TALMID BAVLI — GEVURAS AKIVA

Nedarim 10a

Our daf starts with the continuation of trying to determine
who can be the author of our Mishna. Our Mishna had said
that it was the practice of the kesayrim to make nedavos and not
nedarim. At first, we thought that this cannot be in accordance
with either R' Meir or with R' Yehuda. R' Meir had said that
the best thing is not to make a neder at all and R' Yehuda had
said that the best thing is to make and keep your neder. And
neither of them made the distinction of the Mishna between
nedavos that you should make and nedarim that you shouldn’t
make.

The Gemara had previously explained how the Mishna
could be in accordance with R' Meir and our Gemara will now
say how it could be in accordance with R' Yehuda.
You can even say
(it is like) R' Yehuda
(and) when did Reb Yehuda say (it is good to N2 %24 918 %2

NP IDON
PN 234

make ‘nedarim’)

(this was only with regard) to nadava 3713
(but with regard to making) a neder 1A
he did not say N NY

According to this, R' Yehuda holds exactly like our Mishna,
that while it is considered a good thing to make a nadava, it is

better not to make a neder.

The Gemara asks:
But we learned in the Baraisa NP
better than this and this M N 290
(is someone) who makes a neder 419
and fulfills it 021

The Gemara asks that the very Baraisa that tells us the shita
of Reb Yehuda is referring to nedarim, and if so, how can we
now say that R' Yehuda was only referring to nedavos and not
nedarim?

The Gemara answers:

Learn the Baraisa (as saying) 2%

someone who makes a nadava a1

60 Why Does the Gemara Not Answer the Shita of R' Yehuda in the Same
Way that it Answered the Shita of R' Meir?

Tosefos points out that seemingly the Gemara could have answered
exactly as it did before. Previously we said that the Mishna could not be in
accordance with R’ Meir and the Gemara answered that although R’ Meir
holds that a person should not make a neder, he should make nedavos. And
on this the Gemara asked why they are different, and the Gemara answered
this question. But now we are saying the same in R' Yehuda. That although R’
Yehuda had said it is good to make nedarim, this actually refers to nedavos
and R' Yehuda holds that one should not make nedarim. In other words, what

and fulfills it 0221

The Gemara answers as it did before that we need to change
what the Baraisa said, that instead of the Baraisa discussing
nedarim, it is really discussing nedavos, and that is why it is

considered a good thing to make them.

The Difference Between Nedarim and Nedavos according
to Reb Yehuda

The Gemara now asks:

What is the difference NIV N
(between) a neder 419
that (we say) no (one should not make it) N9Y
(because) maybe ND*T
it will come to a mishap nYPD SPY N2 INN
(with regard to) a nadava also ") 1A
maybe NDY

he will come to a mishap nYPN SPY N2 INN

The Gemara is now saying that while R' Yehuda holds that
it is better not to make a neder, it is considered a good thing to
make a nadava. But what is the difference between the two?
Presumably, the reason why a person should not make a neder
is out of a concern that he might come to break it, but if so, why
is this concern not valid with regard to making a nadava?

R' Yehuda NN ¥2960

goes according to his reasoning nYRYLY
that he said 29N
a person brings NYan 0N
his keves (lamb, i.e., his korban) nYa9
to the Azara Y
and makes it hekdesh YT
and leans on it 529 7970)
and schects it ANV

The Gemara explains that R' Yehuda would say as we
answered on the last amud, that when a person would bring a
nadava, they would do as Hillel did. That is, R' Yehuda would

we are now saying in the shita of R' Yehuda, is the same as we previously said
in the shita of R' Meir. If so, the question and answer should be the same as
well, and yet the Gemara gives a different answer. But why? Why did the
Gemara not just answer has it did before (with the story of Shimon Hatzaddik)?
The Rosh answers that in reality our Gemara could have answered as it did
before, but the Gemara would rather answer the shita of R' Yehuda with
something that R' Yehuda himself said.
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say that every person should bring his korban to the Bais
Hamikdosh and only as the animal is about to be brought into
the Bais Hamikdosh should the owner make the animal
hekdesh. Doing this would prevent a person from being ma’al
in the animal, and as such, there would be nothing wrong with
making a nadava.

And on this the Gemara asks as it did before:

This is good )
(the) nadava of korbanos MIPT NI
(but the) nadava of nezirus M%7 NaT
what is there to say 125199 NN N

The Gemara asks as it did before, that how could it be
considered a good thing to make a nadava to be a nazir if there
is a possibility that the person will transgress his nezirus?

The Gemara answers:

R' Yehuda 7N a4
goes according to his reason nINYOY
as we learned in a Baraisa NI

R' Yehuda says
the early (first) Chassidim

9N N2 22
ﬂ’_)\'\'JNﬂ_‘{I 07PN
would long’ PINDN 9D
to bring Noany
a korban chatas (but they couldn’t) NNV 129R
for Hashem does not NN I3 UITRD PRY 09)
bring a mishap NYPH NOAN
through their hands o Yy

A korban chatas is brought for doing an avayra, and as such,
tzadikkim would not be able to bring this korban as they would

not do avayros.

(So) what would they do PYIY P N
they would get up 0>
and make nedavos to be a nazir 1) P15
to Hashem oypnY
in order ”"19
that he should become obligated 29NIY

(to bring) a korban chatas nNRON 1397P
to Hashem oypnrY

One of the korbanos that a nazir brings when he is finished
being a nazir is a korban chatas. As such, by becoming a nazir,
a person would be able to bring a korban chatas without doing
an actual avayra. And since the Chassidim would become

nezirim with such pure intentions, there is no concern that they

might come to violate their nezirus. And this is the case of the

Mishna. That a person says that he wants to become a nazir like

the kesayrim, i.e., he wants to become a nazir with the same

pure intentions that the Chassidim had.

The Shita of R’ Shimon - What Would a Person Do if He

Wanted to Bring Korbanos?

Although R' Yehuda said that there were those tzadikkim

who would purposely become a nazir in order to be able to bring

a korban chatas, R' Shimon is going to disagree and say that

they would never do so.

R' Shimon says

MIN NIYRY 139

they would not make a neder TINY
to become a nazir 13
rather NON
one who wants nYIn
to bring a (korban) olah N9y NoaNY
he would make a nadava (to do so) AN
and brings it N2
(and if a person wants to bring a) shelamim oYY

he makes a neder and brings it

NN ATINN

(and if a person wants to bring a) todah N
and the four NYIIN)
types of bread (that are brought with the todah) NG 2N

he makes a nadava and brings them

NoUN ATINN

But with regard to nezirus MIo1a Dan
they do not make a nadava 12300 NO
in order 12
they should not be called NP NOY
sinners PNOIN
as it says (Bamidbar 6:11) MNIY
“And he (the Kohen) will atone 499
for him 19y
from this that he sinned NON TYND
against his soul” von by

Although this posuk is referring to a nazir who became

tamei (which was forbidden to happen), the Gemara will bring
the shita of R' Shimon who holds that this is even referring to
a nazir that remained tahor. That is, R' Shimon holds that a
person does an avayra when he becomes a nazir (how he learns

this from the posuk will be explained later on in the Gemara).
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The Three Shitos that Hold that a Person Does an Avayra
by Becoming a Nazir

Abaye said AN N
Shimon Hatzaddik
and R' Shimon

and R' Elazar Hakapar 990 NYHN 22N
all of them 1919
1A PN AYPY

PIIEN PIRY
PYRY 237

are of one opinion

that a nazir is a sinner 91 NOIN 9137

Shimon Hatzaddik PYI80 PYNY
and Reb Shimon ¥y 227
we already said 19NT N

In the previous Gemaras, we brought how Shimon
Hatzaddik would not eat from the korban of any nazir with the
exception of a particular nazir. The Gemara also quoted R’
Shimon that said that although the early Chassidim would
make nedavos in order to bring various korbanos, they would
not make a nadava to become a nazir as a nazir is called a sinner
and they did not want to have this label associated with them.

From these Gemara’s we see how Shimon Hatzaddik and
R' Shimon both hold that a nazir is called a sinner. The Gemara
will now show how this is the shita of R' Shimon Hakapar as
well.

And with regard to R' Elazar Hakapar »393 9990 91y5x *a9)
Berabi
as we learned in a Baraisa NINT

R' Elazar Hakapar Berabi says (on 912x 2432 9991 21yox %24

the posuk)
“And he will atone for him 19y 999
for this that he sinned NON TUNN
against his soul” v vy
But with which soul IING 999
did he sin % RVH Y9

R' Elazar Hakapar Berabi understands that the posuk is not
just referring to a nazir tamei but rather to a nazir tahor as well.
But why is this true? Which avayra did this nazir do?

R' Elazar Hakapar Berabi answers:

Rather (the avayra is) NON
for this that he pained himself LY 1YINY
from wine 0 Mm

The very fact that this person caused himself pain by

denying himself wine is a considered an avayra.

The Avayra of Fasting

The Gemara just told us that because a nazir pains himself
by refraining from wine this is considered an avayra. The
Gemara will now tell us that there is another person who is also
considered as doing an avayra for depriving himself.

But is it not a kal v’chomer MmN Y B9 NOM
just like this (person) nikale)
that he did not pain himself LY 1YY NoY

only by (refraining) from wine 19990 19 NON

(and yet) he is called a sinner NDIN NYP)
one who pains himself LY IY8NH
from everything q34 Yan

certainly it should be so 19) NHD NN Y
(therefore) from here (we see) NI
(that) anyone who sits in taanis YN AYPD 9
is called a sinner NDIN NP

If a nazir is considered as someone who did an avayra as a
result of his refraining from wine, then certainly someone who
refrains from eating any food (i.e., the person who is fasting) is
considered as someone who has done an avayra.

We now have three shitos that hold that a nazir is called a
sinner: Shimon Hatzaddik, R' Shimon, and R' Elazar Hakapar.
However, there is a significant difference between them.
According to Shimon Hatzaddik, only a nazir tamei is called a
sinner, but according to R' Shimon and R" Elazar Hakapar,
even a nazir tahor is called a sinner.

And on this the Gemara asks:
But the posuk NP PIM
is written with regard to a nazir tamei 2509 NPV N3

If the posuk is referring to a nazir that became tamei, how
can R' Shimon and R' Elazar Hakapar use this posuk to prove
their shita that even a nazir tahor is considered as a person who
has done an avayra?

The Gemara answers:

Because oIvn
he repeated his avayra NI NONA NIYY

The Gemara answers that the reason that the posuk calls
this tamei nazir a sinner is not because he did an avayra, but

rather he is called a sinner as he has repeated his avayra. That
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is, he did his first avayra by becoming a nazir, and he then
repeated his avayra when he became tamei.

The Ran explains that if the posuk was just referring to a
nazir tamei, the posuk should have said ‘for this that he sinned’.
But now that the posuk adds the words ‘against his soul’, we
understand that his avayra started from even before he became
tamei, that is, the posuk is telling us that the actual action of

becoming a nazir in the first place is also considered an avayra.

‘ MmN I

In the first Mishna, we learned that when making either
nedarim, or nedavos, or shevuos, or nezirus, kinuyim can be
used. That is, one does not have to say the actual words of the
neder, but he can use ‘substitution’ words as well. The Mishna
will now discuss which words are considered as kinuyim.

If one says (9%3n2) 99NN

konem, konach, or konas oNP NP OPP

these are N 29D
kinuyim for (making) a korban 129799 1999%9
Cherek, cherech, cheref 990 790 PN
these are kinuyim 1999359 99N 91
for (making) a chairim 09n?

Nazik, naziach, paziach 919 NI%Y PO7)

these are kinuyim 1999999 Y9N 9N

for nezirus mINY

Shevusah, shevukah, NPIPY NMIY
(or if he says) the neder of Mohi 1IN 91
these are kinuyim 1999999 99X %91
for making a shevuah nyavy

The Ran explains that the name ‘Mohi’ is used in place of
Moshe, and this person is saying that his shevuah should be
effective like the shevuah of Moshe.

N99) I

What Are Kinuyim? — The Machlokes R’ Yochanan and R’
Shimon ben Lakish

It was learned (said) MR

(with regard to) kinuyim 1M
R' Yochanan said
they are (words from) foreign languages (lit. of ) DN )97

N NNY 27

the nations)
R' Shimon ben Lakish said
(they are) expressions "oy

N YIP? 13 1I9nY 229
that the Chachamim created 009N Y 113V
to make nedarim with

And so he (i.e. the posuk) says (Malachim 1 12:33) 9598 X911 19

2 919 nY

"With the chodesh (month) vTha
that he created 13 99N
with his heart (i.e. with his mind)” ”yabn

The point of bringing this posuk is in order to understand
what R' Shimon ben Lakish said when he said that the kinuyim
are expressions that the Chachamim ‘created’ in order to make
nedarim. The wording that R' Shimon ben Lakish said was that
these were expression 172¥ Chachamim. What does the word
372V refer to? The Gemara tells us that from the posuk we see
that the word refers to those things that are created with one’s
mind.

The Gemara will now explain why the Chachamim did this?
Why would they want to create new words and not just let the
person making the neder use the regular words of his language?
And what is the reason N NPYV)
that the Rabbanan instituted 1229999
kinuyim P19

The Gemara answers that kinuyim were instituted:

In order that he should not say
(the word) korban 1297
And on this the Gemara asks:

N NIT

And let him say korban 1297 N
What could be wrong with saying the word korban?

The Gemara answers:

(We are afraid that) maybe YT
he will say N
“Korban L’'Hashem” 91399
but let him say N1
“korban L’'Hashem 91299
The Gemara answers:
Maybe Ny
he will say “Hashem” Y

and he will not say “Korban” 1297 N N9

(and if so) he will let out (i.e. say) P91 N
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the name of Hashem oY ov
in vain nYvay

The Ran explains that the Chachamim were afraid that if

we let the person use the ‘regular words’ to make his korban, he
might end up saying the word Hashem. This is true because the
words of the posuk are ‘Korban L’'Hashem’, and if a person gets
used to saying these words, he might mistakenly just say the
word ‘Hashem’ without the word ‘Korban’. And if a person will
end up doing this, it will come out that he has said the name of

Hashem in vain.

Therefore, in order to prevent this possibility from
happening, we tell the person to use these ‘new words’ i.e., and
not the words of the posuk. And once the person will not be
using the words of the posuk, there will be no concern that he

will say the name of Hashem in vain.

The Reason for Saying Korban L’Hashem and Not
L’Hashem Korban — The Great Avayra of Saying
Hashem’s Name in Vain

And we learned in a Baraisa NI

R' Shimon says MIN PINY 2324
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Nedarim 10b
How do we know 127%)
that a person should not say D8 MmN NoY
“to Hashem an olah” nvy Y
(or) “to Hashem a Mincha” Ny
(or) to Hashem a todah” AR Ny
(or) “to Hashem a shelamim” oYy /Ny
‘the posuk (Vayikra 1:2)) comes to teach us’ 995 YN
”A korban to Hashem” 99299

The posuk does not say “L’'Hashem Korban” but rather it
says “Korban I'Hashem”. This teaches us that whenever one
makes a neder to bring a korban, the word korban has to come
before the word L’Hashem. As we said earlier if the person first
says the word L'Hashem, we are afraid that he might die at that
point, and if he does, it will come out that he has said Hashem’s
name in vain. Therefore, he says the word korban first, and by
doing so, he will guarantee that the name of Hashem will not
be said in vain.

Having seen how bad it is to say Hashem’s name even when

the person has good intentions, the Gemara points out:

And it is a kal vchomer M Y2
‘if even in this’ (case) niil~)
that he did not have intent Mo Ny
only to mention 99910Y NoN
the name of Hashem (Heaven) oMY oY
on the korban 13970 Yy
(and yet) the Torah (still) said 7 NN
(you have to say) “Korban L’'Hashem” nY 1399
to (say it in) vain nyvay

certainly it should be so’ 199 NN NN YY

The Torah tells us that even in a case that the person has
good intentions he must still take safeguards to guarantee that
he will not say Hashem’s name in vain. If so, certainly a person
must be careful to never say Hashem’s name in vain when he

does not have good intentions.

Kinuyim of Kinuyim — The Machlokes Between Bais
Shammai and Bais Hillel

The Gemara previously brought the machlokes R'
Yochanan and R' Shimon ben Lakish with regard to kinuyim.
R' Yochanan holds that kinuyim are in reality just words from

foreign languages, and R' Shimon ben Lakish holds that they

are words that the Chachamim created to make nedarim with.
The Gemara now tries to show that this machlokes is in reality

the machlokes Bais Shammai and Bais Hillel with regard to the

kinuyim of kinuyim.
Let’s say N1y
it is a machlokes Tannaim MNINI

Bais Shammai says DI9IN INRY 52

kinuyim of kinuyim 1599293 99993
are assur (i.e., they create a neder) 1PON
and Bais Hillel says 091N Y9N 193
kinuyim of kinuyim 1599293 99993
are muter (they do not create a neder) 199

The Baraisa tells us that Bais Shammai and Bais Hillel
argue if kinuyim of kinuyim are effective. That is, we know that
if you do not use the actual words of a neder but rather instead
you use kinuyim, the neder is effective. But what happens if you
don’t use kinuyim but rather you use kinui kinuyim. That is,
you use substitute words for the kinuyim. Will these kinuyim of
kinuyim work or not? This is the machlokes between Bais
Shammai and Bais Hillel and the Gemara will now try to
understand what lies behind that machlokes.

Isitnot IND N
(that) the one who says N7 IND
that the kinuyim of kinuyim 1999299 999999
are assur PPoN
holds 4297
that kinuyim 1999399 (9993%9)
are (from) the languages X
of the nations (of the world) 10 N
and the one who says N7 INNRDY
that that they are mutur Y9N0
holds 4297
they are expressions MA0p)
that the Chachamim created 0990 1Y 113V

The Gemara assumes that the reason Bais Shammai holds
that the kinuyim of kinuyim work is because kinuyim are in
reality just words taken from other languages. And therefore,
their kinuyim are the same, that is they are also just words from
a different language, and therefore the same way that kinuyim
work, the kinuyim of kinuyim work as well.

And the one who holds that kinuyim are words that the
Chachamim created, holds that kinuyim of kinuyim do not

work. This would be for the simple reason that the only way
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that kinuyim work is because the Chachamim choose these
words. If so, we say that they choose these words but not other
words. That is, they created the kinuyim but they did not create
the kinuyim of the kinuyim, and as such, there is no reason why
they should work.

And if so, that this is the underlying machlokes between
Bais Shammai and Bais Hillel, we can say that the machlokes
between R' Yochanan and R' Shimon ben Lakish is this
machlokes as well.

The Gemara continues and says:

No! NY
(really) everyone (can hold) NRYY 93T
kinuyim 1999329

are from the language of the nations
and Bais Shammai hold
with these (the kinuyim of kinuyim) "2

10 IVIIN PYY
29 INRY XN

that nations also talk with
and Bais Hillel hold
with these ”NNa

DN ’)‘D\'Jb 7

129 Y970 193
the nations do not talk with NN SYNYNI NY

The Ran explains that both Bais Shammai and Bais Hillel
could hold that kinuyim are words from foreign languages and
they disagree with regard to the status of kinui kinuyim. Bais
Shammai holds that these are also words that are used in foreign
languages, and as such, they have the same status of kinuyim.
Bais Hillel however disagree. They hold that while it might be
true that these words are used, they are only distortions of other
words, i.e., they are not considered ‘proper words’ of this

languages, and as such, they will not work to make nedarim.

51 Do Kinuyim of Kinuyim Work M’Dorayisa or M’Drabbanan?

The Keren Orah asks that if we are now saying that the kinuyim of kinuyim
only work M’Drabbanan, how can we say that they work with regard to
nezirus? If these kinuyim of kinuyim only make this person into a nazir
M’Drabbanan, if he then brings his korbanos into the bais Hamikdosh he will
be bringing chullin b’azarah. That is, after a person finishes his nezirus, he has
to bring certain korbanos. But how could he do so if M’Dorayisa he is not a
nazir?

The Keren Orah answers that once the Chachamim made their gezayra
(Rabbinical degree) that one can use even these words, these words now have
the power to make someone a nazir M’Dorayisa. That is at the end of the day,
if these words are recognized as being kinuyim, which means that they are
used, they have the same power as all other words "nI' n¥j? 7 Ixnw ow "v.

62 The Two Ways to Learn the Gemara’s Answer

The Rishonim bring two ways to explain the Gemara’s answer. Either
everyone agrees that kinuyim are words from other languages. And the
kinuyim of kinuyim are really words that are corrupted, and as such they
should not work. However, the Chachamim decreed that they should work,

The Gemara presents another way how to explain the
machlokes Bais Shammai and Bais Hillel without the necessity
of saying that their machlokes is the same machlokes as R’
Yochanan and R' Shimon ben Lakish.

And if you want I can say NN $PY2IN)

Bais Shammai holds 9120 'NRY N2
they decreed 99991
kinuyim of kinuyim 1599293 999993

because of kinuyim 199395 DIV

and Bais Hillel hold 20 Y9N 12
they did not decree 192913 NY
kinuyim of kinuyim 1999399 99395

because of kinuyim 199395 DIV

The Gemara answers that the machlokes between Bais
Shammai and Bais Hillel could be with regard to whether the
Chachamim instituted that even the kinuyim of kinuyim should
work.®! The reason that they would do this is in order to prevent
people from thinking that kinuyim don’t work as well. That is,
there is a concern that if they will see that kinyanim of kinuyim
don’t work, then they might think that the ‘regular’ kinuyim
don’t work as well. Bais Shammai hold that they did institute
kinuyim of kinuyim and Bais Hillel hold that they did not (see

footnote for a further elaboration of this machlokes).®?

What Are the Kinuyim of Kinuyim?

The Gemara will now list the actual words that are the
kinuyim of kinuyim with regard to nedarim, konaim, shevuos,
and nezirus.

How is it (i.e. what are the cases) M990

because if people would see that the kinuyim of kinuyim don’t work, they
might mistakenly assume that even the regular kinuyim do not work as well.

The second way to learn the Gemara’s answer is to say the opposite. That
really everyone agrees that kinuyim are words that the Chachamim created.
And if so, certainly kinuyim of kinuyim should not work (as these are not words
that the Chachamim created). However, the Gemara is now saying that
according to Bais Shammai, the Chachamim decreed that even the kinuyim of
kinuyim should work, because if not, people will assume that the regular
kinuyim do not work as well.

In other words, in this answer, all the Rishonim hold that the reason the
Gemara is giving to explain why the kinuyim of kinuyim make a neder is
because if we are afraid that if people will see that the kinuyim of kinuyim
don’t work, they will think that kinuyim do not world as well. The only question
what the Gemara holds in this answer with regard to why ‘regular’ kinuyim
work. Do they work because they are words from a different language, or do
they work because the Chachamim instituted that they should work?
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of kinuyim of kinuyim 1999953 999>
for nedarim 099127
R' Yoseflearned 999 29 9
maknamana NN
maknachana NIMIPN
maknasna NIDIPD

The Mefaraish explains that konam, konach, and konas are
the examples of kinuyim that the Mishna listed in the Mishna
and the Gemara is now listing their kinuyim, i.e., these
examples are the kinuyim of the kinuyim that are listed in the
Mishna.

How is it (i.e. what are the cases) M7 9PN
of the kinuyim of kinuyim 1999353 99993
of chairim =Blak
Mafshah (the name of a Chacham) taught ANYON N
(they are) charakim PN
charachim 09N
charafim 0991

The kinuyim of chairim that are listed in the Mishna are:
cherek, cherech, cheref, and these words are their kinuyim (i.e.,
these words listed in the Gemara are the kinuyim of the
kinuyim that are listed in the Mishna).
The kinuyim of kinuyim 1999393 999392
of nezirus MY

R' Yosef taught LA R RAT )

machzaykina NI
manzachina NINTM
mapichna NINION

The kinuyim listed in the Mishna are: Nazik, naziach,
paziach, and these words are their kinuyim.
The Gemara will now list several words and the Gemara will

ask if these words qualify as kinuyim of kinuyim or not.

They asked a question INY NIYAIN
what is the status of mifchazna NI NITNDN
what is the status of mitchazna ND NI
what is the status of mitahzna NI NITYMIN

Ravina said N2 MY NN
to Rav Ashi HUN 2y
what is the status of kinma N (NP INPYP
did he (have in mind to) say konam MNP ONP
or maybe NRYT N

sweet-smelling cinnamon ova yp

he meant to say MNP
He said to him %9 MmN
Rav Acha the son of Rav Chiya NN 297 7592 NOX 29
to Rav Ashi YN 249
what is the status of kinah MNP NP

a chicken coop PYNID SY NP

he meant to say MNP
or maybe NPT IN
(he meant to say) an expression of oY
konam onpy
Let the question be asked 9258

With regard to all of these words, the Gemara is not sure as
to the person’s intent, and as such, the Gemara leaves these as
open questions.

As previously mentioned, the Gemara’s saying the word
>yo7 is the equivalent of the Gemara saying o1 - let it stand,

i.e., it remains an unresolved question.

The kinuyim of kinuyim 1999393 999393
of shevuos nyaYvr
how is it (i.e.,) what is the case 2RI

The Gemara explains that the kinuyim of the kinuyim of

shevuos are:

Shevuel nIaY
shvusie’l HNINAY
shkukae’l YNV

The kinuyim for shevuos that were listed in the Mishna
were shevusah, shevukah. These words are the kinuyim of the
word shevuah and those two words.

On the first of these words the Gemara asks:

Shevuel! Y92y
But this implies Shevuel ben Gershom ~ yn¥n 01¥9) 12 Sx02y

The Mefaraish brings a posuk in Divrei Hayomim (1 26:24)
that tells us that Shevuel ben Gershom was the one in charge of
the treasury, and if so, that this word is really a name, it cannot
act as kinui for a shevuah.

Because of this question, the Gemara takes out the word
Shevuel and tells us that the kinuyim of kinuyim for shevuos
are:

Rather (they are) NON

T

shevuvail, shevusiel INOMAY HNIIAY
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(and) shekukael) YNV
(the Bach takes out this word) " mn
Shmuel said INIMY N
If one said ashivsa NODYN NN
he has not said anything 0199 MmN NY
(if one said) ashkika NPIPYN
he has not said anything 159 MmN N
(and if one said) karisna NYU»IP
he has not said anything 0195 MmN NY

The Mishna listed three kinuyim for a shevuah, the Gemara

will now discuss the third one.

The Mishna said:
(If someone says) “The neder (i.e., a shevuah) 1
with Mohi” 13

these are kinuyim (for shevuos) 1999393 498 17
Mohi refers to Moshe Rabbinu, and on this the Baraisa

explains:

We learned in a Baraisa NP

Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says

one who says “With Mohi”

he has not said anything

IN TNOT0I 13 PYNY 139
’ﬂ”ﬁ‘.':l MIND

0992 9N N

but if he says “With the shevuah that Mohi shy 987 Xnnina
(Moshe) made)

these are kinuyim 1999992 49X 99
for a shevuah nyavy
The Ran explains that Moshe made a shevuah (Shemos
2:21), and therefore if a person says that he is making a shevuah
with the shevuah that Mohi (Moshe) made, this would be a
good yad for a shevuah. But if all he said were the words “with

Mohi”, this would not be considered a yad at all.

63 What Would Not Work for no9nn? Do You Need n99ona in Order to Have
a Neder?

The Ran earlier on (2a) explains that the only time nQomn works is if the
other object that the person is using to make his neder is an object that
became assur but was not always assur. For example, a korban. A korban is an
animal that started off as being mutur and only became assur later on. When
a person uses a korban for a neder, what he is saying that the same way a
korban was not always assur but it became assur, so too this object, although
it is not assur now, this neder should make it assur.

If, however, a person uses an object that has always been assur, for
example, if a person says that this loaf of bread should be assur like a chazir
(pig), this will not work as the comparison is not valid.

One cannot say that this loaf of bread should be like a chazir, as the chazir
was always assur and there is no way that a person can make a loaf of bread

mun

The Halachos of hvann

We previously learned that one can make a neder by either
using the regular form of a neder, its kinuyim, or its yados. The
Mishna now tells us that there is another way to make a neder,
and this is referred to as Npann. This is when a person does not
just say that this object should be assur, but rather he says that
it should be assur like another object that is assur. The classic
example is when a person says that this loaf of bread should be
assur like a korban. A korban is an object that is assur to benefit
from, and as such, by comparing the loaf of bread to it, you are

saying that this loaf of bread should be assur as well.*®

The Mishna begins:
One who says (to his friend) IND
“Not chullin P9INY
that what I eat of yours” 19 Y9Ny
(or he says) “not kosher” MU NY
(or if he says) “not clean (i.e., tahor)” 9% N9
(or he if says) “tahor” Mo
(or if he says) “tamei” NV
(or if he says) “nossar” ) 999
(or if he says) “pigul” ) 99099
(in all these cases) it is assur Mon6d

These cases are all examples in which the person says an
expression that means that he is saying that this object should
be assur similar to a different object that is assur.

In the first case, he says la ’chullin. Chullin are animals that
are not hekdesh, and a ‘lamed’ with a patach, i.e., a ‘la’, before a
word means not. Therefore, by saying that is should be la
‘chullin, he is saying it should not be chullin, i.e., he is saying
that it should be hekdesh.

be this way. A neder can only make an object assur from here and on but it
cannot make an object assur retroactively.

The Ran there continues and proves that in order to make a neder, NQ9nn
is not necessary but rather a person could just say that this object should be
assur. If, however, the person does use NQ9MN, then it must be done as we
explained (i.e., he must use an object that was not assur from the time of its
creation). Although this is the shita of the Ran, there are others who argue and
hold that a neder always needs 7"ndxI NQ9NN.

64 The Definitions of Pigul and Nossar

Pigul are korbanos that were brought with the intention to eat them in
the wrong time. Nossar is a korban that was leftover and not eaten in its
proper timeframe. Both of these korbanos are assur to eat.
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(The Ran has the girsa of la ’kosher and la’ dicei, and
according to this, the intent is the same, to say that this should
not be kosher, and this should not be clean (tahor).

When the Mishna says that the person said it should be
tahor, the Ran explains that this means as it said before, that he
says la’ tahor, and the reason why the Mishna doesn’t say the
words la’ tahor explicitly it because it is self-understood that this
is the same as before (according to the Rambam’s girsa there is
a ‘la’ before the word dachei).

The Mishna continues with the next set of cases in which
the person compares what he is making a neder on to another

object that is assur.

(If he said) like a lamb (i.e., a korban)® NYIND
(or like the korbanos that are in the) animal pens =101 F)
(or) like the wood (of the mizbayach) o8y
(or) like the fires (of the mizbayach) YN
(or) like the mizbayach nam?
(or) like the Haichel P T)
(or) like Yerushalayim 09¥19)
(Or if one said it should be a) neder 1
with any one of the things Yan 1nNa
that serve the mizbayach NN SYNYN
even though 0 Yy 9N
he didn’t mention 29t NYY
a (particular) korban 1299

this is a neder for a korban% 12973 91 1Y 00
There are different pshatim for each one of these cases, see
footnote. All of the items mentioned in the Mishna are

understood to be referring to various objects found in the Bais

65 Why Do We Assume that He is Referring to a Korban and Not to Any Other
Animal?

In the first case, in which he says that it should be like a lamb, we
understand him to mean that he is referring to a lamb that is brought as a
korban. The Ran explains that even though it could be that he has other
intentions and does not mean to refer to a korban, we assume that he means
a korban as we have a rule that 7ann? DT DNoO, that anytime we have a
sofek (doubt)as to a person’s intent, we are machmir. The Ran continues and
says that it could be that the reason that we assumed that he meant a korban
is because he said, ‘The Lamb’, i.e., the lamb that is known, which refers to a
korban.

% The Various Explanation of Each One of the Items Listed in the Mishna

For each one of the items mentioned in the Mishna, there are various
explanations. The explanation brought here are taken from the Ran, the Rosh,
and Tosefos.

“Like the Pens” —This refers to either the animals that are kept in the pens,
or to the pens that the animals were kept in, or the pens that the wood was
kept in.

Hamikdosh, and therefore, since he is comparing this object to

an object that is assur, the neder is effective.

Reb Yehuda says N NPN? 939
one who says MIND
(just) “Yerusalayim” 2Y9YN)
he has not said anything 299 N N

The Ran explains that R' Yehuda holds that if the person
says the word ‘Yerusalayim’ without saying 'like Yerusalayim' he
has not said anything. The reason for this is that R' Yehuda
holds that any time the word that the person is using, does not
imply itself to be something that is assur you must use the />

yon1n. That is, you must say that this is ‘like’ that thing.
Therefore, since the word Yerusalayim itself does not imply
issur, you must say ‘like’ Yerushalayim.

The Ran continues and says that R' Yehuda is actually the
Tanna of our Mishna, and that is why in all the cases in which
the word does not intrinsically imply issur, the person must use
the word ‘like’. And that is why when the person compares an
object to a corral, wood, etc., he must say this should be ‘like’ a
corral, ‘like’ wood etc.

However, in the case of comparing the object to pigul or
nossar, the word ‘like’ is not needed as these items are
intrinsically assur, (pigul and nossar are defined as korbanos
that became posul). Therefore, even if he just says this object is
pigul but does not say this object is like pigul, the neder will still
be chal.

Later on, we will see a Tanna that argues with R' Yehuda
and he will hold that in all of these cases, the word ‘like’ is not
needed.

“Like the Wood” — This refers to either the two logs that were placed on
the mizbayach or to all the wood that was used on the mizbayach.

“Like the Fires” — This refers to either the fire that was on the mizbayach
or to the korbanos that are called fires as the posuk says 'nina N nwX'.

“Like the Mizbayach” — This refers to either the korbanos that were
brought on the mizbayach or to the actual mizbayach.

“Like the Haichel” — This refers to either the korbanos that were brought
in the Haichel or to the actual stones of the Haichel itself.

“Like Yerusalayim” —This refers to either the korbanos that were brought
in Yerushalayim or to the walls that surrounded Yerushalayim.

“Like One of Those Things that Serve the Mizbayach — This refers to either
the bowls or spoons that were used during the bringing of the various
korbanos.
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Summary of the Three Halachos of Our Mishna

The Ran explains that there are three halachos that are
learned from our Mishna:

When comparing an object to something that is mutur, the
letter ‘lamed; must be used, that is, he must first say la’ before
the thing that is mutur, and by doing so, he will be saying that
this should not be like that (i.e., he says this should not be like
the object that is mutur and by saying this, the person will be
saying that this should be assur).

When comparing an object to an object whose name
conveys issur, for example ‘tamei’ ‘nossar’ or ‘pigul’ it is not
necessary to add the work ‘like’ before it.

When comparing an object to something that its name does
not convey issur, then it will be necessary to use the work ‘like’

in order to have an effective neder.



