

SRinw agrees with this understanding of the Mishnah, but
claims that the Halachah does not follow this opinion. He
maintains that if her father said >wy *3nw n», which is the
equivalent of saying 172 mw1 75v25 pRw man Yy, without
any additional conditions;

Sva prm mp R

The husband would NOT share in the gift, and so it would
not violate the Neder. This is because he follows the
opinion of the 1329, that

oY1 T3 IR T IR R

A woman CAN acquire assets and maintain full control if
her benefactor explicitly stipulated that that the gift is for
her alone.

DafHachaim.org

Y
WUARNR BNIA R
Forbidy hiy son-in-law t ém%'f %»om/u'm/

YA 1135 ARG XY 8
He wishes ty give 7% /Wer @ maonetary M

the Haluchahs of the wife's assets s
YPIp ona nps?
M7 YOIR HY:N
-/’Zl”%f&
>y

MINM T PN ONT NPT T
172 N Topa% N 85w 125
D3 NIMI NN AR T 8ON

The Gemars explaing the need
/w the dual M‘Wéon/
SRINW pR|
/f?rea/ with thiy
wnderstunding of the 3)Gu
But the H: does
nat follow thiy gpinions

VY NRINW NN

The: 3yu iy the
o/ac'mkm/ o% N 7
oY T N
Shescan't stipulate that he
be deprived of Mxr%fy
It does NOT suffice

He follows the gpinion to say
e o the /:/ww N2 MwI 7525 PR

iJ'W?DN xs W%«f/ber MUST add

. \ NRW N RIR
Y3 T3 MK T 752 MM NRWN

At which point the husband
cannat W@ w share

NVY ININW NN
Which iy equivalent 0%
/R ¥4 Yeld /')éé 74 /f

/% S 2P t/
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The Gemara questions Rav'a and Reb Meir’s opinion
from the following Mishnah regarding mxian o, a
partnership in aan.

"IN PONNVH TR

The Mishnah explains that when the occupants of several
courtyards wish to permit carrying in a »121 on Shabbos,
they must all place some food in one 93m, and they are
then considered as residents of one common domain.
How?

IaNN DR P

Instead of actually collecting food from every party, one
person can donate a barrel of wine and say *32535 710
nan - granting them all partnership in the barrel - and 172p
D77 1N2) 133 072v nnow, his Jewish servants or his
grown children, can acquire a share in the barrel on behalf
of all residents, since they have independent powers of
acquisition.

The xn»11 adds
1NWNI - His wife can also acquire the barrel on behalf of
the other residents.

Now, if 75va 75 nwr 7 and he always shares in her
acquisitions,

5Y27 PIwI o1 RS 1Y

His gift will not be effective, because it will always
remain in his domain, since the y1p was not performed by
an independent party?

This Mishnah seems to support Shmuel and the Rabanan
that

19Y2 T3 DR T 17IBR R

DafHachaim.org

2

The Gemaras questiony
Raw'w and Reb Weir's gpinion

-\3)/@‘/
Nana I’Qﬂnwm X2
7%17 must aﬂp&w/@o/m/ one 23,
and are then considered

residenty o% one commaon domain

igimiatniial Faihia)
OMMMMI/ can donate w barvel o% wine
and say 13y g e
And p'ﬁ’/ﬁ) LA YA PIRYD Ll 133,
can acquire wihare in the barrel
o éeﬁ@% of all residenty
The £n"p M/ﬂﬁ/
INYWRY
Can alyo acquire the barrel
o é@éa% o% the other residents

P4

°

Zfa/fp 50 Wk >

2927 PMWIN P01 XY 1Y

This Wishnahs seema to support
Shmuel and the Rabanan
MOYR D N T AN 8D
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The Gemara at first answers;

1.

PIPW PIYD PRI 37 AT

Reb Meir agrees in this case that we do not apply the
principle of

Y1 TIIUR T

Because, just as

IMWRY 1IN 1MW 53

™Mo YR Hyan PRI InIp

If the husband himself gives his wife a gift, he completely
relinquishes his rights; so too,

75V TR OINRY M

N7

As Tosfos explains;

o> 7MY HRY HY1aT 1D

P mRY Phnon

Since the husband himself'is gifting the other residents
through her, he relinquishes his rights in her acquisition.

However, the Gemara points out that another Xn»72 states
clearly 175 pat pRWw 158, and lists 1nwR among those who
CANNOT acquire the n°an on behalf of the others.

The Gemara therefore retracts the above reasoning and
differentiates between when the husband gives the gift to
HER - where he DOES relinquish his rights - and when
he gives the gift to others - where he does NOT relinquish
his rights in her 7. Therefore, the Braisa rules that inwx
cannot be 7101 for the others.

DafHachaim.org

1
FRD 29 NTIN
MNMNW PO
We dy NOT W z‘h@/mw/dm/

3)/% 30 W >

So too,
DINRYD NMO™
nYY2 TN

Just as
NN MY Yv2
MOURY

N0 A/A’ %5) /',&’/ VP £

WY dY37 190
o0d Do
NODN WY POHPYH

However, andther frmp states. . .

1119 11T PN 1O
And listy 1 among those who CANNOT
acquire the, pop om éM o% the dthery

The Gemara therefore retracts
and differentiates between...

The husband gives
the gift to HER

and when he gives
the gift to OTHERS

Where he does NOT

Where he DOES
r' ' /u'A/rﬁ?/u‘J/ refa‘%wzﬁ/ M/FWJ/
i her

W%f&, the Braisa rules that (plF
cannat be 2/ /Zr the dthers
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. However, the Mishnah which rules that inwx CAN be n7on
for the others
JPPOY M12m IMR2 T30 1> wwa
The Mishnah is discussing a case where she herselfis a The Mishnah The 8N

resident in this »an. .
This is possible when Which ridey that vl She cannat éa?’ 2
CAN be 2l %W the others o AW f the others

AOMIN ATV W12 7Y D03
She inherited the house when she was still engaged; AND

8N 7Y w*W2 N2 Y PRWO
11’POY 7M2n MR I8n2

PO PR DIATI T Y 20D

He renounced his claims to the 7xn.

Therefore, inwx CAN be non for the others, because
PIARS R3T WD RIITT D

Since she can acquire a share in the barrel for herself from
her husband, as we said earlier, she can also be 1 for the N2 "5 N59)

others at the same time. DO DTV
However, the xn»71 is speaking of
&4 D/ ANo/

%M 275 PRWD
Voo ol /n V£ P37

Thit s possible when

When she does NOT own a house in that courtyard
separate from her husband, and so she cannot be 7 from
her husband on behalf of the others.

NWDIY ROTT 1IN
1MINRY RO
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