TALMID BAVLI — GEVURAS AKIVA

Nedarim 12a

DN NP NIDPD2 IN DN NP PI¥a —The Proof from
Pigul and Nossar and the Rule that One Can Only be ©ra5n
with Something that Became Assur As a Result of a Neder

The last daf ended off with the Gemara’s question if when
a person makes a neder, ©99n Np 11°y3 — that is, he means to
be ©*ann with its main, defining factor, or do we say that he is
©ann with the way it is now (see the previous daf where this
question is explained at length).

The Gemara will now bring proof from our Mishna. The
Mishna said that if a person is ©an» with pigul or nossar, the
neder is valid, and on this the Gemara asks:
But nossar and pigul 99999 49N XD
are after the throwing of the blood NP DO NPT INND

In order to ©ann with a different object, that object must
be assur as a result of a neder and not as a result of the Torah
saying it is assur. If so, how do we understand our Mishna? The
Mishna says that if one is ©21n) with nossar the neder is valid.
But how could this be? The issur of nossar only comes after the
zerika and once the allotted amount of time to eat the korban
has passed. But if it is already after the zerika, this means that
the issur that the person created with his neder is no longer in
effect (as this korban became mutur to eat after the zerika), and
the only reason why the korban is now assur is as a result of it
becoming nossar, i.e., it is assur as a result of the issur that the
Torah placed on it. If so, how can one be vann with this
korban?

The answer must be that although now the korban is assur
as a result of being nossar, this does not make a difference.
When a person says that he wants to be ©9nn with a korban
that is nossar, in reality, these words mean that the wants to be
17°y2 ©ann, that is he wants to be with the defining factor of
this animal, which is defined as this that the animal became
assur as a result of the person’s neder.

If so, we have a proof that when a person is ©9n1n with a
korban, he does not mean to be ©ann with the way the korban
is now but rather he means to be ©amn with the 7y of the

korban.”

2 Why Does the Gemara Not Bring a Proof from the Case of Pigul?

The Ran explains that the proof of this only from the case of nossar but
not from the case of pigul. This is for the simple reason that in the case of pigul,
the animal never became mutur. Pigul is created when the owner of the
korban or the Kohen have in mind to either eat it or to do one of the avodahs

He said to him %7 N
Rav Huna the son of Rav Nosson 1N 297 A293 NP 29
(we are discussing) with nossar amna
of a korban olah Ny HY

The Gemara answers that the case of being ©ann with
nossar is discussing a korban olah that became nossar. A korban
olah is totally burned on the mizbayach and never becomes
mutur to eat. Therefore, even if we hold that the person is
matfis with the way the meat is now, the neder will still be chal.
This is because even now the issur that is on the korban is as
the result of his original neder.

But on this the Gemara asks:

He said to him MY MmN
if so 19 o
let it say the meat of an olah n9IY T3 NY

The reason one can be ©ann with this korban is because it
is an olah, the fact that is also nossar is irrelevant (as we said,
the issur of nossar is an issur that is created by the Torah and a
person cannot be ©ann with an issur that is created by the
Torah). If so, why does the Mishna say that the npomn is
effective because the Nvonn was done with nossar if the fact
that it was nossar is not the reason the npann is effective. The
reason the NYamn is effective is only because it is a korban olah.
If so, that is what the Mishna should have said. The Mishna
should have said that npann works with a korban olah and the
fact that it is also nossar should not be mentioned at all.

The Gemara answers:

‘We don’t need’ is how is was said NP NIY NY

At times a Mishna or Baraisa will say two cases, not because
both are needed but rather it says one case to bring out the
chiddush of the other case, as the Gemara will explain.

(The Mishna is telling us that) we don’t need (to say) Nya%aN?

(that if a person is matfis in the) meat of olah N9y b2
that it is assur Nony
as he was matfis in a korban 09N NP 12972 NDT
(but if a person is matfis in the) nossar a0
and pigul 99999
of an olah N9y
itis needed (to say that neder is effective) NN

after the proper time. Therefore, when the Kohen does the zerika, the korban
does not become mutur as the korban is already pigul. Therefore, the original
neder that this person made stays, and if so, even if you hold that the person
is 0'9nn with the way the korban is now, the neder is still valid.
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(as) one could have thought NN THYT NPYD
(that the person means to say) like the issur MOIND
of nossar a0
(or) like the issur of pigul Y999 NOIND
(and if so) it is aiFin))
like someone who is matfis 00NN

in something that is assur (from the Torah) MOND 9272

and (if so) it should not be assur Y09 N
this comes to teach us (otherwise) 19 ¥YN NP

The Gemara’s question was why the Mishna would mention
the fact that this olah is nossar if the reason the neder is effective
is only because it is an olah. The Gemara answers that one could
have thought that the fact that it is nossar should be a reason it
should not work.

As we said before, nossar is an issur that is created by the
Torah, and as such, if one is ©*97) with this issur, the neder
will not be effective. If so, one could have thought that if a
person is ©ann with an olah that is also nossar, his intention is
to be ©ann with the issur of nossar, and as such, the neder
should not be effective. The Mishna therefore needs to tell us
that this neder is effective, as the person’s intent even in this
case is to be ©9nn with the fact that it is a korban olah and not

the fact that it is nossar.

029N NP XD N 99919 NP 97°¥2 — The Proof from
Being ©r25m with the Day that One’s Father Died

They asked from a Baraisa (that tells us) 735255759
what is the issur (of hatfasa) 29N NN
that is said in the Torah AN PHIRD
(it is the case in which) one said nn

it should be that I will not eat meat 23 Y9N NYY 99091

(or) I will not drink wine 19 NHYN NHY)
like the day my father died 93N 12 NRY 09
(or) like the day my Rebbi died 24 2 NRY 092
(or) like the day oM

that Gedaliah ben Achikum was killed 00X 2 1997 92 »9mVY

73 Why is the Term "2'n'n used and Not w"'n?

Typically, when the Gemara wants to bring a proof to a question, the
Gemara will say w"n and not 2. If so, why is the term 2 being used if
the Gemara is not asking a question but rather the Gemara is just trying to
bring a proof to its question? The Rosh brings that there are those who have
the girsa of w"n. He explains that even if the girsa says '2'n'n, this is because
we are asking on R' Huna the son of R' Nachman. Rava wanted to prove that
0'9NN Xy NP'va, and R' Huna the son of R' Nachman said that there is no
proof from the Mishna and as such one does not have a proof that Xj7 N7'va

(or) like the day that I saw

Yerusalayim in its ruins

PNV OVD
MAPN2 OI9Y1Y)

And Shmuel said

(that this case refers to when) he NI

ININY N
makes a neder on that day 099 IND MY

The Baraisa describes a case in which a person either says
that he will not eat meat or drink wine today like the day his
father died, or he said he will not eat meat or drink wine like
the day his Rebbi died, or like the day that Gedaliah ben
Achikum died, or like the day that he saw the destruction of the
Bais Hamikdosh.

In all these cases, Shmuel said that the neder will be chal
only if the person had previously also made a neder not to eat
meat or drink wine on one of these days.

That is, if on each one of these days, the person had made a
neder, now, at a later date, when he compares today to one of
those days, his neder will work. This is because in order for
nPamn to work, the person must be ©ann is something that
was assur through a neder. Therefore, his being ©*9n1 in one
of these days will only work if the day that he is ©21n) in was
also assur because of his neder.

(Therefore, even if the person is ©91n19 in Tzom Gedaliah,
his neder will work only if he had also made a private neder to
fast on Tzom Gedaliah. But if the only reason that he fasted on
Tzom Gedaliah was because it was a taanis tzibbur, his neder
that is being ©*an1 in Tzom Gedaliah will not work, as the issur
to eat on Tzom Gedaliah was not because of his neder.).

The Gemara will now discuss the exact case of being ©ann
in the day that a person’s father died, and from this we will have

a proof to the Gemara’s question.

What is this case 9% 9350
is it not for example 199 INY
that he is ‘standing’ W7
on Sunday Nava1na

that is the (day) that his father died MAN 193 NY

0'9nn. And on this, the Gemara asks that seemingly we do have a proof (from
a different Baraisa) to say that 0'9nn X7 NP'Va.

There are those who answer that although it is true that typically the term
w"n would have been used, in our meshecta it is different, and the term '2'nm
is used instead of W"n (and this would be another example of nnT WY
NIN NIYnN).
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and even though 2) 5y 9N
there were many Sundays NIV 10 NIV NIINT
that were mutur NPT
(And yet) the Baraisa taught that it is assur MR NN
(and if so) one should see from this AN YNV

with the ikar one is matfis 29N NIN POV

The Ran explains that this person’s father had died on a
Sunday of a particular month many years before, for example,
the father had died on the first Sunday of Nissan, and on that
day that the father had died, the son had made a neder not to
eat meat or to drink wine.

Now, many years later, the son says that today should be like
the first Sunday in Nissan. And with regard to this, Shmuel had
said that if the day that this neder is made happens to be the
first Sunday of Nissan, then we say that the intent of the neder
is to compare this day to the day on which his father had died,
i.e., heis saying that today should be assur to eat meat and drink
wine the same way that that day was assur to do so.”

In this case Shmuel says that the neder would work. But
why? Between the day that the father had died and today, there
were many first Sundays of Nissan that were not assur. If so,
why are we saying that he means to refer to the day that his
father died and not to any of the other days that were mutur?

The Gemara assumes that the answer to this question must
be that a person is matfis b’ikar, and therefore, since the
defining characteristic of the first day of Nissan to this person
is the fact that this is the day that his father died, we assume

that this is what the neder is referring to. And as such, we have

74 The First Sunday of Nissan or a Particular Date on the Calendar?

From the Ran it seems that the case of the Gemara is one in which the
person made a neder not to eat meat or drink wine on the first Sunday of
Nissan, as this person’s father had died on the first Sunday of Nissan. Tosefos
however learns the Gemara to mean that the person is making a neder on the
date of the calendar that his father died. This is more understandable as we
commemorate a yahrzeit on the date the person died and we do not consider
the day of the week, |"Mn NU'wa 20N DY "y.

Why Does the Gemara Not Simply Say that the Man Said Like the Day His
Father Died?

All the Baraisa said that was that this person made a neder by saying Di*d
"X 2 nav. If so, why are setting up the case by saying that the person said
that this day should be like the first Sunday in Nissan and then we say that he
is referring to the first Sunday in Nissan on which his father had died? Why do
we not just say that this is the simple case in which he says that it should be
like the day that my father died (i.e., he had fasted on the die his father died
and now he is saying that today should be like the day his father died)?

The Ran answers that the Baraisa understood that this could not be the
case of the Baraisa, because if it were, there would be no chiddush that it
works. If a person says that he wants this day to be like the day that his father
had died, then it would be obvious that this neder would work, Therefore, the

the answer to our question. That when a person makes a neder
by being ©ann with something that became assur, we say that
he is ©ann with the defining characteristic of that thing and
not with the way it is now.

The Gemara rejects this proof:
For Shmuel, this is what he said
Shmuel said

(the case is that) he made a neder

WD 220 HNINYT
ININY MN

WY NI

and came from that day 0979 NN X
and forward 1978
The Gemara now tells us that what Shmuel actually said
was that the neder works only in the case in which the person
had made a neder on every first Sunday of Nissan since his
father had died. Therefore, on this first Sunday of Nissan, when
this person makes his neder, there had never been a first Sunday
of Nissan after the father had died that had been mutur, and
therefore the neder will work, even if you don’t hold that 9jp>ya
©ann 8. (See footnote where the chiddush of this halacha is

explained.)”

09NN NP X192 N 02999 N7 ¥172°¥2 — The Proof from
Being ©r95 with the 110 02 mmn

Ravina said N34 N
Come and hear (from the following Baraisa) YNY XD
(If someone says what I eat should be) like the challos  n9n2
of Ahron (Hakohen) PN
(or) like his terumah NN
it is mutur 90

Gemara understood that the Baraisa must be referring to another case and
the Gemara has to figure out what exactly the case is.

75 The Chiddush of the Baraisa According to the Gemara’s New Explanation

The one question that has to be answered is what is the chiddush of this
Baraisa? If there had never been a year in which this person had not made a
neder, why should this noo9nn not work? He is clearly being 0'9nn with
something that was assur with a neder, and if so there seems to be no reason
it should not work?

The Ran brings that the Gemara in Shevuos that asks this very question
and answers that the chiddush is in the case in which he says that this day
should be assur like the day that Gedaliah died. And the chiddush of this case
is that even though this day is already assur M’Drabbanan, it is still considered
being 0'91n in something that is assur through his neder.

The Ran continues and says that the chiddush is with regard to this that
this case is not similar to being 0'9nn with a korban. A korban is assur to
everyone and one could have thought that this is how one has to be 0'91n
with something that is assur, i.e., the thing that you are being 0'9nn with has
to be assur to everyone. The Baraisa teaches us otherwise. That although this
issur is only relevant to himself, he can still be 0'9nn with it.
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As we previously learned, n9ann can only be done 1272
MOND 1272 N9Y W10, that is, the thing that you are using for
your neder must be something that became assur as a result of
a neder and not as a result of being intrinsically assur (i.e., the
Torah made it assur). Therefore, if someone says that this loaf
of bread should be like challah (the portion of dough that a
person takes off and gives to the Kohen), or if he says that this
bread should be like the terumah that is given to the Kohen, his
neder will not be effective, as challah and terumah are
considered things that are assur as result of the Torah making
them assur and not as a result of a neder”® But from this halacha
the Gemara infers that although this type of terumah is not
valid for npamn, there is another type of terumah that is.

76 Why Are Challah and Terumah Considered Things that Are Assur from the
Torah?

The Gemara assumes that challah and terumah are both things that the
Torah made assur and not the person’s neder. But why? The only reason this
became challah or terumabh is as a result of the person’s making it as such. If
so, they would seem to be the classic example of something thatis a W0 12T
and not a MOXN NQT?

The Ran answers that since the issur to eat challah or terumah does not
apply to everyone (Kohanim are allowed to eat them), they are therefore

But (if he says) ND
like the terumah N
of the ‘breads of the todah’ NN MNNY
it will be assur (i.e., the hatfasa works) "o

The Rosh explains that when a person brings a korban
todah, along with the korban, he brings four types of bread
(three are matzo and one is chametz). He brings ten of each
type and gives one from each type to the Kohen. The loaves of
bread that he gives to the Kohen are called n7in »nn2 nnin.

The Gemara deduces that although hatfasa will not work
with regard to the challah of terumabh, it will work with regard
to the N7N »nHN2 MM, And on this the Gemara makes the

following observation.

considered as a MOXN N2T. This is true because when the person made it
challah or terumah, he did not have in mind that this should not apply to
certain people, and yet it does. As such, the understanding of what happened
is that at first the person made it challah or terumah. And once this happened,
it is the Torah that made them assur. If so, the issur that is upon them comes
from the Torah and not the person, and this is why they cannot be used to
make a neder.
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Nedarim 12b
But ND
(the case of) terumas lachmei todah
is after the zerika of the blood
Before the zerika, the lachmei todah that are brought with

D0 SNNY I
NN DN NPT INNY

the korban todah are assur. If so, the Gemara assumes that a
person would only separate the loaf of bread that is given to the
Kohen after the zerika. After all, why would a person designate
a loaf of bread to be given to the Kohen if at that point the
Kohen is not allowed to eat it? If so, if a person says that this
bread should be like the NN 202 NI, i.e., he says that this
bread should be like that bread that is given to the Kohen, he
must be doing so after the zerika. But if this is really true, that
we are talking about after the zerika, we have a proof to our
question. The Gemara wanted to know, when a person is ©ann
in something, does he mean to refer to the way the object is now
or is he referring to the defining characteristic of the object. We
now have a proof. We inferred from the Baraisa that when a
person is ©anN in the NTIN MNY NN, it works to make a
neder? But why? If now the n7in N2 are mutur, then the
person is being ©*9m1 in something that is mutur, and if so, his
noann should not work (as NPamn only works in something
that is assur).

The answer must be that when a person is ©ann, Y2
DN N, that is, even though now the NTiN »PNY are mutur,
since ©anN NP 1IP>ya, the person is not being ©*an» with the
way they are now but rather he is being ©ann with their
defining characteristic.

The Gemara answers that this is not a proof that Np y7p>ya
©ann, as the diyuk (inference) that should be made from the
Baraisa is not that he is making a neder by comparing this object
to the N7IN »NY MMM but rather he means to compare it to a

different type of terumah, as follows.

Say (that the case is that) NN
(he is saying that this should be) like the terumah N
of the liska aFkn)
(and this is the case that will be) assur Mo

In the time of the Bais Hamikdosh, every person in Klal
Yisroel had to give a half-shekel to the Bais Hamikdosh. This
money was then placed in a special liska (chamber) in the Bais
Hamikdosh. At a designated time, there were those who would
enter the liska and fill three containers with this money. The

money that was put into these containers was used to buy

korbanos and the rest of the money was used for other expenses
of the Bais Hamikdosh. This procedure was referred as the
N2YHD NNINI.

The Gemara is now saying that this is the case in which one
should infer that the npomn would work. These shekalim
became assur (and are still assur) as the result of the person
designating them for the Bais Hamikdosh and therefore using
these shekalim for Npann would be a perfect example of being
M1N 1272 ©ADN.

The Gemara has just answered its question and said that the
case that should be inferred from the Baraisa that is a case of an
effective NpOM7, is the case of being No¥HN NN DanN, but
not a case that he is n7in »NY NN ©9ann. And if this is
true, it could be that if one would be ©91n10 in the NTin "0NY,
then this would not be an effective Npann as ©aNN X XIMD
and not ©9NN NP MPYI.

But on this the Gemara asks:

But Yan
(being matfis) in the terumas "IN
lachmei todah NN N2
what (are you going to say) N
it is mutur 90
(but if so) let the Baraisa say 2319

(that the case of being matfis) in the lachmei todah n79 0%

(is not effective)
and certainly (we would know) 1Y 99
(that being matfis) in his terumah) is not effective NI

The Gemara asks that seemingly we will still have a proof
from the case of being NTIN N2 NYIINI ©ann. Because if it is
really true that if a person is NTVN N2 NXIINI VNN it is not
an effective NPINN as ©ANY KP NN, then why did the
Baraisa not say that this is the case in which npann does not
work?

That is, when the Baraisa said its halacha that if one is
0911 in terumah the NYamn does not work, the Baraisa could
have said a bigger chiddush. The Baraisa could have said that
even if one is ©anN in NTIN NY NP it does not work, and
once we know that nvamn in 17N N2 NN does not work,
we would certainly know that ©%9101 in regular terumah does
not work.

This is true because the NTIN *HN2 MM became assur as a
result of a neder, and yet if one is ©a7n0 in them, it still does

not work. If so, certainly being ©*9mn9 in challah and terumah
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should not work as these did not become assur as a result of a
neder (as previously explained). And yet the Baraisa chose the
example of challos and terumah to show when nponn does not
work. This would imply that indeed, if one would be ©*ann
7N N2 Nmna, the Nvonn would be effective.

The Gemara answers:
(Many Rishonim take out these words) 19 ¥RYN NP NN
terumas lachmei todah A1 29NY 1IN
is his terumah N NI

The Gemara answers that in reality when the Baraisa
teaches us that the case in which npann does not work is the
case of being ©am» in his terumah, the word terumah also
comes to include the case of being NTIN N2 NNIINI ©INN
(that is, the TN N2 NI is included in the word inpIM).
And indeed, the Baraisa is teaching us that n9ann in the PN

n70 N2 will not work as well.

When Can the n1n >nnY Be Separated for the Kohen? Only
After the Bread has been Baked and the Zerika Has Been
Done or Can it be Separated Even While the Dough is
Being Kneaded?

The Gemara now gives another answer to its original
question. The Baraisa says that if a person is ©97n1 in the
challah or the terumah given to a Kohen, this npann will not
work. This seemed to imply that if a person would be ©ann
NN onpnY nona then this Noann would work. The
assumption of the Gemara had been that the n7in »ny are
separated after the zerika, and if so, if a person is ©a5 in them,
he is being ©*9nn in something that is now mutur. And yet
according to the implication of the Baraisa, this npann works.
If so, the Gemara had said that we have a proof from this that
D90 NP 1Py,

The Gemara will now say that this assumption is not
necessarily true. That although we had assumed that the »nb
TN were separated after the zerika, this does not have to be
the case.

And if you want I can say NN 51992 *N)

the terumas lachmei todah PN MNY NMID

(was) also (done) before o1y MM
the throwing of the bloods NN DI DRI
for example PE)
that he separated it INPYIONY

while it was being kneaded nYa

As the Gemara is about to prove, the nTin *nnN2 can be
separated even while it is being kneaded. If so, even if one would
infer from the Baraisa that if one is N7n N2 NP2 DN,
the npond would be effective, this would not prove that poya
©9nn Np. Perhaps the reason why the noamn is effective is
because we are dealing with a case in which the zerika had not
yet taken place (the Ran tells us that baking of the n7in »nY is
done before the zerika), and if so, the nTin »nNY are still assur
and that is why the npamn is effective.

The Gemara now proves that indeed the nTin »nY can be

separated before the zerika.

And this is like he said ART N 9
Rav Tovi bar Kisna NIDOP 939290 24
that Shmuel said YUY N
the lachmei todah NN 2INY
that were baked INONY
as four (large) challos mhn yaNa
he is yotzie Ny

As previously mentioned, when bringing a korban todah, a
person also must bring forty loaves of bread. These loaves of
bread were divided into groups of ten. That is, he brings ten
loaves of each type of bread.

The Gemara now tells us, that although it is true that he is
supposed to bring ten loaves of each type, if instead he baked
them as four large challos (that is, one large challah of each
type), he is yotzie b’dieved.

The Gemara will ask on halacha and from the Gemara’s
answer we will see the point that the Gemara is trying to prove,
that the N7in >pN2 could be separated as early as the kneading
of the dough.

The Gemara asks:
But it is written ‘forty’ 0OY2IN 1NN

The Ran explains that the posuk does not actually write that
there must be forty loaves brought with the todah but rather the
posuk says that there must be the four types. And the Gemara
in Menachos makes a gezayra shava to say that there must be
ten of each kind. But if so, how can we know say that four large
loaves can be given if we learned that forty loaves is the amount
needed?

The Gemara answers:

(This that we need forty is only) for the mitzvah meny
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The Gemara answers that while it is true that chatchila a
person must give forty loaves when he brings a korban todah, if
he only gave four large loaves (i.e., one of each type), the korban
todah will still be kosher.

But on this the Gemara still askes that:

But one has to take YPYny 'ya N
terumah (from each type) 099
and if you are going to say N1 >
that he took bread NP N1H DIPYY
for all of them A9 by
but we learned in a Mishna NHM

one from each korban 12997 Yan MN

for one cannot take from one korban 12921 519 NHY
for the other (korban, lit. for his friend) ¥9%an Sy

The halacha is that one has to take terumah from the »n2
n7in and give it to the Kohen (that is, he takes one bread from
each one of the four types). But if all he has is four large loaves
of bread, how can he take terumah for each one?

And the Gemara says that you cannot say that the person
can just take one of the four loaves and give it as terumah for all
of the four loaves, because the Mishna says that one must give
terumah from each one of the types of bread.

The Gemara continues to try to find out how it would be
possible to give terumah from each one of the four types of
bread if he only made four loaves.

And if you are going to say N *9)

that he takes a piece no19 HPYT

from each one (of the loaves) M 4n ban
but we learned in a Mishna 25N
(when the posuk says) ‘One’ N
(This comes to teaches us) that you cannot NbY
take a piece NP9 910

The word TN comes to teach us that you must give one
loaf, i.e., a complete loaf as terumah and not just a piece. If so,
we are left with the problem of how you can take terumah for
these four loaves. You cannot take one for the other, and you
cannot take a piece from each loaf for that loaf.

The Gemara answers:

Rather (the case must be) NON
that he separated it NP YIONYT
during the kneading nYoa
and he then took Yy

one (dough) from the chametz (breads) NN NN

and one (dough) from the challos
and one (dough) from the rikkim breads

MmN ) N1
0229 11 TN
and one (dough) from the rechuva (breads) 112129 9 NTM

The Gemara has shown that the only way that it would be
possible to make just four loaves of bread for the nTin »NY and
still take off its terumah is if the person separated the terumah
while it was being kneaded. And if so, the Gemara has proved
that indeed, the TN »NY NI can be separated before the
zerika.

The Gemara now comes to its point that if we find that a
person can be ©ann with the NnTIN »PNY NPM, this does not
prove that ©9101 Np 19>y2 but rather it could be that the reason
it works is because the nTIn N2 NYIN had been separated at
a time that it is still assur (while it was still a dough). And if so,
when the person is ©*ann with it, he is simply being ©*an) with

something that is now assur.

Being ©r25% with a Bechor?

The Gemara will now propose that the question of 7>y
DN NP NIPDI X ©ann N is really the basis for the

following machlokes.

Let us say it’s a machlokes Tannaim MNIND NYYY
(If one says) “This should be on me *9y 990
like a bechor” M939

R' Yaakov says it is assur “YDIN apy? va4

and R' Yehuda says it is mutur PN NPN? 42
what is the case 3194 9959
if you say N1YY ON

that it is before the zerika of the bloods 017 NP 29Y

what is the reason NYL IND
‘for the one’ INDT
that permits it (i.e., that the neder is not effective) "7
and if it is after ANNY N
the zerika of the bloods 0971 NiPPN
what is the reason NYL INND
for the one who says INDY
it is assur (i.e., that the neder is effective) TN

A first-born animal must be given to the Kohen. The animal
is brought as a korban and then given to the Kohen to eat.
Before the zerika, it is assur for the Kohen to eat it and after the

zerika it is mutur for the Kohen to eat.
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If so, the Gemara is bothered by how there could be a
machlokes if one can be ©¥9nn with it or not? If his neder took
place before the zerika, the npamn should work, and if it took
place afterwards it should not work. (The Gemara later on will

discuss why the bechor is considered a 770 127 if it is kadosh

from birth without the need of the person to say that it should

be a korban.)
The Gemara answers:

Rather is it not (referring to)

™Y NN



