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DEDICATION
This volume is dedicated to the enduring legacy of Rabbi Akiva Eiger (1761–1837), one of the

foremost gedolei ha’acharonim, whose penetrating brilliance in Torah was matched by extraordinary
humility, purity of character, and unwavering devotion to Klal Yisrael.

Born into a distinguished family of Torah and shaped in the great centers of learning of his time, Rabbi
Akiva Eiger rose to become a preeminent authority in halachah, serving as Rav and Rosh Yeshivah in the
illustrious community of Posen. His Teshuvos and Chiddushim, marked by precision, depth, and clarity,

remain foundational to the study of Gemara and psak, guiding generations of talmidei chachamim.

Yet alongside his unparalleled greatness stood profound modesty and simplicity. As recorded by the
Mitteler Rebbe, who met him in Posen, he was “a genuine person… humble and unpretentious with all

people,” embodying a life of complete dedication to Torah and to the needs of his community.

This Kornitzer Edition of Shailos u’Teshuvos Rabbi Akiva Eiger, presenting the original Hebrew text with
faithful elucidation, is dedicated by the Kornitzer family, descendants of Rabbi Akiva Eiger, as an

expression of gratitude to Hashem for the privilege of transmitting his Torah and ensuring that his
voice continues to illuminate future generations.

May the merit of learning this sefer bring blessing to all who engage with it, and may we soon merit,
with the coming of Moshiach, to hear new chiddushim in Torah from Rabbi Akiva Eiger himself. And
may this effort serve toward fulfilling the longing so often expressed by the Lubavitcher Rebbe—that
through the dissemination of Torah, illuminated for our generation, we hasten the true and complete

Geulah. May Moshiach come speedily in our days, .ממש



קכז תשובה
Conditional Get After Husband’s Death

Family Law > Laws of the Get

SUMMARY
Correspondent and Context: This teshuvah is by Rabbi Moshe Sofer, the Chasam Sofer and Av Beis Din of Pressburg.
He wrote it to his brother-in-law Rabbi Shlomo Eiger. Avraham, another son of Rabbi Akiva Eiger, included it in the
collection and added bracketed notes. The Chasam Sofer agrees with Rabbi Shlomo Eiger’s permissive ruling but
gives his own reasons.
The Question (Sha’ila): A man gave his estranged wife a conditional get. She had to move from his city to her father’s
hometown within one year. The condition arose from a business dispute with the husband’s family. He died about
four months later. She wanted to move and thereby avoid chalitzah. An objector cited the Bahag’s Rabanan Kadma’ei:
just as an act after the husband’s death cannot invalidate a get, it cannot fulfill a condition and validate one.
The Ruling (Teshuvah): The Chasam Sofer permits the woman to remarry without chalitzah. He distinguishes
conditions meant for financial benefit from those meant to distress the wife. He argues that a dying husband is
presumed to waive a distress-based condition. This distinction answers the objections to the Bahag and may also fit
the Rambam’s rulings. Here, relocation can validate the get under either possible motive. The ruling depends on the
wording: the condition must require a one-time move, not permanently bar her from living in a city.
Shulchan Aruch Background: The main sources are Even HaEzer 143 and Beis Shmuel 143:9. They discuss con-
ditions in a get and whether they can be waived through mechilah. The teshuvah also cites Choshen Mishpat 21
concerning oness in conditional agreements.
Key Disputes (Machlokes): The main dispute is whether an act after the husband’s death can affect a conditional get.
The Bahag’s Rabanan Kadma’ei say it cannot. The Ran and Maggid Mishneh object that this should make “all the days
of your life” valid kerisus. If nothing after his death can invalidate the get, the condition would bind her only during
his life. The Chasam Sofer answers that presumed forgiveness at death is not certain. The husband could refuse to
forgive, so the get does not create definite severance. He also discusses the Tanna Kamma and Rabban Shimon ben
Gamliel in Gittin 74a, Rashi, the Rambam, and the Ra’avad.

[Said Avraham, son of the author: See, this I found, that it
came to my hand. This is an editorial note by Avraham, son of
Rabbi Akiva Eiger, introducing the teshuvah that follows. The teshu-
vah of my brother-in-law, the Gaon renowned in Israel, our
teacher Rabbi Moshe Sofer, may his light shine — (this is the
Chasam Sofer, Rabbi Akiva Eiger’s son-in-law) head of the rabbini-
cal court of the holy community of Pressburg, who responded to

זֶה רְאֵה ר הַמְחַבֵּ ן בֶּ אַבְרָהָם [אָמַר
מַר שׁובַּת תְּ לִידִי. אָתָא דְּ מָצָאתִי
מוֹרֵנוּ רָאֵל יִשְׂ בְּ הַמְפֻרְסָם הַגָּאוֹן יסִי גִּ
אַב יאִָיר נרֵוֹ סוֹפֵר ה משֶֹׁ י רַבִּ הָרַב
בּורְּג, רַעְשְׁ פְּ ה קְדוֹשָׁ ה קְהִלָּ דִּ ין דִּ ית בֵּ
עַל יאִָיר נרֵוֹ אָחִי אֶל יב הֵשִׁ ר אֲשֶׁ
אוֹתָהּ יגָה וְאַצִּ לְעֵיל. זְכָּר הַנִּ אֵלָה שְׁ
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Conditional Get After Husband's Death

my brother, may his light shine, regarding the aforementioned
question. “My brother” refers to Rabbi Shlomo Eiger, son of Rabbi
Akiva Eiger. And I present it here. However, my brother’s subse-
quent response to this is not in my possession, and God willing,
when it comes to my hand I will record it in other sections. May
God soon grant me the merit to bring them to light.]
Peace and all good to the excellent Rabbi, that is, my brother-
in-law, the Gaon, the distinguished leader, who speaks with no-
bility — the honorable our teacher Rabbi Shlomo Eiger, may his
light shine.
I set aside his precious holy words until I went out to the open
streets on my excursions to breathe fresh air at the end of the
summer days, as is my custom. Then today I delighted [in study-
ing them] here in Jaergen, near Pressburg, and I strolled among
beds of roses — his lips drip with deep matters. A poetic ex-
pression for savoring Torah insights. Sweeter than honey — these
Torah teachings and statutes. And regarding the substance of
the law, I agree and conclude to permit the woman from the fet-
ters of yibum. The woman does not need chalitzah. For reasons
that I will explain, God willing. And his holy words shall be a
delight to us.

This is the language of the question: A certain man, while still
in his youth, abandoned his wife, and two years ago it became
known, etc. He divorced her on a condition that within a year
she would uproot her dwelling from his city to her hometown,
to her father’s house. Because she and the husband’s family
shared a business. And jealousy danced between them. And
behold, approximately four months after the divorce, the hus-
band departed from all the living. And she wishes to fulfill the
condition so as not to require chalitzah. If the get is valid, she
does not need chalitzah. If it is invalid, she does. And someone
raised [the concern] to be wary of the view of the Baal Hala-
chos Gedolos (Bahag), who wrote in the name of the Rabanan
Kadma’ei (early authorities) — 1 cited by the Maggid Mishneh,
Chapter 8: [In a case where] he stipulated: “On condition that
you not drink wine all the days of so-and-so’s life.” And she
married, and the divorcing husband died, and she subsequently
drank wine during so-and-so’s lifetime — the get is not invali-
dated. The Rabanan Kadma’ei hold that no act after the divorcer’s

נרֵוֹ אָחִי מַר חָזַר ר אֲשֶׁ וְאולָּם זֶה, בָּ
וְאִם י אִתִּ אֵין זֶה עַל יב לְהָשִׁ יאִָיר
בֶנָּה אֶכְתְּ לְידִָי באֹ תָּ לְכְשֶׁ ם ֵ הַשּׁ יִרְצֶה
יזכני מהרה עד אֲחֵרִים. חֲלָקִים בַּ

לאורה]: להוציאם השם

מַר הָרַב הואּ טַב, לְרַב טובּ וְכָל לוֹם שָׁ
בוֹד כְּ ר יְדַבֵּ נְגִידותּ הַנּגִָיד, הַגָּאוֹן יסִי גִּ

יאִָיר נרֵוֹ אִיגֶר למֹהֹ שְׁ הָרַב מוֹרֵנוּ

צֵאת עַד ים. הִנּחְַתִּ קָדְשׁוֹ בְרֵי דִּ יִקְרַת
אףֹ לִשְׁ רָאִי בָּ שׁוקֵּי בְּ חוצּוֹת קִרְיתַ
י. דַרְכִּ כְּ יִץ הַקַּ יְמֵי סוֹף בְּ צַח אֲוִיר
סָמוךְּ יעַַרְגֶן פּהֹ הַיּוֹם י עְתִּ עֲשַׁ שִׁ אָז
עֲרוגּוֹת ין בֵּ י וְטִיּלְֵתִּ בּורְּג לִפְרַעְשְׁ
בָרִים דְּ נוֹטְפוֹת פְתוֹתָיו שִׂ ים נִּ שׁוֹשַׁ
ה אֵלֶּ מְתוקִּים, בַשׁ מִדְּ ים. עֲמֻקִּ
הִנְנִי ין הַדִּ ובְּגוףּ ים. וְהַחֻקִּ הַתּוֹרוֹת
בְלֵי מִכַּ ה ָ הָאִשּׁ יר לְהַתִּ וְעוֹלֶה ים מַסְכִּ
אִם אֲבָאֵר ר אֲשֶׁ עָמִים מִטְּ יִבּוםּ.
לָנוּ יִהְיוּ קָדְשׁוֹ וְדִבְרֵי ם. ֵ הַשּׁ יִרְצֶה

עֲשׁועִּים: לְשַׁ
ימֵי בִּ עוֹד אֶחָד אִישׁ אֵלָה, ְ הַשּׁ לְשׁוֹן זֶה
נוֹדַע נתַָיִם שְׁ וְזֶה תּוֹ אִשְׁ אֶת עָזַב נְעורָּיו
נָה שָׁ עוֹד בְּ שֶׁ נאַי תְּ עַל הּ גֵּרְשָׁ וְכולֵּי.
הּ מוֹלַדְתָּ לְעִיר מֵעִירוֹ נהָּ כָּ מִשְׁ עֲקוֹר תַּ
מִסְחָר הָיהָ שֶׁ וםּ מִשּׁ אָבִיהָ. לְבֵית
וְרָקַד עַל. הַבַּ חַת פַּ ולְּמִשְׁ לָהּ אֶחָד
עָה אַרְבָּ מוֹ כְּ וְהִנֵּה ינֵיהֶן, בֵּ נְאָה הַקִּ
עַל הַבַּ בַק שָׁ ין הַגֵּרושִּׁ אַחַר ים חֳדָשִׁ
לְקַיּיֵם רוֹצִית וְהִיא חָי. לְכָל חַיִּים
מִי וְישֵׁ חֲלִיצָה. לְהִצְטָרֵךְ לּאֹ שֶׁ נאָָהּ תְּ
הֲלָכוֹת עַל בַּ לִסְבָרַת לָחושּׁ עוֹרֵר שֶׁ
קַדְמָאֵי נןָ רַבָּ ם שֵׁ בְּ תַב כָּ שֶׁ דוֹלוֹת גְּ
הִתְנָה בְּ ח', רֶק פֶּ נֶה מִשְׁ יד גִּ הַמַּ הֱבִיאָה
חַיּיֵ יְמֵי כָּל ייִַן ה תֶּ תִשְׁ לּאֹ שֶׁ מְנתָ עַל
הַמְגָרֵשׁ עַל הַבַּ ומֵּת את ֵ וְנִשּׂ לוֹנִי. פְּ
ל טֵּ נִתְבַּ לאֹ לוֹנִי פְּ חַיּיֵ בְּ תְתָה שָׁ וְשׁובּ
ה מַעֲשֶׂ אֵין דְּ מוֹ כְּ רָא בְּ ומִּסְתַּ הַגֵּט.

1Maggid Mishneh on Rambam, Hilchos Geirushin, Chapter 8. The Maggid Mishneh cites the Bahag’s report of the Rabanan Kadma’ei and
discusses whether post-mortem acts can affect the validity of a conditional get.
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death can affect the get. And it stands to reason: just as no act
after the divorcer’s death can invalidate a get, so too no act is
effective to validate a get. Thus the wife cannot validate her get
by relocating after her husband’s death. And the opinion of the
questioning rabbi leans toward not being concerned with this
view. For the Ran in Perek HaMegaresh and the Maggid Mish-
neh in Chapter 8 rejected this with compelling proof. And fur-
thermore, the Shulchan Aruch did not cite this view at all. The
omission from the Shulchan Aruch suggests it was not accepted as
normative halachah. End of the language of the question. And
my brother-in-law, may his light shine, delved deeply and con-
cluded to permit. And I too follow after him. And I will explain
my reasoning with the help of God, blessed be He.
Now, the objecting rabbi was concerned about the Rabanan
Kadma’ei, because the Bahag was concerned for their view, even
though the Ran and the Maggid Mishneh raised the difficulty:
If so, [a condition of] “all the days of your life” should also con-
stitute kerisus [complete severance] when the divorcer dies! If
nothing after the husband’s death can invalidate the get, the condi-
tion binds her only during his lifetime. It should therefore provide
kerisus. And my brother-in-law, may his light shine, also raised
[a point] 2 based on Rashi’s commentary in Perek HaMegaresh:
“On condition that you not be intimate with my father or your fa-
ther.” [Rashi] explains: “On condition that you not be intimate
with so-and-so” — we are concerned that she might be intimate
with him. And this means even after the divorcer’s death. The
implication is that Rashi considers the condition operative even af-
ter death, contrary to the Rabanan Kadma’ei. We derive from this
that Rashi, too, does not hold like the Rabanan Kadma’ei. Nev-
ertheless, we do not dismiss the words of the Bahag on account
of a difficulty, for all his words are words of received tradition.
The Bahag transmits early traditions that carry great authority. And
the objecting rabbi was concerned to derive from this [a rule]
regarding fulfillment of the condition: Just as a condition can-
not fail after death, so too there is no fulfillment of a condition
[after death].
At first glance, the objector seeks to derive the rule about ful-
fillment from the rule about failure. But it turns out he has
derived failure from fulfillment. The circularity is that the rule
about failure was itself derived from fulfillment. For [the principle

ן כֵּ גֵּט. ל מְבַטֵּ הַמְגָרֵשׁ מִיתַת לְאַחַר דְּ
וְדַעַת גֵּט. לְקַיּיֵם מוֹעִיל ה מַעֲשֶׂ אֵין
לִסְבָרָא לָחושּׁ אֵין שֶׁ נוֹטָה וֹאֵל הַשּׁ הָרַב
יד גִּ וְהַמַּ הַמְגָרֵשׁ רֶק פֶּ הר"ן הֲרֵי שֶׁ זוֹ.
רְאָיהָ בִּ זֶה אֶת חוּ דָּ ח' רֶק פֶּ נֶה מִשְׁ
הֵבִיא לאֹ עָרוךְּ לְחָן שֻׁ בְּ וְתוּ מַכְרַעַת.
אֵלָה. ְ הַשּׁ לְשׁוֹנוֹ כָּאן עַד לָל. כְּ זוֹ עָה דֵּ
וְהֶעֱלָה עִיּוןּ הֶעְמִיק יאִָיר נרֵוֹ יסִי גִּ ומַּר
בָרַי דְּ וַאֲבָאֵר אַחֲרָיו. אֲנִי וְגַם יר. לְהַתִּ

רַךְ: יִתְבָּ ם ֵ הַשּׁ עֶזְרַת בְּ

נןָ לְרַבָּ שׁ חָשַׁ הַמְעַרְעֵר הָרַב הִנֵּה
דוֹלוֹת גְּ הֲלָכוֹת בַעַל דְּ וםּ מִשּׁ קַדְמָאֵי
יד גִּ וְהַמַּ הר"ן דְּ גַּב עַל אַף לְהוּ חָייֵשׁ
י נמֵַּ חַיּיֵכִי יְמֵי כָּל ן כֵּ אִם הִקְשׁוּ נֶה מִשְׁ
וְגַם הַמְגָרֵשׁ. יּמָותּ לִכְשֶׁ רִיתותּ כְּ הֲוֵי
י פִּ עַל הִתְעוֹרֵר יאִָיר נרֵוֹ יסִי גִּ מַר
מְנתָ עַל הַמְגָרֵשׁ רֶק פֶּ "י רַשִׁ ירושּׁ פֵּ
ירושּׁ פֵּ ולְּאָבִיךְ. א לְאַבָּ עֲלִי תִבָּ לּאֹ שֶׁ
ינןַ חָיְישִׁ לִפְלוֹנִי עֵל תִבָּ לּאֹ שֶׁ מְנתָ עַל
מִיתַת אַחַר וְהַיְינוּ לוֹ. עֵל תִבָּ א מָּ שֶׁ
לאֹ "י רַשִׁ גַּם מִינָה מַע שְׁ הַמְגָרֵשׁ.
מִכָּל קַדְמָאֵי. נןָ רַבָּ כְּ לֵיהּ סְבִירָא
בְרֵי דִּ נִדְחֶה לאֹ יאָ קֻשְׁ נֵי מִפְּ מָקוֹם
בְרֵי דִּ בָרָיו דְּ ל כָּ שֶׁ דוֹלוֹת גְּ הֲלָכוֹת עַל בַּ
לִלְמדֹ הַמְעַרְעֵר הָרַב וְחָייֵשׁ לָה. קַבָּ
טּולּ בִּ אֵין שֶׁ ם שֵׁ כְּ נאַי. הַתְּ לְקִיּוםּ ֶּה מִז
קִיּוםּ אֵין ין הַדִּ הואּ מִיתָה אַחַר נאַי תְּ

נאַי: הַתְּ

לִלְמדֹ הַמְעַרְעֵר א בָּ זֶה בָר דָּ וְלִכְאוֹרָה
טּולּ בִּ לָמֵד וְנִמְצָא טּולּ. מִבִּ קִיּוםּ
אַחַר מוֹעִיל אֵינוֹ שֶׁ קִיּוםּ דְּ יּוםּ. מִקִּ
א אֶלָּ נְיאָ. תַּ לאֹ ובִּטּולּ נְיאָ. תַּ מִיתָה

2Rashi on Gittin 82a. In the context of Perek HaMegaresh, Rashi discusses conditions on divorce, including: שלא מנת על — הוא מנת על גמ׳
לפלוני —תנשאי “The Gemara [explains:] it means ‘on condition’ — on condition that you not marry so-and-so.” Rashi further explains that the
concern about potential violation of such a condition extends even beyond the divorcer’s lifetime.
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CONDITIONAL GET AFTER HUSBAND’S DEATH

that] fulfillment is not effective after death is explicitly taught.
But the rule that a condition cannot fail after death is not ex-
plicitly taught, Rather, we derive it from [the rule about] ful-
fillment. Thus he cannot use the derived failure rule to prove the
fulfillment rule. 3 And this is [found] in Yoma (folio 13b) in
the Talmud: “If he sees that [she] is about to die, he should
rush and enter the synagogue,” etc. The Gemara discusses condi-
tional divorces meant to ensure that the Kohen Gadol has a wife dur-
ing the Yom Kippur service. And Tosfos raised a difficulty: Why
does he need to “rush and enter”? Even if he enters after her
death, the get should take effect retroactively, like [the case of]
“if I do not come from now until twelve months,” and he dies
within twelve months, where [the get] takes effect even after
his death, retroactively. After twelve months, his failure to return
validates the get retroactively, even though he died during that pe-
riod. 4 לְשׁוֹנוֹ —וְזֶה And the Tosfos Yeshanim answered, and these
are their words: “There, she fulfilled the condition in that she
remained alive past twelve months.” In the twelve-month case,
the wife’s survival during the full period constitutes fulfillment of
the condition during her lifetime. “But here [in Yoma], she died
before the condition was fulfilled.” End of their words. The
wife died before the Kohen Gadol could enter the synagogue to fi-
nalize the get. Their words require further investigation. What
difference does it make whether she died or he died? Since the
get can take effect retroactively. It therefore appears, at first
glance, that after death there is no [effective] fulfillment. And
similarly, a condition cannot fail after her death or after his
death. This would support the Bahag’s position. However, in the
“after twelve months” case, the fulfillment of the condition and
the death come simultaneously. Furthermore, the fulfillment of
the condition preceded the completion of death — at the time
just before death, when he is a goseis [moribund], we know
that he will not survive once he has collapsed. Therefore, she
is divorced immediately. Except that she must wait until after
twelve months due to a rabbinic decree. As Tosfos and the Ran
wrote at the end of Perek Mi She’Achazo.5 But here, on Yom Kip-
pur, if he enters the synagogue after her death, and [the condi-

י"ג ף (דַּ יוֹמָא בְּ וְהואּ יּוםּ. מִקִּ נֵילַף
לְמֵימַת קָבָעֵי דְּ חָזֵי אִי "ס ַ שּׁ בַּ ב') עַמּודּ
וְהִקְשׁוּ וְכולֵּי א תָּ נִישְׁ כְּ לְבֵי וְעָייֵל קָדִים
אֲפִלּוּ וְעָייֵל קָדִים לִי ה לָמָּ הַתּוֹסָפוֹת
לְמַפְרֵעַ גֵּט יִהְיהֶ מִיתָתָהּ אַחַר עָייֵל אִי
ר עָשָׂ נֵים שְׁ עַד מִכָּאן בָאתִי לאֹ אִם מַן כְּ
חָייֵל דְּ חדֶֹשׁ ר עָשָׂ נֵים שְׁ תּוֹךְ ומֵּת חדֶֹשׁ
וְתֵירְצוּ לְמַפְרֵעַ. מִיתָתִי אַחַר גַּם
לִתְנאַי קַיְימְתָהּ הָתָם דְּ נִים יְשָׁ תּוֹסָפוֹת
חדֶֹשׁ. ר עָשָׂ נֵים שְׁ אַחַר עַד חַיּותָּהּ שֶׁ
נאַי הַתְּ יְּמָה קִּ שֶׁ קדֶֹם מֵתָה הָכָא אֲבָל
צָרִיךְ בְרֵיהֶם דִּ שֶׁ לְשׁוֹנוֹ. כָּאן עַד
הואּ. מֵת אוֹ הִיא מֵתָה י לִּ מַה עִיּוןּ.
עַל לְמַפְרֵעַ. לְמֵיחַל מָצֵי הַגֵּט שֶׁ יוָן כֵּ
מִיתָה לְאַחַר דְּ לִכְאוֹרָה נִרְאֶה רְחֲךָ כָּ
טּולּ בִּ אֵין ין הַדִּ וְהואּ קִיּוםּ. אֵין
אַךְ מִיתָתוֹ. אַחַר וְלאֹ מִיתָתָהּ לְאַחַר
נאַי הַתְּ קִיּוםּ חדֶֹשׁ ר עָשָׂ נֵים שְׁ אַחַר בְּ
דַם קָּ שֶׁ וְעוֹד אֶחָד. כְּ אִים בָּ ומִּיתָה
עָה שָׁ מִיתָה מַר גְּ קדֶֹם נאַי הַתְּ קִיּוםּ
לּאֹ שֶׁ יוֹדְעִים גּוֹסֵס וְהואּ לְמִיתָה סָמוךְּ
ת מְגרֶֹשֶׁ הָכִי וםּ מִשּׁ נִפְלוֹ. אַחֲרֵי יִחְיהֶ
אַחַר עַד ין לְהַמְתִּ רִיכָה צְּ שֶׁ א אֶלָּ מִיּדָ.
מוֹ כְּ זֵרָה. גְּ וםּ מִשּׁ חדֶֹשׁ ר עָשָׂ נֵים שְׁ
מִי רֶק פֶּ סוֹף וְהָרַ"ן הַתּוֹסָפוֹת תְבוּ כָּ שֶׁ
אִי פּורִּים הַכִּ יוֹם בְּ הָכָא אֲבָל אָחֲזוֹ. שֶׁ
וְלאֹ מִיתָתָהּ אַחַר נסֶֶת הַכְּ לְבֵית עָייֵל
אַחַר קִיּוםּ מוֹעִיל לאֹ חַיִּים בַּ נִתְקַיּיֵם
ם ָ ומִּשּׁ מִיתָתוֹ. אַחַר ין הַדִּ וְהואּ מִיתָתָהּ

נאַי: הַתְּ לְבִטּולּ ילְָפִינןַ

3Yoma 13b. The Gemara discusses the Kohen Gadol’s conditional divorce arrangement for Yom Kippur: לבי ועייל קדים למימת דקבעי חזי אי
כנישתא — “If he sees that [she] is about to die, he should rush and enter the synagogue.” The passage addresses how to ensure the Kohen
Gadol retains a “household” (wife) throughout the Yom Kippur service.

4Tosfos Yeshanim on Yoma 13b. This is a collection of Tosfos distinct from the standard printed Tosfos on Yoma, preserving an alternative
answer to the question of why the Kohen Gadol must rush to enter the synagogue.

5Tosfos and the Ran, at the end of Perek Mi She’Achazo in Gittin. They discuss the case of “if I do not come within twelve months” and the
rabbinic decree requiring the wife to wait the full period despite the get theoretically taking effect earlier.

20



tion] was not fulfilled during [her] lifetime, the fulfillment after
her death is not effective, and the same applies after his death.
And from there we derive the same principle regarding failure
of the condition. This suggests that neither fulfillment nor failure
of a condition can occur after either party’s death.
6 However, from Gittin, Perek Mi She’Achazo (folio 74a), there
is a difficulty. For the Baraisa teaches: “This is your get on
condition that you give me two hundred zuz,” and he died, etc.
Now, according to the first version [of the teaching], who holds
the get is void, there is no difficulty: But a condition cannot
fail after death! If the get cannot be invalidated after death, why
is it void? It can be said that his death and the failure of the
condition occur simultaneously, Even though here it is not the
same as above in “if I do not come within twelve months,” where
there, already during his lifetime — a moment before his death
— the condition was fulfilled, which is not the case here. In the
two hundred zuz case, there was no near-fulfillment shortly before
death. Nevertheless, we can say that death and the failure of the
condition occur simultaneously, But from Rabban Shimon ben
Gamliel, there is a difficulty. For he holds that she should fulfill
the condition [by paying] to the heirs after his death. So we see
that fulfillment of the condition is effective after his death! And
my brother-in-law too raised this very difficulty. But what does
an additional difficulty gain us? I have already written: we do
not dismiss the words of the Bahag and the Rabanan Kadma’ei
on account of a difficulty.
However, it seems to me that the proof from the aforementioned
Tosfos is not compelling. He will explain Tosfos without relying
on the Bahag. It is also strained to interpret the intention of
the aforementioned Tosfos [in the manner suggested above]. It
appears, in my humble opinion, that the question of the Tos-
fos in Yoma poses no difficulty at all, and perhaps this is what
Tosfos intended. The idea is: since it is impossible for him to
enter the synagogue to fulfill the condition and finalize the di-
vorce — because we are concerned about the death of the one
other wife, leaving him without a household. The Kohen Gadol
must have a wife during the Yom Kippur service. Divorcing one wife
risks leaving him with none if the other dies. Now, he divorced
Leah [on condition] “if [Rachel] does not die,” and then his
wife Rachel is with him as an everlasting building. If Rachel sur-

ף (דַּ אָחֲזוֹ שֶׁ מִי רֶק פֶּ יטִין מִגִּ אָמְנָם
הֲרֵי תַנְיאָ דְּ יאָ. קַשְׁ א') עַמּודּ ע"ד
מָאתַיִם לִי נִי תְּ תִּ שֶׁ מְנתָ עַל ךְ יטֵּ גִּ זֶה
מַהֲדורָּא לָמָא ובִּשְׁ וְכולֵּי. ומֵּת זוזּ
יאָ קַשְׁ לאֹ טֵל בָּ הַגֵּט לֵיהּ סָבִירָא דְּ א קַמָּ
ישֵׁ מִיתָה. לְאַחַר טּולּ בִּ אֵין הָא י מִידֵּ
אַף אֶחָד. כְּ אִים בָּ ובִּטּולּוֹ מִיתָתוֹ לוֹמַר
אִם בְּ דְלְעֵיל כִּ יּיָךְ שַׁ לאֹ הָכָא דְּ גַּב עַל
הָתָם דְּ חדֶֹשׁ ר עָשָׂ נֵים שְׁ עַד בָאתִי לאֹ
נִתְקַיּיֵם מוֹתוֹ קדֶֹם עָה שָׁ חַיּיָו בְּ בָר כְּ
מָקוֹם מִכָּל הָכָא. ן כֵּ אֵין ֶ שּׁ מַה נאַי הַתְּ
אֶחָד. כְּ אִים בָּ ובִּטּולּ מִיתָה לוֹמַר נוכַּל
יאָ. קַשְׁ גַּמְלִיאֵל ן בֶּ מְעוֹן שִׁ ן מֵרַבָּ אֲבָל
ים לַיּוֹרְשִׁ נאַי הַתְּ קַיּיֵם תְּ שֶׁ לֵיהּ סָבִירָא דְּ
מוֹעִיל נאַי הַתְּ קִיּוםּ דְּ הֲרֵי מִיתָתוֹ, אַחַר
יאִָיר נרֵוֹ יסִי גִּ מַר וְגַם מִיתָתוֹ. אַחַר
לַן יוֹסִיף מַה אַךְ ז. הַלָּ יאָ קּושְּׁ בַּ עָמַד
לאֹ יאָ קושְּׁ נֵי מִפְּ י תַבְתִּ כָּ בָר כְּ יאָ קושְּׁ
נןַ וְרַבָּ דוֹלוֹת גְּ הֲלָכוֹת עַל בַּ בְרֵי דִּ נִדְחֶה

קַדְמָאֵי:
מֵהַתּוֹסָפוֹת הָרְאָיהָ דְּ לִי נִרְאֶה אַךְ
גַּם מֻכְרַחַת. אֵינהָּ לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ
זְכָּר הַנִּ תּוֹסָפוֹת כַוָּנתַ בְּ לְהַעֲמִיד דּוֹחַק
יתַ קושְּׁ י עְתִּ דַּ עֲנִיּותּ לְפִי נִרְאֶה לְעֵיל.
וְאולַּי י מִידֵּ יאָ קַשְׁ לאֹ יוֹמָא דְּ תּוֹסָפוֹת
אִי דְּ כֵיוָן דְּ וְהואּ הַתּוֹסָפוֹת, נוּ וְּ נִתְכַּ לָזֶה
לְקַיּיֵם נסֶֶת הַכְּ לְבֵית נסֵ לִכָּ לוֹ ר אֶפְשָׁ
ינןַ חָיְישִׁ דְּ ין הַגֵּירושִּׁ לִגְמוֹר נאַי הַתְּ
לאֹ בְּ וְקָם ה ָ אִשּׁ אִידָךְ דְּ חַד דְּ לְמִיתָה
תָמותּ לאֹ אִם לֵאָה גֵּירֵשׁ וְהִנֵּה יִת. בַּ
עַד. עֲדֵי נְיןַ בִּ עִמּוֹ רָחֵל תּוֹ אִשְׁ וְאָז
אַךְ רָחֵל. ל שֶׁ ין גֵרושִּׁ בְּ רוֹצֶה וְאֵינוֹ
אֵר ָ וְתִשּׁ רָחֵל תָמותּ א מָּ שֶׁ לָחושּׁ צָרִיךְ

6Gittin 74a. The Gemara presents the Baraisa: זוז מאתים לי שתתני מנת על — “on condition that you give me 200 zuz.” The Tanna Kamma
holds the get is void if the husband dies before receiving payment; Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel holds she can fulfill the condition by paying
the heirs.
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vives, Leah’s get is valid and Rachel remains his sole wife. And he
does not want Rachel to be divorced. But he must be concerned
that perhaps Rachel will die, and Leah will remain for him. If
Rachel dies, Leah’s condition (“if Rachel doesn’t die”) fails, voiding
Leah’s get, so Leah would again be his wife. And he would have
performed part of the service with two households. If Rachel
dies, Leah’s get is void retroactively. He would then have had two
wives during part of the service. Therefore, he should enter the
synagogue to finalize Rachel’s divorce retroactively before her
death. Nevertheless, he cannot enter the synagogue until af-
ter her death. And if so, throughout her lifetime she is bound
to him, and this is not kerisus. The issue is kerisus, not whether
a condition can be fulfilled after death. Therefore, the Talmud
needed to say that even during Rachel’s lifetime her get should
take effect, because when she is approaching death and they
know she will not survive, he should go to the synagogue and
Rachel’s get will take effect during her lifetime, and we are not
concerned about Leah’s death. For that would be the death of
two [wives], The death of both wives is extremely unlikely. But if
he could not have rushed to go to the synagogue [while Rachel
was alive], it would be like [the condition] “all the days of your
life.” For this is not kerisus. For even though regarding “on con-
dition that you eat pork,” we say, “She could eat it and receive
lashes” — (the theoretical possibility of fulfilling the condition suf-
fices for kerisus) and here too, it is possible that he could enter
the synagogue without being concerned that the other [wife]
might die, and he would perform the service without a house-
hold — this does not seem plausible. Since the atonement of
all Israel depends on him. The Kohen Gadol cannot recklessly risk
performing the Yom Kippur service without a wife. It is virtually
impossible that he would do so, like [the condition] “you shall
not be intimate with my father or your father” (Gittin 82a) —7

see there. The comparison is to an act that is theoretically possible
but practically unthinkable. However, [in the case of] “if I do not
come,” since he is alive, it is a [valid] get. And it constitutes
proper kerisus. And the question of Tosfos poses no difficulty
whatsoever. And perhaps this is what they intended in their an-
swer. Except that the language is somewhat unclear. And even
if Tosfos did not intend this, but rather [intended to rely] on the
words of the Bahag mentioned above, nevertheless, there is no

נֵי שְׁ בִּ עֲבוֹדָה חֲצִי וְהָיהָ לֵאָה. לוֹ
נסֶֶת הַכְּ לְבֵית נסֵ יִכָּ ן כֵּ עַל ים. בָתִּ
קדֶֹם לְמַפְרֵעַ רָחֵל י גֵּירושֵּׁ לִגְמוֹר
לוֹ ר אֶפְשָׁ אִי מָקוֹם מִכָּל מוֹתָהּ.
מִיתָתָהּ. אַחַר עַד נסֶֶת הַכְּ לְבֵית נסֵ לִכָּ
אֲגִידָה הִיא חַיּיֶהָ יְמֵי כָּל ן כֵּ וְאִם
הָכִי וםּ מִשּׁ רִיתותּ. כְּ זֶה וְאֵין בֵיהּ
רָחֵל חַיּיֵ בְּ גַם דְּ לוֹמַר הַש"ס הוצְּרַךְ
יּוֹדְעִים שֶׁ לָמותּ רְבָה מִקָּ י כִּ יטָהּ גִּ יחָולּ
נסֶֶת הַכְּ לְבֵית ילֵֵךְ עוֹד, תִחְיהֶ לּאֹ שֶׁ
ולְּמִיתַת חַיּיֶהָ בְּ רָחֵל ל שֶׁ יטָהּ גִּ וְיחָולּ
תְרֵי, דְּ מִיתָה הֲוֵי דַּ ינןַ. חָיְישִׁ לאֹ לֵאָה
לֵילֵךְ ים לְהַקְדִּ מָצֵי הֲוֵי לאֹ אִי אֲבָל
יְמֵי כָּל מוֹ כְּ לֵיהּ הֲוָה נסֶֶת הַכְּ לְבֵית
עַל אַף דְּ רִיתותּ. כְּ זֶה אֵין דְּ חַיּיֵכִי.
חֲזִיר ר שַׂ בְּ תּאֹכְלִי שֶׁ מְנתָ עַל בְּ גַּב
וְהָכִי וְלָקְיאָ, תּאֹכַל ר אֶפְשָׁ אָמְרִינןַ
וְלאֹ נסֶֶת הַכְּ לְבֵית נסֵ כָּ יִּ שֶׁ ר אֶפְשָׁ י נמֵַּ
עֲבוֹדָה וְעָבִיד אַחֶרֶת מותּ תָּ שֶׁ יחָושּׁ
רַת כַפָּ דְּ יוָן כֵּ נִרְאֶה. לאֹ זֶה יִת. בַּ לאֹ בְּ
מְנָע הַנִּ מִן הֲוֵי בּוֹ. לויּ תָּ רָאֵל יִשְׂ ל כָּ
א לְאַבָּ עֲלִי תִבָּ לאֹ מוֹ כְּ ן, כֵּ ה יּעֲַשֶׂ שֶׁ
עַיּיֵן א') עַמּודּ פ"ב ף דַּ (גִיטִין ולְּאָבִיךָ
יוָן כֵּ בָאתִי לאֹ אִם ן כֵּ אֵין ֶ שּׁ מַה ם. שָׁ
מְעַלְיאָ, וכְּרִיתותּ גֵט. הֲוֵי חַי הואּ שֶׁ
תּוֹסָפוֹת יתַ קושְּׁ י מִידֵּ יאָ קַשְׁ וְלאֹ
א אֶלָּ תֵירוצָּם. בְּ נוּ וְּ כִּ זֶה לָּ שֶׁ ר וְאֶפְשָׁ
לאֹ וְאִם קְצָת. מְגומְּגָּם שׁוֹן הַלָּ שֶׁ
לְדִבְרֵי א אֶלָּ לְכָךְ תּוֹסָפוֹת נוּ וְּ נִתְכַּ
מִכָּל לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ דוֹלוֹת גְּ הֲלָכוֹת עַל בַּ
דוֹלוֹת גְּ הֲלָכוֹת לְבַעַל הֶכְרֵחַ אֵין מָקוֹם
מוֹ כְּ לְתָרֵץ נוכַּל נִים פָּ כָּל עַל י כִּ מִכָּאן

י: תַבְתִּ כָּ שֶׁ

7Gittin 82a. The Gemara discusses the condition “on condition that you not be intimate with my father or your father” תבעלי) שלא מנת על
ולאביך .(לאבא The condition is considered valid kerisus because the prevention of intimacy with these persons does not stem from the husband’s
bond but from the inherent nature of the relationship.
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proof for the Bahag from here, for in any event we can answer
as I have written.
And I will return to address the resolution of my brother-in-
law’s aforementioned difficulty, which falls upon the Bahag —
(Namely, the difficulty from Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel in Gittin
74a, who permits fulfillment after death) which the Ran and the
Maggid Mishneh did not notice. They raised a different objection
(“all the days of your life”) but not this one. And why did they not
notice it? First, let us state that the reasoning of the Rabanan
Kadma’ei is not an arbitrary decree. Rather, it is a correct and
straightforward logic, and “from the elders I gain understand-
ing.” This quotes Tehillim 119:100 and refers to the wisdom of
earlier authorities.
8 Now, the Rambam (Chapter 8 of Hilchos Geirushin, Halachah
21): [discusses one who] retracted and said “they are forgiven
to you,” etc. The Rambam discusses a case where the husband im-
posed a monetary condition on the get and then waived the debt.
There was a textual version before the Ra’avad [that reads:] “If
thirty days passed and she did not give [the money], she is di-
vorced.” According to this variant, when the husband dies after
having said “they are forgiven to you,” the get takes effect. And
the Ra’avad wrote from his own reasoning: “Since he said ‘they
are forgiven to you’ and then died, we no longer say that he in-
tended to distress her.” End of the Ra’avad’s words. The Ra’avad
treats explicit mechilah followed by death as enough to remove the
condition. However, the Maggid Mishneh wrote that this textual
version is erroneous, and we should read “she is not divorced.”
And it is a separate matter entirely, and does not refer to [the
case of] “they are forgiven.”
See there. Nevertheless, let us examine the Ra’avad’s reasoning,
for he did not object to the Rambam, but merely sought a proof
and a source. But the reasoning itself was upright in his eyes.
The idea is: when [the husband] says “on condition that you
give [me money],” one can say that he intends it for his own fi-
nancial benefit (leharvacha). And for this, mechilah is effective
— [he is saying] “I am as if I have received it.” However, we are
concerned that he intended to distress her (letzaara). And for
this [distress purpose], mechilah of the money is not effective,
unless he forgives the very essence of the condition — namely,
the distress aspect. But forgiveness of the monetary payment

מַר יתַ קֻשְׁ ובּ יִשּׁ בְּ וְאֶרְאֶה וְאָשׁוּב
עַל הַבַּ עַל הַנּוֹפֶלֶת לְעֵיל זְכָּר הַנִּ יסִי גִּ
ישׁוּ הִרְגִּ לאֹ ר אֲשֶׁ דוֹלוֹת גְּ הֲלָכוֹת
לאֹ ומַּדּועַּ נֶה. מִשְׁ יד גִּ וְהַמַּ הָרָ"ן בָהֶם
נןָ רַבָּ סְבָרַת י כִּ נאֹמַר ה ותְּחִלָּ ישׁוּ הִרְגִּ
סְבָרָה א אֶלָּ הִיא. חֲקָה לָאו קַמָאֵי

אֶתְבּוֹנןָ: קֵנִים ְּ ומִּז רָה וִישָׁ נְכוֹנָה

ין מִגֵּרושִּׁ ח' רֶק (פֶּ "ם הָרַמְבַּ הִנֵּה
לָךְ מְחולִּין וְאָמַר וְחָזַר כ"א) הֲלָכָה
הָרָאָבַ"ד לְפָנֵי נוסְּחָא הָיהָ וְכולֵּי.
זוֹ הֲרֵי נְתָנָה וְלאֹ יוֹם ים לשִֹׁ שְׁ לְמוּ שָׁ
בָרָא מִסְּ הָרָאָבַ"ד וְכָתַב ת. מְגוֹרֶשֶׁ
ומֵּת לָךְ מְחולִּין אָמַר דְּ יוָן כֵּ יהּ דְנפְַשֵׁ
עַד קָמְכַוֵּון לְצַעוֹרָה אָמְרִינןַ לָא תוּ
נֶה מִשְׁ יד גִּ הַמַּ תַב כָּ שֶׁ א אֶלָּ לְשׁוֹנוֹ. כָּאן
אֵינהָּ וְגָרְסִינןַ הִיא מוטְּעֵית נּוסְּחָא שֶׁ
הִיא הּ נפְַשָׁ י אַפֵּ בְּ תָא ומִּלְּ ת. מְגוֹרֶשֶׁ

חולִּין: אַמְּ קָאֵי וְלאֹ

סְבָרַת בִּ אֲנןַ נֶחֱזֵי מָקוֹם מִכָּל ם. שָׁ עַיּןֵ
אֶלָּא "ם הָרַמְבַּ עַל יג ִ הִשּׂ לּאֹ שֶׁ הָרָאָבַ"ד
בָרָא הַסְּ אֲבָל ומִּנּיִַן. רְאָיהָ שׁ קֵּ בִּ
אוֹמֵר בְּ י כִּ וְהַיְנוּ עֵיניָו. בְּ רָה יְשָׁ עַצְמָהּ בְּ
לַהֲרַוָּחָה דְּ לוֹמַר ישֵׁ ן תֵּ תִּ שֶׁ מְנתָ עַל
מְחִילָה מוֹעִיל וְלָזֶה קָמְכַוֵּין. ידֵיהּ דִּ
אֲנןַ א אֶלָּ י. לְתִּ הִתְקַבַּ אִלּוּ כְּ וַהֲרִינִי
וְלָזֶה יּוֵן. כִּ ידָהּ דִּ לְצַעוֹרֵי דְּ ינןַ חָיְישִׁ
גּוףּ מּוֹחֵל שֶׁ זולַּת מוֹעִיל מְחִילָה אֵין
נְתִינתַ מְחִילַת אֲבָל לְצַעוֹרָה. דְּ נאַי הַתְּ

8Rambam, Hilchos Geirushin 8:21. The Rambam rules: יום השלשים בתוך לה ואמר חזר יום... שלשים ועד מכאן זוז מאתים לי שתתני מנת על גיטך זה הרי
התנאי נעשה לא שהרי מגורשת, אינה לך מחולין הן הרי — “This is your get on condition that you give me 200 zuz within 30 days... If he retracted and
said within 30 days ‘They are forgiven to you,’ she is not divorced, for the condition was not fulfilled.”
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Conditional Get After Husband's Death

alone is not effective. Waiving the debt does not address the dis-
tress motivation. 9 See Gittin (74b) and the Ran in the name
of the Rashba. Now, we are witnesses [i.e., it is self-evident]:
Whenever [a husband] intended to distress [his wife], a person
does not want to cause distress to his fellow, and all the more so
to his wife, at the time of his death. On the contrary, a person
wishes to rest peacefully on his deathbed, and to forgive all who
have aggrieved him, and that others not be distressed on his ac-
count. It is as though he explicitly forgave the distress at the
time of death. Yet, nevertheless, [this alone] does not suffice,
for perhaps he intended [the condition] for [his own] financial
benefit, and not to distress her at all. And there is no sin in his
requiring it. And there is no self-evident presumption [of for-
giveness] here. A financially motivated condition is not presumed
forgiven at death. However, if he explicitly forgave [the monetary
debt], which is effective regarding the financial benefit of the
money. And then he died, and the death forgives the distress.
Death addresses the letzaara possibility. Together, the waiver and
death cover both possible motives. She is [then] divorced, and
the condition is nullified. This is the Ra’avad’s reasoning. And
see the Ran, Perek HaMadir, in the discussion of blemishes —
for the Rambam and the majority of authorities hold aside from
the Rashba — that an “on condition” stipulation can be forgiven
[through mechilah]. 10 See the Beis Shmuel (Siman 143, sub-
section 9).
[Said Avraham, son of the author: According to the words of
my brother-in-law the Gaon, may his light shine — (the editor
raises a question on the Chasam Sofer’s theory) 11 in the case of a
conditional get “on condition that you nurse my son,” where the
husband died before she began nursing — it should, by rights,
be a fully valid get. For regardless: If [the condition is] for [his]
benefit — he no longer needs it [since he is dead]. And if [it is]
to distress her — his death nullifies the condition! Furthermore,
in this case there can be no doubt that the condition was not for
benefit at all, for if there were such a doubt, she would need
to nurse for the full two years. And since one day suffices [to
fulfill the condition], it must be because it is clear to us that he
intends to distress her. So why did the Rambam rule in this case

ע"ד ף (דַּ יטִין גִּ עַיּןֵ מוֹעִיל. אֵינוֹ מוֹן הַמָּ
וְהִנֵּה "א. בָּ רַשְׁ ם שֵׁ בְּ ובָּרָ"ן ב') עַמּודּ
אָדָם אֵין לְצַעֲרָהּ יּוֵן כִּ שֶׁ כָּל סָהֲדֵי אֲנןַ
אֶת גַּם ומָּה חֲבֵירוֹ אֶת לְצַעֵר רוֹצֶה
רוֹצֶה א רַבָּ אַדְּ מִיתָה. עַת שְׁ בִּ תּוֹ אִשְׁ
וְלִמְחוֹל בוֹתָיו כְּ מִשְׁ עַל לָנוחַּ אָדָם
אֲחֵרִים יְצַעֲרוּ וְלאֹ צַעֲרֵיהּ דְּ מַאן לְכָל
לְהֶדְיאָ עורּ הַצִּ מָחַל וכְּאִלּוּ גִינוֹ. בְּ
לאֹ מָקוֹם מִכָּל א אֶלָּ מִיתָה עַת שְׁ בִּ
לְצַעֵר וְלאֹ יּוֵן כִּ לַהֲרַוָּחָה דִלְמָא דְּ יוֹעִיל
חָטָא. ר אֲשֶׁ עָוֹן בּוֹ וְאֵין לָל. כְּ אוֹתָהּ
מָחַל אִם אָמְנָם סָהֲדֵי. אֲנןַ כָּאן וְלֵית
עוֹת. הַמָּ הַרְוָחַת י לְגַבֵּ מַהֲנֵי דְּ לְהֶדְיאָ
הֲרֵי עַר. הַצַּ מוֹחֶלֶת ומִּיתָה מֵת וְשׁובּ
סְבָרַת זֶהוּ נאַי. הַתְּ ובָּטֵל ת מְגוֹרֶשֶׁ הִיא
סוגְּיאָ יר דִּ הַמַּ רֶק פֶּ רָ"ן וְעַיּןֵ הָרָאָבַ"ד.
ולְּרוֹב "ם לְרַמְבַּ לֵיהּ סָבִירָא דְּ מומִּין, דְּ
מְנתָ עַל דְּ "א בָּ מֵרַשְׁ לְבַד הַפּוֹסְקִים
(סִימָן מואֵּל שְׁ ית בֵּ עַיּןֵ לִמְחוֹל. יכָוֹל

ט'): קָטָן סָעִיף קמ"ג

בְרֵי דִּ לְפִי ר הַמְחַבֵּ ן בֶּ אַבְרָהָם [אָמַר
מַתְנֶה בְּ יאִָיר. נרֵוֹ הַגָּאוֹן יסִי גִּ מַר
קדֶֹם ומֵּת נִי בְּ אֶת נִיקִי תְּ שֶׁ מְנתָ עַל
הְיהֶ יִּ שֶׁ מֵהָרָאויּ לְהָנִיק. הִתְחִילָה שֶׁ
לַהֲרַוָּחָה. אִי ךְ נפְַשָׁ ה מִמָּ דְּ מַעַלְיאָ. גֵּט
הָא לְצַעוֹרֵי וְאִי אִיצְטְרִיךְ. לאֹ הָא
רְחָךְ כָּ עַל דְּ וְתוּ נאַי הַתְּ ל מְבַטֵּ מוֹתוֹ בְּ
אִי דְּ לָל כְּ לַהֲרַוָּחָה דְּ סָפֵק לֵיכָא זֶה בָּ
נִים. שָׁ י תֵּ שְׁ לְהָנִיק צוֹרֶךְ הָיהָ סָפֵק הָיהָ
וםּ מִשּׁ רְחָךְ כָּ עַל אֶחָד. יוֹם בְּ סַגְיאָ ומִּדְּ
ה וְלָמָּ מְכַוֵּין. לְצַעוֹרֵי דְּ לָנוּ בָרורּ דְּ
וְהִנְנִי גֵט, אֵינוֹ דְּ זֶה בָּ "ם הָרַמְבַּ סַק פָּ

9Gittin 74b. The Ran there cites the Rashba regarding the distinction between mechilah of the monetary payment and mechilah of the
condition itself, particularly when the condition was imposed to cause distress (letzaara).

10Beis Shmuel, Even HaEzer 143:9.
11Gittin 76a. The Baraisa teaches: שנים שתי בני את שתניקי מנת על גיטיך זה הרי — “This is your get on condition that you nurse my son for two

years.” Despite the two-year stipulation, the halachah is that nursing for even a single day suffices, indicating the condition was imposed to
cause distress rather than for practical benefit.
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that it is not a [valid] get? This seems to contradict the Chasam
Sofer’s theory that letzaara conditions are waived at death. I am
merely raising the question, for God forbid that I have come to
object. Especially since the matter is deep, and the time does
not permit me to investigate it properly.]
And since we have merited [to arrive at] this legal conclusion
— The Chasam Sofer now applies his theory to specific cases. Then
[in the case of] “on condition that you not drink wine all the
days of so-and-so’s life,” which is nothing but for the purpose
of distress — if the divorcer dies, the condition is nullified and
forgiven, and she is permitted to drink wine ab initio. And there-
fore, [the case of] “do not be intimate with so-and-so” poses no
difficulty: There, it is the jealous fury of a man between them,
for he suspected her with that man and the like, and this he
did not forgive. Jealous rage is not something a dying person nec-
essarily relinquishes; it is not mere letzaara but a deep personal af-
front. And similarly [regarding] “if I do not come from here un-
til twelve months”: There, it is not necessarily the case that his
intent was to distress, for perhaps [he intended] to appease her
during those days, as is implied there [in the Gemara]. There-
fore, it is not clear that he forgave, for there is no guilt in this.
And similarly with the two hundred zuz — perhaps his intent
was for financial benefit. [Said Avraham, son of the author:
In my humble opinion, regarding what my brother-in-law the
Gaon wrote — that the difficulty is only from Rabban Shimon
ben Gamliel — there is no need for what he wrote: “perhaps
his intent was for financial benefit.” Rather, he should have
said that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel follows his own view (for
he holds, regarding the cloak [case], that she gives him its mon-
etary value), that certainly [the husband] intended for financial
benefit.] According to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, the condition
is financially motivated, so mechilah at death does not apply. How-
ever, [regarding] “do not drink wine,” which is solely for dis-
tress, we can say that he certainly forgave the condition, so as
not to burden his soul. In accordance with the Ra’avad’s reason-
ing mentioned above. And therefore, the Ran and the Maggid
Mishneh only raised a difficulty from [the condition] “all the
days of your life,” which is also for the purpose of distress, and
yet it is not kerisus. Even under the Chasam Sofer’s theory, the
Ran’s original question remains: if the condition will be forgiven at
death, why isn’t “all the days of your life” considered kerisus? And
in this lies the difficulty: Why? For the get should constitute
severance when the husband dies! Nevertheless, it appears in

אתִי. בָּ יג ִ לְהַשּׂ לאֹ חָלִילָה י כִּ מְעוֹרֵר רַק
מסכים הזמן ואין עמוק שהענין ובפרט

היטב]: לעיין

מְנתָ עַל בְּ ן כֵּ אִם ין. לַדִּ ָּכִינוּ ז שֶׁ וְכֵיוָן
פְלוֹנִי חַיּיֵ יְמֵי כָּל ייִַן י תִּ תִשְׁ לּאֹ שֶׁ
מַיּיֵת אִי לְצַעוֹרָא. א אֶלָּ לֵיכָא דְּ
רֶת ומֻּתֶּ ומְּחָלוֹ נאַי הַתְּ ל טֵּ בִּ הַמְגָרֵשׁ
לאֹ ן כֵּ וְעַל חִילָה. לְכַתְּ ייִַן תּוֹת לִשְׁ
הָתָם לִפְלוֹנִי עֲלִי תִבָּ לאֹ מֵאִם י קְשֵׁ תִּ
דָהּ חֲשָׁ שֶׁ ינֵיהֶם בֵּ גֶּבֶר חֲמַת קִנְאַת
לאֹ וְזֶהוּ בוֹ וְכַיּוֹצֵא הַהואּ מֵהָאִישׁ
וְעַד מִכָּאן בָאתִי לאֹ אִם וְכֵן מָחַל.
מוכְּרָח אֵינוֹ הָתָם חדֶֹשׁ. ר עָשָׂ נֵים שְׁ
ר אֶפְשָׁ א אֶלָּ לְצַעוֹרָא עְתּוֹ דַּ הָיְתָה שֶׁ
ם שָׁ מַע דְמַשְׁ כִּ הַיּמִָים אוֹתָן בְּ סָהּ לְפַיְּ
צֵא יִמָּ לאֹ י כִּ חַל מָּ שֶׁ רורּ בָּ אֵינוֹ ן כֵּ עַל
ר אֶפְשָׁ זוזּ. מָאתַיִם בְּ וְכֵן זֶה, בָּ עָוֹן
ן בֶּ אַבְרָהָם [אָמַר לַהֲרַוָּחָה עְתּוֹ דַּ
תַב כָּ שֶׁ לְמָה י עְתִּ דַּ עֲנִיּותּ לְפִי ר הַמְחַבֵּ
רַק יאָ הַקּושְּׁ דְּ יאִָיר נרֵוֹ הַגָּאוֹן יסִי גִּ מַר
צוֹרֶךְ אֵין גַּמְלִיאֵל. ן בֶּ מְעוֹן שִׁ ן מֵרַבָּ
לַהֲרוחָּה. עְתּוֹ דַּ ר אֶפְשָׁ תַב כָּ שֶׁ לְמָה
מְעוֹן שִׁ ן רַבָּ דְּ לוֹמַר לוֹ הָיהָ א אֶלָּ
י גַּבֵּ סָבַר (דְּ יטָתֵיהּ לְשִׁ גַּמְלִיאֵל ן בֶּ
אי וַדַּ דְּ מֶיהָ) דָּ לוֹ נוֹתֶנתֶ דְּ אַצְטְלִית
אַל ן כֵּ אֵין ֶ שּׁ מַה מְכַוֵּין] קָא לְהַרְוָחָא
לוֹמַר ישֵׁ לְצַעוֹרָהּ רַק הואּ שֶׁ ייִַן י תִּ שְׁ תִּ
ם אָשָׁ ים ישִָׂ לּאֹ שֶׁ נאַי הַתְּ מָחַל אי וַדַּ בְּ
לְעֵיל. זְכָּר הַנִּ הָרַאֲבַ"ד וכְּסִבְרַת נפְַשׁוֹ,
יד גִּ וְלְהַמַּ לְהָרָ"ן יאָ קַשְׁ לאֹ הָכִי וםּ ומִּשּׁ
ן כֵּ גַּם הֲוֵי דַּ חַיּיֵכִי יְמֵי מִכָּל א אֶלָּ נֶה מִשְׁ
רִיתותּ. כְּ אֵינוֹ כֵן י פִּ עַל וְאַף לְצַעוֹרָהּ
הַגֵּט נִכְרָת הָא אי אַמַּ יאָ. קַשְׁ ובָּזֶה
לְפִי נִרְאֶה מָקוֹם ומִּכָּל עַל הַבַּ יּמָותּ שֶׁ כְּ
יאָ קושְּׁ ב ֵ ולְּייַשּׁ לְהָלִיץ י עְתִּ דַּ עֳנִיּותּ
עַת שְׁ בִּ נאַי הַתְּ מָחַל דְּ חֲזָקָה דַּ נֶהֱי דְּ זוֹ.
הֲוֵי לָא א תָּ הַשְׁ מָקוֹם מִכָּל מִיתָה
יהּ בֵּ אֲגִידָה נִים פָּ כָּל עַל דְּ רִיתותּ. כְּ
מִיתָה עַת שְׁ בִּ שֶׁ יאֵָרַע וְאִם לְעוֹלָם.
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my humble opinion that I can defend and resolve this difficulty.
For granted, there is a presumption that he forgave the condi-
tion at the time of death, nevertheless, currently [during his
lifetime] it is not kerisus. For in any event, she is bound to him
forever. And if it should happen that at the time of death he
says “I do not forgive the condition,” then [the get] does not
sever [the bond]. We merely presume that he will presumably
forgive. But in any case, it does not sever [the bond] as things
stand now. And the words of the Rabanan Kadma’ei cited by
the Bahag are vindicated. Their ruling stands because presumed
forgiveness at death is not present severance.
And it is not far-fetched in my view that this is also the opin-
ion of the Rambam, even according to the version [of the text]
before us. “If he died within thirty days, she is not divorced.”
And this does not refer to the [case discussed] above [involv-
ing mechilah]. And [the Rambam] ruled there regarding one
who said “on condition that you give me” without specifying a
time: She performs chalitzah but may not undergo yibum. The
Maggid Mishneh wrote the reason: because [the condition] re-
quires actual failure or fulfillment, and he derives this from [the
case of] “if I do not come within twelve months,” where we do
not permit [her to remarry] until after twelve months, when
[the condition] is fulfilled in practice. And just as there it is a
doubt whether they permitted her immediately or [only] after
twelve months, so too here it is a doubt — and she performs
chalitzah but may not undergo yibum. This is the intent of the
Maggid Mishneh. And it is very difficult to say that the Talmud
is uncertain about a novel reasoning — whether [the condition]
requires actual failure or fulfillment, or whether potential fail-
ure or fulfillment suffices. And [the Talmud] did not explain
to us what the uncertainty is about, and did not mention this
reasoning at all. The Talmud’s doubt must have a simpler explana-
tion. Rather, we must say with certainty: If in [the case of] “if
I do not come within twelve months” his intent was to appease
her, then when he died, he did not forgive his condition, and
it needs to be fulfilled in practice. Appeasement is not distress;
there is no presumption of forgiveness at death. And as long as it
was not fulfilled in practice, she undergoes yibum. But perhaps
his intent was to distress her, and when he died he forgave the
condition, and once the condition is forgiven, no fulfillment is
required — neither in potential nor in practice — and she is per-
mitted to [marry] anyone. And since we are uncertain about his
intent, she performs chalitzah but may not undergo yibum. The

אֵינוֹ הֲרֵי נאַי הַתְּ מוֹחֵל י אֵינֶנִּ יאֹמַר
מִסְתָמָא תּוֹלִין אָנוּ שֶׁ א אֶלָּ כּוֹרֵת.
כּוֹרֵת אֵינוֹ מָקוֹם מִכָּל אֲבָל יִמְחוֹל.
נןָ רַבָּ בְרֵי דִּ וְצָדְקוּ ה. עַתָּ הואּ שֶׁ מוֹ כְּ

דוֹלוֹת: גְּ הֲלָכוֹת בַעַל דְּ קַדְמָאֵי

"ם הָרַמְבַּ עַת דַּ ֶּהוּ ז שֶׁ עֵיניַ בְּ רָחוֹק וְלאֹ
אִם פָנֵינוּ. לְּ שֶׁ רְסָא הַגִּ לְפִי אֲפִלּוּ ן כֵּ גַּם
וְלאֹ ת. מְגוֹרֶשֶׁ אֵינהָּ ים לשִֹׁ שְׁ תוֹךְ בְּ מֵת
מְנתָ עַל אָמַר בְּ ם שָׁ ופָּסַק אַלְעֵיל, קָאֵי
וְלאֹ חוֹלֶצֶת זְמַן קָבַע וְלאֹ לִי ן תֵּ תִּ שֶׁ
עַם הַטַּ נֶה מִשְׁ יד גִּ הַמַּ תַב כָּ מֶת. מִתְייַבֶּ
וְילִָיף פוֹעַל בְּ וְקִיּוםּ יטּולּ בִּ בָעֵי דְּ וםּ מִשּׁ
חדֶֹשׁ ר עָשָׂ נֵים שְׁ עַד בָאתִי לאֹ מֵאִם ן כֵּ
חדֶֹשׁ ר עָשָׂ נֵים שְׁ אַחַר עַד רִינןַ שָׁ לָא דְּ
סָפֵק הָתָם שֶׁ ם וכְּשֵׁ פוֹעַל. בְּ תְקַיּיֵם נִּ שֶׁ
נֵים שְׁ לְאַחַר אוֹ ירוהָּ הִתִּ ר לְאַלְתַּ אִי
וְחוֹלֶצֶת סָפֵק. נמֵָי הָכִי חדֶֹשׁ. ר עָשָׂ
יד גִּ הַמַּ וָּנתַ כַּ זֶהוּ מֶת. מִתְייַבֶּ וְלאֹ
"ס ַ הַשּׁ דְּ לוֹמַר מְאדֹ ה וְקָשֶׁ נֶה מִשְׁ
עֵי בָּ אִי ה חֲדָשָׁ סְבָרָא בִּ לֵיהּ קָא מְסַפְּ
וְלאֹ כחַֹ. בְּ י סַגִּ אוֹ פוֹעַל בְּ וְקִיּוםּ יטּולּ בִּ
יר הִזְכִּ וְלאֹ קָא, מְסַפְּ מַאי בְּ לַן פֵירַשׁ
ישֵׁ רְחָךְ כָּ עַל א אֶלָּ לָל. כְּ זוֹ סְבָרָא
עַד בָאתִי לאֹ אִם בְּ אִי אי. וַדַּ בְּ לוֹמַר
לְפַיּוסָּא וָּנתָוֹ כַּ הָיהָ חדֶֹשׁ ר עָשָׂ נֵים שְׁ
נאָוֹ תְּ מָחַל לאֹ ת מֵּ שֶׁ כְּ נִמְצָא לָהּ.
לּאֹ שֶׁ וְכָל פוֹעַל. בְּ תְקַיּיֵם יִּ שֶׁ וְצָרִיךְ
אולַּי אַךְ מֶת מִתְייַבֶּ פוֹעַל בְּ נִתְקַיּיֵם
מָחַל ת מֵּ ֶ ומִּשּׁ לְצַעוֹרָא וָּנתָוֹ כַּ הָיְתָה
צָרִיךְ לאֹ נאַי הַתְּ חַל מָּ ֶ ומִּשּׁ נאַי הַתְּ
רֶת ומֻּתֶּ פוֹעַל בְּ וְלאֹ כחַֹ בְּ לאֹ קִיּוםּ
יהּ דַעְתֵּ בְּ אֲנןַ קִינןַ מְסַפְּ ומִּדְּ לְעָלְמָא.
נמֵָי וְהָכִי מֶת מִתְייַבֶּ וְלאֹ חוֹלֶצֶת
לְהַרְוָחָא וָּנתָוֹ כַּ הָיהָ אִי זוזּ מָאתַיִם בְּ
פוֹעַל. בְּ יטּולּ בִּ עֵי בָּ נאַי הַתְּ מָחַל וְלאֹ
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doubt is whether he intended to appease her or distress her. And
similarly with the two hundred zuz [case]: If his intent was for
financial benefit and he did not forgive the condition, the condi-
tion must actually fail. And since he died, the condition cannot
actually fail. And if his intent was to distress her, since he died,
the condition is nullified, and it requires neither potential nor
practice. And out of doubt, she performs chalitzah but may not
undergo yibum. And indeed, for the reasoning of the Rabanan
Kadma’ei there is proof from the Talmud’s doubt regarding “if I
do not come from here until twelve months,” mentioned above.
The Talmud’s doubt supports the distinction between distress-based
conditions and other conditions.
And since we have merited to resolve the words of the Rabanan
[Kadma’ei] and to remove from them every difficulty, and the
Ra’avad, one can say, holds like their reasoning, and the Ram-
bam as well, and there is proof from the Talmud — then I will
firmly conclude that this is indeed their reasoning. And con-
sequently, in the case before us: Whether his intent was for
the financial benefit of his family members in their business, or
to distress his wife — if she fulfills the condition and creates
space for his family [in the business], she is permitted to re-
marry without chalitzah, in my humble opinion. However, all of
these matters apply [only] if the language of the condition was
as written in the question: That within a year she shall travel
from her neighborhood and city and dwell in her father’s city.
So that if she travels there and dwells there for twelve months
or purchases a house there — [such that] she is [considered]
among the residents of that city, then the condition has been
fulfilled, and this constitutes kerisus. Even though it is possible
that afterward she might return to dwell in her original place
and harm his family’s business — nevertheless, one can say the
husband was not concerned about this. Since she has already
uprooted her stakes and her dwelling. And established her res-
idence in another place, she will not return from there to her
original place. 12 ם שָׁ ,עַיּןֵ — As the Ramban wrote on the Torah
regarding houses of walled cities — see there. The Ramban dis-
cusses the principle that once a person uproots and resettles, they
are presumed not to return. And accordingly, it is proper kerisus.
But if the language and intent of the condition is “on condition
that she not dwell in the city of his family” — and we hold that
one who says generically “on condition that you not enter your

פוֹעַל. בְּ לוֹ לְבַטְּ ר אֶפְשָׁ אִי ת מֵּ שֶׁ וְכֵיוָן
טֵל בָּ ת מֵּ שֶׁ יוָן כֵּ לְצַעוֹרָהּ וָּנתָוֹ כַּ וְאִי
פּוֹעַל. וְלאֹ כחַֹ לאֹ עֵי בָּ וְלאֹ נאַי הַתְּ
מֶת. מִתְייַבֶּ וְלאֹ חוֹלֶצֶת פֵיקָא ומִּסְּ
רְאָיהָ ישֵׁ אֵי קַמָּ נןָ רַבָּ ל שֶׁ לִסְבָרָא וַהֲרֵי
מִכָּאן בָאתִי לאֹ אִי י גַּבֵּ "ס דְשַׁ פֵיקָא מִסְּ
לְעֵיל: זְכָּר הַנִּ חדֶֹשׁ ר עָשָׂ נֵים שְׁ וְעַד

נןָ רַבָּ בְרֵי דִּ ב ֵ לְייַשּׁ ָּכִינוּ ז שֶׁ וְכֵיוָן
וְהָרַאֲבַ"ד יאָ קושְּׁ כָּל מֵעֲלֵיהֶם ק ולְּסַלֵּ
סִבְרָתָם כְּ לֵיהּ סְבִירָא לוֹמַר ישֵׁ
"ס. ַ מִשּׁ רְאָיהָ וְישֵׁ "ם, הָרַמְבַּ וְגַם
סְבָרָתָם זוֹּהִי שֶׁ אֲנִי אַחְלִיט ן כֵּ אִם
ין בֵּ פָנֵינוּ לְּ שֶׁ נדָוֹן בְּ ילָא ומִּמֵּ אֱמֶת. בֶּ
חְתּוֹ פַּ מִשְׁ נֵי בְּ לְהַרְוָחַת וָּנתָוֹ כַּ יִהְיהֶ
אִם תּוֹ. אִשְׁ לְצַעֵר ין בֵּ מִסְחָרָם. בְּ
לִבְנֵי מָקוֹם ומַּרְוִיחַ נאַי הַתְּ קַיּיֵם תְּ
וקּ לַשּׁ רֶת מֻתֶּ הִיא הֲרֵי חְתּוֹ, פַּ מִשְׁ
כָּל אַךְ י עְתִּ דַּ עֳנִיּותּ לְפִי חֲלִיצָה לִי בְּ
לְשׁוֹן הָיהָ אִם נֶאֱמָרִים בָרִים הַדְּ אֵלּוּ
נָה שָׁ תוֹךְ בְּ שֶׁ אֵלָה. שְׁ בִּ ב נִכְתָּ נאַי הַתְּ
עִיר בְּ וְתָדורּ וְעִירָהּ כונּתָָהּ ְ מִשּׁ ע סַּ תִּ
ם שָׁ וְתָדורּ ם לְשָׁ ע סַּ תִּ אִם שֶׁ אָבִיהָ
ם שָׁ בַיִת קְנֶה תִּ אוֹ חדֶֹשׁ ר עָשָׂ נֵים שְׁ
הֲרֵי ם. שָׁ הָעִיר נֵי בְּ כְלַל בִּ הִיא שֶׁ
אַף רִיתותּ. כְּ זֶה וַהֲרֵי נאַי הַתְּ נִתְקַיּיֵם
חֲזוֹר תַּ ךְ כָּ אַחַר שֶׁ ר אֶפְשָׁ שֶׁ י פִּ עַל
לִבְנֵי וְתַפְסִיד הָרִאשׁוֹן מְקוֹמָהּ בִּ לָדורּ
ישֵׁ מָקוֹם מִכָּל מִסְחָר. בְּ חְתּוֹ פַּ מִשְׁ
יוָן מִכֵּ לָזֶה. עַל הַבַּ שׁ חָשַׁ לּאֹ שֶׁ לוֹמַר
וְקָבְעָה נָה. כְּ ומִּשְׁ סִיכֵי עָבְרָה בָר כְּ שֶׁ
עוֹד שׁובּ תָּ לאֹ אַחֵר. מָקוֹם בְּ ירָתָהּ דִּ
תַב כָּ שֶׁ מוֹ כְּ הָרִאשׁוֹן. לִמְקוֹמָהּ ם ָ מִשּׁ
חוֹמָה עָרֵי י תֵּ בָּ י גַּבֵּ חומָּשׁ בַּ "ן הָרַמְבַּ
אִם אֲבָל רִיתותּ. כְּ הֲוֵי יר פִּ שַׁ זֶה ולְּפִי

12Ramban on the Torah, regarding Batei Arei Chomah (houses in walled cities, Vayikra 25:29–30). The Ramban discusses the principle that
once a person has uprooted and relocated, they are presumed not to return to their original dwelling.
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father’s house” means forever — so too here, his intent is that
she should never dwell [there]. Then this is not kerisus at all. A
permanent prohibition binding her forever does not constitute sev-
erance. And this [latter formulation] was not the subject of the
question. Therefore, I will confine myself to the first [interpre-
tation]. And I have written what appears to my humble opinion.

And now I will come to engage briefly with the words of my
brother-in-law, may his light shine. Now, regarding what he
wrote at length about the rule “ein oness begittin,” that oness
(duress/impossibility) does not count in matters of gittin, he did
not mention at all the distinction between “oness — the Torah
exempts [one],” and “oness — the Torah holds [one] liable.”
And [also the distinction] between “oness [is treated] oness [is
treated] as if one did the act,” and “oness that merely occurred.”
These distinctions affect how oness applies to conditional gittin. And
all of this should be investigated in the Shach, Choshen Mishpat
(end of Siman 21), and Mishneh LeMelech (Chapter 11 of [Hil-
chos] Mechirah). Therefore, I will not enter into this matter at
present. And my brother-in-law, may his light shine, was brief
despite being lengthy. He means that the long discussion still omit-
ted key distinctions.
And regarding what he wrote, setting the words of the Ram-
bam against the words of the Rabanan Kadma’ei — since there
is no actual fulfillment or failure [of the condition after death].
I have already written above that since upon his death, the de-
signs of his conditions are nullified. The concepts of “in poten-
tial” and “in practice” are no longer relevant. And according
to the words of my brother-in-law, may his light shine, in any
event, the woman would be forbidden to her [second] husband,
due to the principle that one who is doubtfully forbidden [to
her first husband] is also forbidden to her paramour, and [her]
children would be doubtful mamzerim — and this is not implied
[by the sources]. He argues that Rabbi Shlomo Eiger’s approach
leads to results not implied by the sources.
And regarding what he wrote — from the precise inference and
the superfluity of [the phrase] “all the days of your life” — prov-
ing that [the condition extends] even after his death: this was a
fine and fitting [argument], were it not that there is a difficulty
against it — which my brother-in-law, may his light shine, him-
self perceived: If so, why did [the Talmud] specify thirty days?

לּאֹ שֶׁ מְנתָ עַל וְכַוָּנתָוֹ נאַי הַתְּ לְשׁוֹן
וְקַיְימָא חְתּוֹ. פַּ מִשְׁ נֵי בְּ עִיר בְּ תָדורּ
נסֵ תִכָּ לּאֹ שֶׁ מְנתָ עַל סְתָם הָאוֹמֵר לַן
נמֵָי וְהָכִי לְעוֹלָם, וָּנתָוֹ כַּ אָבִיךְ לְבֵית
זֶה אֵין ן כֵּ אִם תָדורּ. לאֹ לְעוֹלָם וָּנתָוֹ כַּ
עַל אֵלָה שְׁ אֲלָה נִשְׁ וְלאֹ לָל. כְּ רִיתותּ כְּ
רְאֶה וְהַנִּ יְיתָא. קַמַּ בְּ גֵּר אֶסְתַּ ן כֵּ עַל זוֹ.

י: תַבְתִּ כָּ י עְתִּ דַּ לַעֲנִיּותּ
דִבְרֵי בְּ עַ עֲשֵׁ תַּ לְהִשְׁ קְצָת אָבאֹ ה וְעַתָּ
כָּתַב ֶ שּׁ מַה בְּ וְהִנֵּה יאִָיר, נרֵוֹ יסִי גִּ מַר
יר הִזְכִּ לאֹ גִיטִין בְּ אוֹנסֶ אֵין בְּ וְהֶאֱרִיךְ
טְרֵיהַּ פַּ רַחֲמָנָא אוֹנסֶ ין בֵּ חִלּוקּ לָל כְּ
אוֹנְסָא ובֵּין . יבֵיהַּ חַיְּ רַחֲמָנָא אוֹנסֶ ובֵּין
וְישֵׁ עָבַר. דְּ אוֹנְסָא אוֹ עָבֵד. דְּ מַאן כְּ
ט פָּ מִשְׁ ן חוֹשֶׁ כהֵֹן פְתֵי שִׂ בְּ זֶה כָל בְּ לְעַיּןֵ
רֶק (פֶּ לֶךְ לַמֶּ נֶה ומִּשְׁ כ"א) סִימָן (סוֹף
עַצְמִי אַכְנִיס לאֹ ן כֵּ עַל כִירָה) מִמְּ י"א
אַף ר קִצֵּ יאִָיר נרֵוֹ יסִי גִּ ומַּר כָּעֵת. זֶה בָּ

הֶאֱרִיךְ: שֶׁ י פִּ עַל

בְרֵי אַדִּ "ם רַמְבַּ בְרֵי דִּ וְרָמֵי כָּתַב ֶ שּׁ וּמַה
קִיּוםּ הֲוֵי לָא דְּ יוָן כֵּ אֵי. קַמָּ נןָ רַבָּ
כֵיוָן דְּ לְעֵיל י תַבְתִּ כָּ בָר כְּ פעַֹל. בְּ ובִּטּולּ
תוּ נאָָיו. תְּ נוֹת תְּ עֶשְׁ טְלוּ בָּ בְמוֹתוֹ דִּ
וְלִדְבָרֵי פעַֹל. וְלאֹ כחַֹ לאֹ יּיָךְ שַׁ לאֹ
ה ָ הָאִשּׁ נִים פָּ כָּל עַל יאִָיר נרֵוֹ יסִי גִּ מַר
אֲסורָּה סְפֵק וםּ מִשּׁ לְבַעְלָהּ אֲסורָּה
אֵינוֹ וְזֶה מַמְזֵרִים סְפֵק ובָּנִים לַבּוֹעֵל,

מַע: מַשְׁ בְּ

כָל דְּ וִיתורָּא יּוקָּא מִדִּ כָּתַב ֶ שּׁ וּמַה
מִיתָתוֹ אַחַר אֲפִלּוּ מוכָּח חַיּיֵכִי יְמֵי
לָאו אִי וְהָגוןּ, נאֶָה בָר דָּ הָיהָ קָאָמַר,
יסִי גִּ מַר ישׁ הִרְגִּ ֶ שּׁ מַה עָלָיו יאָ קַשְׁ דְּ
נקַָט טַעְמָא מַאי ן כֵּ אִם יאִָיר. נרֵוֹ
סְתָמָא בִּ אֲפִלּוּ וַהֲלאֹ יוֹם. ים לשִֹׁ שְׁ
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For even without any specification, she should be permitted [to
remarry]! And this would have been a remarkable novel teach-
ing, and the Talmud should not have remained silent about it.
And his answer is insufficient to heal this great breach. But the
truth regarding the resolution of the Mishneh LeMelech’s diffi-
culty there, and the difficulty of the Michtav Eliyahu — we have
nothing but the first answer of the Sha’ar HaMelech, which are
correct words, worthy of the one who spoke them. There still
remains for us to clarify the reasoning of the Ran and the Mag-
gid Mishneh, regarding what was written about the Rambam’s
view, concerning [the condition] “on condition that you not be
intimate with so-and-so forever,” and “that you not enter your
father’s house forever” — because what he [the husband] pro-
hibited to her was not lifted. The explanation of the matter is:
this is not kerisus, since it is because of his bond and his condi-
tion that she is prevented from entering her father’s house, or
from being intimate with so-and-so. For without the condition,
she would have been able [to do so], and the prevention is due
to the bond. Even though the bond eventually breaks upon the
death of so-and-so or her father, nevertheless, she enters from
one prevention into another: For when the father dies, she has
no father’s house [to enter], and when so-and-so dies, it is im-
possible to be intimate with him. Even though the second pre-
vention is not due to the husband’s bond, nevertheless, since
initially it was due to him, and it rolled from one prevention to
another — this is not kerisus. The husband’s condition caused the
first restraint. It then continues as a natural impossibility, so there
is no severance. However, [regarding] “that you not be intimate
with my father or your father,” the initial prevention was not
due to his bond, for even without [the condition] they would
not agree to be intimate with her. And since the initial preven-
tion is not due to the condition, this is kerisus. The condition im-
poses no actual limitation beyond what already existed. However,
[regarding] “to so-and-so,” where the matter was contingent:
If she wishes, she could be intimate with him. But the condition
prevented her. The initial prevention is [therefore] due to the
condition, and entering from one prevention to another — this
is not kerisus. And there is no comparison to the case where
he says “that you not eat pork forever” — there, the initial pre-
vention is due to the condition, for it remains her choice: if she
wishes, she may eat it and receive lashes. And she refrains due
to the bond. And this is not kerisus. And in my opinion, these
matters are straightforward to any understanding person. But

וְלאֹ נִפְלָא, חִדּושּׁ הָיהָ וְזֶה רְיאָ, שַׁ נמֵָי
, מִינֵּיהַּ ק תַּ לְמִישְׁ לְהש"ס לֵיהַּ הֲוָה
בֶר שֶׁ אוֹת לְרַפְּ יק מַסְפִּ אֵינוֹ וְתֵירוצּוֹ
ייַת קֻשְׁ ובּ יִשּׁ בְּ הָאֱמֶת אֲבָל גָּדוֹל,
ב מִכְתָּ ייַת וְקֻשְׁ ם שָׁ לֶךְ לַמֶּ נֶה מִשְׁ
א קַמָּ ירוץּ תֵּ א אֶלָּ לָנוּ אֵין אָנוּ אֵלִיּהָוּ,
נְכוֹנִים בָרִים דְּ הֵם שֶׁ לֶךְ הַמֶּ עַר שַׁ דְּ
ן גַּבַּ שׁ פַּ תוּ אֲמָרָן. שֶׁ לְמִי ורְּאויִּים
נֶה, מִשְׁ יד גִּ וְהַמַּ הָרַ"ן סְבָרַת לְבָרורֵּי
עַל בְּ "ם הָרַמְבַּ דַעַת בְּ תַב כָּ ֶ שּׁ מַה בְּ
לְעוֹלָם לִפְלוֹנִי עֲלִי תִבָּ לּאֹ שֶׁ מְנתָ
לְעוֹלָם אָבִיךְ לְבֵית נְסִי תִכָּ לּאֹ וְשֶׁ
לָהּ, אָסַר ֶ שּׁ מַה ר הֻתַּ לּאֹ שֶׁ וםּ מִשּׁ
יוָן כֵּ רִיתותּ, כְּ זֶה אֵין י כִּ הָעִנְיןָ ירושּׁ פֵּ
נִמְנְעָה נאַי וְהַתְּ לּוֹ שֶׁ הָאֲגַד חֲמַת מֵּ שֶׁ
לִפְלוֹנִי, עַל דְהַבַּ אוֹ אָבִיהָ, לְבֵית נסֵ לִכָּ
יְכוֹלָה, הָיְתָה נאַי הַתְּ לאֹ בְּ הֲרֵי שֶׁ
עַל אַף הָאֲגַד, מֵחֲמַת הואּ נִיעָה וְהַמְּ
מִיתַת בְּ הָאֲגודָּה מִיפְסַק סוֹף בְּ שֶׁ י פִּ
נִכְנְסָה מָקוֹם מִכָּל אָבִיהָ, אוֹ לוֹנִי פְּ
יּמָותּ שֶׁ כְּ הֲרֵי שֶׁ לִמְנִיעָה, נִיעָה מִמְּ
לִיגִי פְּ יּמָותּ וכְּשֶׁ אָב, ית בֵּ לָהּ אֵין הָאָב
י פִּ עַל אַף לוֹ, עֵל בָּ תִּ שֶׁ ר אֶפְשָׁ אִי
ל שֶׁ אֲגַד מֵחֲמַת אֵינהָּ נִיּהָ ְ הַשּׁ נִיעָה מְּ שֶׁ
הָיהָ חִלָּתוֹ תְּ שֶׁ יוָן כֵּ מָקוֹם מִכָּל עַל, הַבַּ
אֵין לִמְנִיעָה נִיעָה מִמְּ וְנִתְגַּלְגֵּל מֵחֲמָתוֹ
עֵל תִבָּ לּאֹ שֶׁ ן כֵּ אֵין ֶ שּׁ מַה רִיתותּ, כְּ זֶה
לאֹ נִיעָה הַמְּ חִלַּת תְּ שֶׁ ולְּאָבִיךְ א לְאַבָּ
הָכִי לָאו בְּ הֲרֵי שֶׁ אֲגודָּתוֹ, מֵחֲמַת הָיהָ
וְכֵיוָן עָלֶיהָ, לָבאֹ לָהּ שׁוֹמְעִים הָיוּ לאֹ
מֵחֲמַת אֵינהָּ הָרִאשׁוֹנָה נִיעָה הַמְּ שֶׁ
אֵין ֶ שּׁ מַה רִיתותּ, כְּ זֶה הֲרֵי נאַי הַתְּ
וְעוֹמֵד לויּ תָּ הָיהָ בָר הַדָּ שֶׁ לִפְלוֹנִי ן כֵּ
נאַי הַתְּ שֶׁ א אֶלָּ לוֹ, עֵל בָּ תִּ רְצֶה תִּ אִם
יְדֵי עַל נִיעָה הַמְּ חִלַּת תְּ הֲוֵי מְנעָָהּ
לִמְנִיעָה נִיעָה מִמְּ וְנִכְנסֶֶת נאַי, הַתְּ
יאֹמַר אִם דּוֹמֶה וְאֵין רִיתותּ, כְּ זֶה אֵין
הָתָם לְעוֹלָם חֲזִיר ר שַׂ בְּ תאֹכְלִי לּאֹ שֶׁ
י כִּ נאַי הַתְּ מֵחֲמַת הָרִאשׁוֹנָה נִיעָה הַמְּ
וְלָקְיאָ. אָכְלָה עִית בָּ אִי וְעוֹמֵד לויּ תָּ
זֶה וְאֵין הָאֲגודּ. מֵחֲמַת נִמְנעַַת וְהִיא
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since I saw that my brother-in-law built a deduction upon the
Teshuvah of the Ranach (Siman 6), I say: if we scrutinize in
this manner, we will have learned nothing. This Talmudic phrase
warns against drawing conclusions this way. And in my humble
opinion, the truth is as stated above.

[Said Avraham, son of the author: In my opinion, my brother,
may his light shine, did not build a deduction upon the teshu-
vah of the Ranach. Rather, he derived the ideas from his own
reasoning, based on premises and propositions, and then said
that with this [approach], the words of the Ranach are also re-
solved, even though [the Ranach] did not intend [his words]
in this manner. It is in the manner of “he prophesied, but did
not know what he prophesied.” A Talmudic expression meaning
one arrives at a correct insight without intending it. And so too is
the implication of his [Rabbi Shlomo Eiger’s] language — see
there.] And who is wise like my brother-in-law, may his light
shine, to plumb the depths? May every mother bear children
like him! Beyond this, the words of my brother-in-law, may his
light shine, are more precious than fine gold, sharp and incisive.
And the ruling is a true ruling. And all is prepared for testimony
and for Torah. May this be peace to him and to his Torah learn-
ing, as his precious soul [desires], and the soul of his faithful
friend and brother-in-law.
Moshe the humble, Sofer, from Frankfurt am Main. The signa-
ture of the Chasam Sofer, who identified himself by his family’s city
of origin.
[Said Avraham, son of the author: Since the teachings of this
great rabbi, my brother-in-law, are dear to me — the master,
wonder of the generation, the Gaon of Pressburg, may his light
shine — so greatly, I will delight in them for another moment.
Now, the foundation he established for this permissive ruling —
that the reasoning of the Rabbanan Savora’ei is that any condi-
tion which is for the purpose of distress, [the husband] aban-
dons and forgives at the time of his death. [This] is good in
reasoning, and it is desirable for understanding through it the
version of the Rambam that was before the Ra’avad — [which
reads:] “If he died, she is divorced.” And the reason that mechi-
lah is needed beforehand is because of the doubt — perhaps he
intended [the condition] for financial benefit. And the intent of
the master [the Chasam Sofer] when he wrote “doubt regarding

שׁוטִּים פְּ בָרִים הַדְּ י ולְּדַעְתִּ רִיתותּ. כְּ
נָה בָּ יסִי גִּ מַר רָאִיתִי יעַַן אַךְ מֵבִין, לְכָל
ו'). (סִימָן הָרַאֲנַ"ח שׁובַּת תְּ עַל יּוקּ דִּ
תָנִינןַ, לָא הָכִי. יְיקִינןַ דַּ אִי אוֹמֵר וַאֲנִי
זְכָּר נִּ כַּ הָאֱמֶת י עְתִּ דַּ הָעֲנִיּותּ ולְּפִי

לְעֵיל:
לאֹ י לְדַעְתִּ ר הַמְחַבֵּ ן בֶּ אַבְרָהָם [אָמַר
שׁובַּת תְּ עַל יק דִּ יאִָיר נרֵוֹ אָחִי מַר בָנָה
בָרִים הַדְּ הוֹצִיא הואּ אִם י כִּ הָרַאֲנָ"ח.
וְאָמַר עוֹת וְהַצָּ מוֹת הַקְדָּ י פִּ עַל עְתּוֹ מִדַּ
לּאֹ שֶׁ אַף הָרַאֲנָ"ח, בְרֵי דִּ נִיחִין הָכִי בְּ שֶׁ
נִיבָא, רֶךְ דֶּ עַל וְהואּ לְכָךְ, וָּנתָוֹ כַּ הָיהָ
מָעותּ מַשְׁ וְכֵן נִיבָא. מָה ידַָע וְלאֹ
יסִי גִּ מַר כְּ ים חַכִּ ומַּאן ם] שָׁ עַיּיֵן לְשׁוֹנוֹ
ילְדָה דִּ כָּל עֲמָקִים. ד דֵּ לְשַׁ יאִָיר נרֵוֹ
מַר בְרֵי דִּ זֶה זולַּת לֵד, תֵּ וָתֵיהּ כְּ אִימָא
חֲרִיפִים ז, פָּ בַּ אִים מְסֻלָּ יאִָיר נרֵוֹ יסִי גִּ
מְתוקָּן וְהַכּלֹ אֱמֶת, ין דִּ ין וְהַדִּ נונִּים. ושְּׁ
לְמַר לוֹם שָׁ זֶה וְהָיהָ וְלַתּוֹרָה, לִתְעודָּה
אוֹהֲבוֹ וְנֶפֶשׁ הַיְקָרָה נפְַשׁוֹ כְּ ולְּתוֹרָתוֹ

יסוֹ. גִּ נֶאֱמָנוֹ

פְרַנְקְפורְּט מִפּהֹ סוֹפֵר טָן הַקָּ ה משֶֹׁ
מַיְין. דְּ

הוֹאִיל ר הַמְחַבֵּ ן בֶּ אַבְרָהָם [אָמַר
הַאי רַב דְּ תֵיהּ מַעְתְּ שְׁ לִי חֲבִיבִין דַּ
דפ"ב הַגָּאוֹן הַדּוֹר מוֹפֵת הָאָדוֹן יסִי גִּ
הֶם בָּ ע עֲשַׁ תַּ אֶשְׁ הַאי, כּולֵּי יאִָיר נרֵוֹ
ר הֶתֵּ בְּ ד סַּ יִּ שֶׁ הַיְסוֹד הִנֵּה רֶגַע. עוֹד
וםּ מִשּׁ סָבוֹרָאֵי נןַ רַבָּ דְּ טַעְמָא דְּ זֶה,
ומָּחַל בַק שָׁ לְצַעוֹרֵי הואּ שֶׁ נאַי תְּ כָּל שֶׁ
וְנֶחְמָד סְבָרָא בִּ טוֹב מִיתָתוֹ. עַת שְׁ בִּ
ל שֶׁ רְסָא הַגִּ ידָוֹ עַל ולְּהָבִין יל כִּ לְהַשְׂ
אִם דְּ הָרָאָבָ"ד לִפְנֵי הָיהָ שֶׁ "ם הָרַמְבַּ
צָרִיךְ דְּ ומָּה ת, מְגוֹרֶשֶׁ זוֹ הֲרֵי מֵת
לְמָא דִּ סָפֵק וםּ מִשּׁ הואּ מִקּוֹדֶם מְחִילָה
מַה בְּ הָאָדוֹן וְכוַּנתַ קַמְכַוֵּין, לְהַרְוָחָה
תַב כָּ ֶ שּׁ לְמַה הואּ לְרַוָּחָה, סָפֵק כָּתַב ֶ שּׁ
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financial benefit” accords with what Rashi wrote (folio 74b),13

where he wrote in the comment beginning “that he intended to
distress,” in these words: “A person who divorces his wife ordi-
narily does so because of enmity; therefore, out of doubt, we say
he intended to distress her.” And how sweet as honey [are these
words], according to what my brother-in-law wrote: that this is
the reason for the Talmudic inquiry: “Did they permit her imme-
diately, or did they permit her after twelve months?” Meaning,
[the Talmud] is uncertain whether we say he intended to dis-
tress her or for financial benefit. And with this, it seems to me
to resolve what Rashi innovated: that the Rabbanan’s reason
[in the case where] his cloak was lost is due to “doubt [whether
it is] to distress,” as mentioned above — and [one might ask:]
what compelled him to [explain it] this way? Especially since
the plain reading proves the opposite: From the fact that nurs-
ing for one day suffices, it is evident that it is certainly for dis-
tress. If it were for financial benefit, one day of nursing would not
suffice. And we would need to strain and draw distinctions, so
why would Rashi need all of this [the “doubt” framework]? But
according to the words of my brother-in-law the Gaon, may his
light shine, this is correct: For this is a Talmudic inquiry that
was not resolved, and it remains a doubt. The unresolved ibaya
is precisely the source of Rashi’s “doubt” formulation. However, de-
spite all this, I have not merited to fully fathom the opinion of
my brother-in-law, may his light shine. The editor now raises his
own difficulty with the Chasam Sofer’s approach. And how is it
possible to impose this interpretation upon the Rambam and
the Ra’avad? For if this is indeed the case, it would be appro-
priate that in [the case where] his cloak was lost, the ruling
should be that the get is doubtful — for on the possibility that
[the condition is] for financial benefit, its monetary value would
suffice [to fulfill it], so why did the Rambam write “it is not a
get”? Meaning: it is certainly void, as is known — every formu-
lation of “it is not a get” in the Rambam means it is completely
void. And the Ra’avad, too, was silent and did not respond to
him [on this point], and conceded to him on this. This proves
that they [the Rambam and Ra’avad] do not hold like Rashi.]
The editor notes that if the Rambam and Ra’avad held that there is
a genuine doubt whether conditions are letzaara or leharvacha (as
Rashi states), the lost-cloak case should yield a doubtful get, not a
definitively void one.

עַמּודּ ע"ד ף (דַּ לִבְרָכָה זִכְרוֹנוֹ "י רַשִׁ
לְצַעוֹרָה דְּ תְחִיל הַמַּ דִיבּורּ בְּ כָתַב דְּ ב')
אֶת מְגָרֵשׁ סָתָם דְּ שׁוֹן, הַלָּ זֶה בָּ אַכְוֵין
ךְ הִלְכָּ הּ מְגָרְשָׁ הואּ אֵיבָה וםּ מִשּׁ תּוֹ אִשְׁ
ומָּה אִיכְוִין, לְצַעוֹרֵי אָמְרִינןַ פֵיקָא מִסָּ
מַר כָּתַב ֶ שּׁ מַה לְפִי בַשׁ מִדְּ הואּ מָתוֹק
ר לְאַלְתַּ עְיאָ, הָאִיבַּ טַעַם זֶהוּ דְּ יסִי גִּ
חדֶֹשׁ ר עָשָׂ נֵים שְׁ לְאַחַר אוֹ ירוהָּ הִתִּ
אָמְרִינןַ אִי פְקָא מִסַּ דְּ הַיְינוּ דְּ ירוהָּ הִתִּ
ובְּכָךְ לְהַרְוָחָה, אוֹ אִיכְוִין לְצַעוֹרֵי
"י רַשִׁ הִמְצִיא ֶ שּׁ מַה ב ֵ לְייַשּׁ לִי נִרְאֶה
אָבְדָה בְּ נןַ רַבָּ דְּ טַעְמָא דְּ לִבְרָכָה זִכְרוֹנוֹ
זְכָּר נִּ כַּ לְצַעוֹרֵי סְפֵק וםּ מִשּׁ אַצְטְלִיתוֹ
ובִּפְרָט לְכָךְ. הִכְרִיחוֹ ומָּה לְעֵיל
סַגְיאָ מִדְּ לְהֵיפוךְּ מוכָּח בִפְשׁוטּוֹ דְּ
אי וַדַּ דְּ אַלְמָא אֶחָד, יוֹם הֲנקָָה בַּ
ק, ולְּחַלֵּ לִדְחוֹק וְנִצְטָרֵךְ לְצַעוֹרֵי,
לְפִי אֲבָל הַאי, כּולֵּי "י לְרַשִׁ לֵיהּ ה וְלָמָּ
זֶה הֲרֵי יאִָיר נרֵוֹ הַגָּאוֹן יסִי גִּ מַר בְרֵי דִּ
טָא אִיפְשְׁ וְלאֹ עְיאָ אִיבַּ זֶה הָא דְּ נכָוֹן,
זָכִיתִי ל בַּ זֶה כָּל עִם וְאולָּם סָפֵק, וַהֲוֵי
וְאֵיךְ יאִָיר. נרֵוֹ יסִי גִּ עַת דַּ לְסוֹף לֵירֵד
"ם הָרַמְבַּ כַוָּנתַ בְּ ן כֵּ לְהַעֲמִיס ר אֶפְשָׁ
בָרִים, הַדְּ הֵם ן כֵּ אִם דְּ וְהָרָאָבָ"ד,
גֵּט יִהְיהֶ אִיצְטְלִיתוֹ אָבְדָה בְּ שֶׁ מֵהָרָאויּ
סַגְיאָ דָמִים בְּ לְהַרְוָוחָא דְּ לְצַד דְּ סָפֵק,
הַיְינוּ דְּ גֵט, אֵינוֹ "ם הָרַמְבַּ תַב כָּ ה וְלָמָּ
גֵט אֵינוֹ לָשׁוֹן כָּל נּוֹדָע כַּ אי וַדַּ טֵל בָּ
תַק שָׁ הואּ גַּם וְהָרָאָבָ"ד "ם, רַמְבַּ בָּ שֶׁ
זֶה, בָּ לֵיהּ אוֹדוּ וְאוֹדויּיֵ אוֹתוֹ עָנָה לאֹ
כרש"י]: להו סבירי לא דהם אלמא

13Rashi on Gittin 74b, s.v. אכוון .דלצעורה Rashi writes: איכוין לצעורי אמרינן מספיקא הלכך מגרשה, הוא איבה משום אשתו את מגרש —דסתם “A person who
divorces his wife ordinarily does so because of enmity; therefore, out of doubt, we say he intended to distress her.”
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