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OVERVIEW of the Daf Distinctive INSIGHT 
Edom had no claim to Eretz Yisroel 

העורר על השדה והוא חתום עליה בעד אדמון אומר השי וח לי 
 והראשון קשה הימו וחכמים אומרים איבד את זכותו

W hen the Jewish nation in the desert was passing near the 
nation of Edom, Moshe Rabeinu sent them a message 

(Bamidbar 20:17): “Let us pass through your land.” Rashi elabo-

rates and explains the nature of the request which was being 

conveyed. Moshe said, “There is no reason for you, the nation 

of Edom, to object about our inheriting Eretz Yisroel, as you 

have not paid the debt. Please help us a little bit and allow us to 

cross through your country.” The “debt” to which Moshe re-

ferred was the fact that the Jews had gone into exile and had 

suffered the travails of the servitude, as a fulfillment of the 

prophecy given to Avraham Avinu at the ברית בין הבתרים. 

Why did Moshe expect the nation of Edom to respond fa-

vorably and to allow the Jewish nation to pass through their 

land specifically due to the fact that Edom had not gone into 

exile in Egypt? What did one thing have to do with the other? 

The ז“ט  on Chumash, in his דברי דוד explains the appeal of 

Moshe based upon our Mishnah. Reuven approaches Shimon 

and claims that the field Shimon bought from Levi actually be-

longs to him (Reuven), and that Levi had stolen it from him. 

Yet, Reuven himself signed upon the document with which the 

field was sold from Levi to Shimon. Shimon therefore claims 

that Reuven’s having served as a witness to the sale of the land 

between Levi and Shimon proves that Reuven is not the owner 

of the land. 

Admon rules that Reuven can defend his actions. When 

asked to explain why he signed on such a document selling his 

own field between two other parties, Reuven now claims that 

Levi was a difficult opponent, and that he preferred to contend 

with Shimon, who was easier to defeat in court. This is why he 

participated in the sale of the field from Levi to Shimon, and 

that his acting as a witness should not be seen as an acknowl-

edgement of the legitimacy of the sale itself. 

If Edom would have simply been asked to assist the Jewish 

nation and allow them to cross their territory on their way to 

Eretz Yisroel, Edom might have resisted. Edom might have re-

sponded by saying, “How can we allow you access to the Land? 

We ourselves plan to protest your ownership in the land, and 

we plan to claim it as our own!” Therefore, in anticipation of 

this response, Moshe introduced his remarks by saying that 

Edom had to admit that they had no claim to the land. They 

had not paid the debt, and they could now be asked to help the 

Jews.   

1) MISHNAH: The Mishnah concludes presenting the third of 

Admon’s rulings, this one related to an unfulfilled promise a 

father-in-law made to his future son-in-law. 
 

2) Clarifying the dispute between Admon and Chachamim 

A Baraisa presents an alternative version of the dispute be-

tween Admon and Chachamim, namely where the bride herself 

made a promise to her groom and was unable to honor her 

promise. 

Another Baraisa qualifies this last presentation and explains 

that the dispute applies only when the girl is an adult. 

R’ Yitzchok ben Elazar said in the name of Chizkiya that 

whenever R’ Gamliel states that he “sees the words of Admon” 

that means that he rules in accordance with his opinion. 

R’ Nachman clarifies that this applies even when Admon’s 

opinion appears in a Baraisa. 

R’ Zeira in the name of Rabbah bar Yirmiyah issues a 

strange statement related to the two rulings of Chanan and the 

seven rulings of Admon. 

Following two failed attempts, the Gemara explains that R’ 

Zeira in the name of Rabbah bar Yirmiyah intended to convey 

that the halacha always follows Chanan, and concerning Ad-

mon’s positions halacha follows his position only when R’ 

Gamliel agrees with it. 
 

3) MISHNAH: The Mishnah presents the fourth of Admon’s 

rulings, this one related to a person losing the right to claim a 

field as his own. 
 

4) Clarifying the position of Chachamim 

Abaye states that according to Chachamim only a witness 

loses his right to claim ownership of the field whose deed he 

signed, but a judge does not lose his rights. 
 

5) Signing the deed when the disputed field is used as a mark-

er for a neighboring field 

(Continued on page 2) 
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 REVIEW and Remember 
1. What is a man’s leverage if his future father-in-law does 

not honor his promises? 

2. What is the dispute between Admon and Chachamim 

concerning one who signed as a witness to a field he 

claims is his own? 

3. What did the guardian do to find favor in Abaye’s eyes? 

4. Are two halves the same as a whole? 



Number 1023— ט“כתובות ק  

Signing a contract without knowing its contents 
 אין העדים חותמים על השטר אלא אם כן קראוהו

Witnesses do not sign on a document unless they have read it 

R ashba1 was asked the halacha of a man who signed a docu-
ment admitting to a debt but the document was written in a lan-

guage he claims that he does not understand. Is the contract 

binding by virtue of the fact that he signed it, or perhaps it is not 

binding since he does not understand the language of the docu-

ment? Rashba responded that as long as his signature is affixed to 

the document it is binding2 and offers two explanations for this 

halacha. Firstly, even if we were to accept that one is not bound 

by a document that he doesn’t understand, what evidence is there 

that this person does not understand the language of the docu-

ment? It is more reasonable to assume that if the person signed 

the document he read it and is aware of its meaning. Even if most 

people do not speak the language of the document there is a pre-

sumption (חזקה) that people understand documents before they 

sign them. Secondly, even if it is known that he did not under-

stand the document, e.g. the lender admits that the borrower 

doesn’t understand the language of the document, it is still bind-

ing. The reason is that once the borrower signs the document he 

places his trust in the scribe and once one puts his trust in some-

one else he binds himself to all the decisions of that other person. 

Therefore, once he decides to trust the scribe and signs the docu-

ment he is bound by its contents even if it obligates him in a loan 

that did not take place. This is similar to R’ Yochanan’s earlier 

ruling (101b) that one becomes liable to pay a debt that never 

occurred by simply admitting to its existence. 

Chasam Sofer3 writes that when one signs a document he be-

comes bound by everything that is written in the document, even 

those things that seem unrelated to the primary purpose of the 

document. In contrast, if one does not sign the document but the 

document testifies to the fact that the obligated party made a kin-

yan to accept the obligations of the document, e.g. a kesubah, he 

is only bound by those obligations that are commonly found in 

that type of document but not those that seem extra.    
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HALACHAH Highlight 

The Defender of Orphans 
אמר אביי האי מאן דמוקים אפיטרופא וקים 

 כי האי דידע לאפוכי בזכותא דיתמי

“O ne who appoints a guardian for 
orphans should make sure that he is one 

who will fight for the orphans’ rights!” 

Sometimes, it seems as though Hashem 

Himself provides the “guardian” to ensure 

the security of orphans. 

In January 1903, Rav Shalom Ber of 

Lubavitch, zt”l, traveled to Vienna with his 

son, Rav Yosef Yitzchak, zt”l. The next 

morning, instead of conducting the busi-

ness for which they had come to Vienna, 

the Rebbe asked his son if they had any 

money. Their funds were tight, but since 

his father obviously needed some money, 

Rav Yosef Yitzchak pawned his silver-

headed cane. He gave the proceeds to his 

father, and the Rebbe left. 

Later, a series of deliveries arrived at 

the hotel, all of them filled with trousseau 

articles. Rav Yosef Yitzchak assumed they 

were meant for their family. Later that 

evening, Rav Shalom Ber returned and 

told his son to make preparations for an-

other journey. It was only at the station 

that the Rebbe indicated he wanted to trav-

el to Pressburg. When they arrived, instead 

of hiring a carriage, Rav Shalom Ber insist-

ed on traveling by foot. While walking 

down the street, they met a yeshiva bochur 

who was in a great hurry. When the Rebbe 

stopped him and asked for directions to a 

particular hotel, the young man said, 

“Walk that way and ask someone else. I 

have no time.” 

Rav Shalom Ber asked, “Is this the way 

you treat strangers?” 

The young man felt chided, so he ac-

companied them. When they arrived at the 

hotel, they saw that the proprietor’s wife 

and three daughters were sitting shivah. 

They checked in, rested, and then the Reb-

be headed out for a walk. They soon found 

themselves at the local yeshiva; the Rebbe 

spoke in learning to a number of the bo-

churim (including their guide from the day 

before), and seemed especially taken with 

one particularly apt student. 

Over the next few days, the Rebbe 

made several condolence calls to the griev-

ing family under the guise of being a dis-

tant relative. Eventually, the Rebbe 

broached the subject of shiduchim for the 

two unmarried daughters. The widow 

moaned, “What can I do for them now?” 

The Rebbe made two suggestions: the 

promising yeshiva student, and the young 

man whom he had scolded in the street. As 

for trousseaus, he said, “Why should you 

worry when I already have everything pre-

pared for them?” Having arranged the mar-

riages, the Rebbe and his son left Pressburg 

and returned anonymously to Vienna!   

STORIES Off the Daf  

Abaye explains that in the Mishnah’s second case the chal-

lenger loses his right to claim the disputed field only when it is 

sold to another person, but when the challenger bought it for 

himself he does not lose those rights. 

A related incident is recorded. 
 

6) MISHNAH: Admon’s fifth ruling is presented, this one re-

lated to a person who lost the path that leads to his field . 
 

7) Clarifying the dispute in the Mishnah 

The exact case in which Admon and Chachamim disagree 

is identified. 

Two related incidents are recorded.   

(Overview. Continued from page 1) 


