TALMID BAVLI — GEVURAS AKIVA

Nedarim 13a

The Gemara on the previous daf had been discussing the
question of ©9NN XP XIPD2 X DN K 11°y32. The Gemara
brought a Mishna is which there was a machlokes with regard
to a case that a person was ©9101 with a bechor. The Gemara
had asked that if it is before zerika, then how do we understand
the one who holds that the neder is not effective. And if it is
after the zerika, how do we understand the one who says that
the neder is effective.

The Gemara now says that the case must be:
That it is lying (there) nnnY
meat from the (korban) bechor RIFERL]
and it was (also) lying there meat from a 7233 TINDT w2 MPNM

different (animal)
and he said N
“T'his like this” Mt
and it is a machlokes Tannaim NOD NI

The Gemara says that seemingly this machlokes if the
Noann works or not, is the machlokes if N D3NN XP MPXY2
©ann 8P N1, That is, right now the meat of the korban
bechor is mutur and the person compares other meat to it. Does
he mean to compare the meat to the way the korban bechor is
now, and if so, the neder will not be effective? Or do we say that
he means to compare this meat to the %y — the defining
characteristic of the korban bechor, and if so, the neder will be

effective?

The Different Reasons Why One Could or Could Not Use a
Bechor to be ©»25, with — Is a Bechor Considered a 4324
MN13D or a Nonn 9271

The Gemara now says that the machlokes if one can use a
bechor for n19ona, does not depend on the question of Ipdya
D3NN NP NIDND IN 0NN N but rather the machlokes will be

with regard to a different question.

No NY
(really) everyone (holds) Nnby *997
(that the case is) before %99
the zerika of the bloods 097 NP9}
and what is the reason NPV SN
of the one N1
that permits it (i.e., the neder doesn’t work) "YY
the posuk says NYP MmN

“When he will make a neder” REtRT)
until he makes a neder WY 1Y
with something 313
that was made assur through a neder 210
(this comes) to exclude »PIONY
a bechor 993
as it is something 2311

that is assur (from the Torah) NI NOND

The posuk teaches us that one can only be ©anp with
something that is a 93791 927 and not with a 978D 927. A 127
23730 is defined has something that only became assur as a result
of a person making it assur, and aMoNp 727 is defined as
something that does not need the person to make it assur.

If so, a bechor would seem to be a classic example of
something that does not need a person to make it assur. After
all, immediately upon its birth the bechor become assur,
without the person doing anything. Therefore, this opinion
holds that even if a person would be ©>a11 with a bechor before

the zerika, the neder will still not be effective.

And the one who says NI
it is assur (i.e., the hatfasa with a bechor will work) ToNY
(this is because) the posuk says NP MmN
“To Hashem” my
to (comes to) include something 427 My
that is assur (i.e., it is assur without a neder) MoNn

The opinion that holds that npann works with a bechor,
holds that when the posul says 'nY, this comes to include a
bechor, even though it is kadosh without the need for the
person to make it kadosh. The Ran explains that the Gemara
will tell us that although it is true that the animal is kadosh from
birth, there is still a mitzvah for the person to say that it should
be kadosh, and therefore it is considered a 79730 927 and that is
why the nvonn works.

Both R' Yaakov and R' Yehuda have a drasha to back up
their halacha. The Gemara will therefore ask what each one of

them does with the other’s drasha.

And the one NI
who permits it (i.e., the one who holds the hatfasa does »1¥%
not work)
(the drasha from the words) “T'o Hashem” Y
what does he do with it MY 12y IND
he needs it 97 Sy

(to teach us the halacha) that one can be matfis vronnY
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with a (korban) chatas NNONI
(or with) a (korban) asham ouN

Although it is a person who has to decide which particular
animal to bring as a korban chatas or a korban asham, he is
obligated by the Torah to do so. That is, the chiyuv to bring
this animal is not something he created with his own words but
rather the chiyuv to bring this korban is one that the Torah
placed on him. As such, one could have thought that this
korban is not considered as a 7310 927. The posuk therefore
comes to teach us otherwise. That since at the end of the day
this particular animal only became kadosh as a result of this
person making it kadosh, it is considered as a 9370 727.

But on this the Gemara asks:
And what did you (i.e., R' Yehuda) see DONY 1)
to include a chatas and asham YN INYN M)
and to exclude a bechor 9920 NN NI

Once we have a drasha that tells us to include animals that
we might have thought do not qualify as a 197130927, why do we
only include a chatas or asham and we exclude a bechor.

The Gemara answers that R' Yehuda would tell you:
“l include a chatas and asham DYR) HNYN 1N N2
as they are matfis with a neder 21332 ©Y99N MDY
and I exclude a bechor

as it is kadosh

from its mother’s womb” N SYIN

59521 NN SN NIXI
YT NNY

Since it is only the bechor that is kadosh from its mother’s
womb and not the korban chatas or asham, we say that only a
chatas and asham are considered as a 7970 727 and a bechor
will be considered as a MoND 127

Now that the Gemara has explained why R' Yehuda learned
the drashos the way he did, the Gemara will explain the shita
of R' Yaakov.

And the one who NI
says it is assur (i.e., the hatfasa works) YoNY
(holds) that a bechor is also ) M52
a (case) of being matfis with a neder NI 9132 Y0201
as we learned in a Baraisa NOIDY
in the name of Rebbi 4 DIV
they said 1N
how do we know 1274)
that with regard to a bechor that is born 792 1999
in his house A Tna

that there is a mitzvah mny

to make it kadosh WPy
as it says (Devarim 15:19) NIV
”The male you should make kadosh” YrTPH 9910
and the one NI
who permits it (i.e., R' Yehuda) MYy

if he would not be makdish it
would it not be kadosh
The posuk says 'n9. R' Yehuda says that this comes to

M2 V1PN NI D
VTR0 NI N

include only a chatas and an asham but not a bechor. He holds
that it does not include a bechor as a bechor is kadosh from the
time it is born, and as such, it cannot be considered a 9130 727
. R" Yaakov agrees with the premise that only something that is
a7 727 can be used for NPoMN, but he holds that since there
is a mitzvah to say that this bechor should be kadosh, this is
enough to make it considered as a 1730 927 . And on this R’
Yehuda argues and says that since if the person would not say
that it is kadosh, it would be kadosh anyway, this cannot be
classified as a 9970 727, despite the fact that the person said
that it should be kadosh.

From all of this, the Gemara has shown what it set out to
do, to show that the machlokes between R' Yehuda and R’
Yaakov does not have to be with regard to the question of
DANND NP XD IN 09NN N 1pova. Rather the machlokes
between them could revolve around the question of how to
classify a bechor. Is it classified as a 93790 927 or as a oOND 71272

But with regard to the question if N ©anHR Np IPYa
©9NN NP N0, we don’t have a proof from this machlokes,
and indeed the Gemara ends the sugya without an answer to

this question (y2m9n Dwa Y791 2NovW Nna YY),

Using a Korban for hv2nn — The Difference Between
Saying 891989 XY and X91°8Y According to R’ Meir

The Mishna taught:
(If one says this should be like a lamb (i.e., like a lamb x912ox9
that is a korban)
or like the (korbanos that are in the) corrals 09972

The Mishna taught us that this is a good example of making
a neder through nvonn. The Gemara now brings a Baraisa that
discusses other examples of using objects that are kadosh for
npomn. And the Baraisa will say that in all of these cases it does
not make a difference if you just say the name of the object you

are using for NPaNN, or if you say that it should be to that object,




of if you say it should be like that object. In all of these cases the

noonn will work.

We learned in a Baraisa NIp
(if one says either) ‘a lamb’ NN
‘to a lamb’ or like a lamb NYDIN NYPIIND
(or if he says either) ‘corrals’ [-IREL

‘to corrals’ or ‘like corrals’

(or if he says either) ‘wood’ ‘to wood’

07 DT
D8y OINY
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that does not differentiate
(between a person saying) ‘A lamb’
‘to a lamb’ (or) ‘like a lamb’

itis R' Meir

(but) say the sayfa

and all of them

M99V N7
RPN

NN NYPDINY
7780 PN 229
NOYD NN
1219

(if you finish off with the words) “I will not eat from 4% Y28 N9

(they are) mutur

but we learned in a Mishna

(if one says) “La’korban

I will not eat from you”

R' Meir forbids it

and R' Abba said (to explain R' Meir)

»

you
M
NHM
1272
19 Y9N NS
IOIN NN 229
NN 229 9X)

(or) ‘like wood’ =RV
(or if he says either) ‘fires’ ‘to fires’ OIWINY DIWIN
(or) ‘like fires’ DIVWIND
(or if he says either) ‘mizbayach’ nam
‘to the mizbayach’ nan?
or ‘like the mizbayach’ nam?
(or if he says either) ‘Haichel’ FF10)
‘to the Haichel’ (or) ‘like the Haichel’ Y3702 9200Y
(or if he says either) ‘Yerusalayim’ 251}
‘to Yerusalayim’ oYY
(or) ‘like Yerusalayim) =1 A0AR L]
(with regard to) all of them 1915

(if he ends off with the words) “I will eat from you” 4% Y9Iy
it is assur (i.e., the neder is effective) Mo
but if he ends off with the words “I will not eat from 4% Y2x XY

you”
it is mutur (i.e., the neder is not effective) AN

The Mefaraish explains that when a person combines any of
these objects that are Kadosh (and assur to benefit from) with
the words “I will eat from you”, the intent is understood to be
that the person is saying that the foods that I will eat from you
should be assur like this object, i.e., your food should be assur
to me.

But if the person ends off with the words “I will not eat from
you” then his intent is understood to be that he is saying that
what he will not eat should be like this object, i.e., but what he
will eat should be like chullin that is mutur to eat.

The Gemara will ask that seemingly the beginning and the
end of the Baraisa contradict each other.

Who did we hear 91999V 1NN

77 Why Does the Gemara Assume that this is the Shita of R' Meir?

The Rosh explains that although we never find that R' Meir actually said
that there is no difference between these three expressions, it is assumed that
he is the one that holds this way. This is because we find that the one who

it is made to be Yy
that it is as if he said 1IN
“It should be a korban ND? 12997
(and) therefore 12099
I will not eat from you” 79 Y9N N

According to R' Abba’s explanation in the shita of R' Meir,
when a person says ‘La’korban’ I will not eat from you, the
intent of the second half of his statement is to explain what
results from the first half of his statement. That is, he is saying
that this should be a korban and therefore he will not eat from
him.

If so, in our Mishna it should be the same. And yet the
Mishna says that when the person ends off with the words “I
will not eat from you” this is a case that it is mutur and not assur.
But this is not in accordance with R' Meir who says that when
you end off with the words “I will not eat it” this creates a neder.

If so, we are left with a contradiction in our Mishna. The
raysha is in accordance with R' Meir and the sayfa is not.

The Gemara answers:

It is not a difficulty NIWP NY
(in) this case ND
he said “It should not be a lamb” NYINY NY 0N
(and) in this case N7
he said “to a lamb” NYRIND N

does differentiate between these expressions is R' Yehuda, and the one who
typically argues on R' Yehuda is R' Meir. Therefore, in this case as well, we as
assume that it is R' Meir who holds not like R' Yehuda.
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The Gemara at first thought that the reason the sayfa of this
Baraisa said that the neder is not chal is because he ended off
with the words “I will not eat it”, and according to R' Meir any
time one ends off with those words, the neder is not chal.

And on this the Gemara asked that from a different Mishna
we saw not this way. That Mishna had said that even if you end
off with the words “I will not eat from you” the neder would be
chal (as R' Abba explained).

The Gemara answers that the deciding factor in the sayfa of
the Baraisa’s case according to R' Meir will not be what he says
in the end of his neder but rather it will be with regard to what
he says in the beginning of his neder, as follows.

In the Mishna’s case, the person said “La’korban” which R’
Abba understood could mean that it should be a korban (as
opposed to saying that he means it should not be a korban).
Therefore, since there is a possibility that the word “La’korban”
means it should be a korban, we say that the second half of his
statement “I will not eat it” reveals to us that indeed this is his
intent. That is, he means to say, “It should be a korban and
therefore I will not eat from it.”

However, in the sayfa of this Baraisa’s case he said, “It is not
a lamb (korban)” and then he added the words “I will not eat
from it”. Therefore, since he said it should not be a lamb (i.e.,
it should not be like hekdesh), R' Meir holds that this cannot
create a neder (even though he ended off with the words “T will

not eat from it”).

R' Yehuda (says) it is mutur MPHN NTN? %29

The Tanna Kamma holds that in all of these cases, the
npomn will work, and R' Yehuda disagrees and holds that it
does not work. He holds that since the person did not use a “3”,
that is, he did not say that the food that he will eat should be
‘like’ one of these objects, the Npamn will not be effective.

The Ran explains that R' Yehuda holds that since the names
of all of these objects are not defined as issur, they do not work
for NvonN unless he explicitly says that the object that he is
trying to make assur should be like them (that is, although it is
true that a korban is assur, the word korban does not mean an
issur).

This is opposed to the case in which he says ‘pigul’ or
‘nossar’. In these two examples the names of these objects
themselves connote issur, therefore R' Yehuda would hold that
you do not need to use a “3”, as by saying these words, it is clear

that that the person means to make an issur.

The Three Different Possible Ways of Being 0991
According to R’ Meir

mun I

Does One Need to Say 12y N2y 12929 or is it Good Enough
to just say vy hy )29 — The Machlokes Tanna Kamma
(R’ Meir) and R’ Yehuda

The Mishna continues to list the different cases and
halachos of noann.
One who says (any of these words) IND
‘Korban’ ‘Olah’
‘Mincha’ ‘Chatas’
‘T'odah’ (or) ‘Shelamim’

N2 I3
nNON DN
DNYY N

(and then finishes off by saying) “that I PNV
will eat from yours” 19 Y9N
itis assur MoN

The Mishna continues:

(If one says either) “The korban’ 12929
‘like a korban’ 12972
(or just the word) ‘korban’ a9

(and then he concludes by saying) “that I will eat from 4% Y2xY

you”

it is assur (i.e., the neder is effective) ~MoN

The Ran explains that with all these expressions he means

to say, “T'hat what I eat from you should be like a korban”, and

as such, the food becomes assur (just like a korban is assur). The

Ran continues and says that this is true only in the case that he
ends off with “I will eat from you”.

If, however, he says “Korban, that I will not eat from you”,
in this case, the food will stay mutur in accordance with the
shita of R' Meir. The Ran explains that later on the Gemara
will say that this is because when the person says “Korban
(without a “0”), I will not eat from you”, the connotation is that
he is making a shevuah and saying that he swears by the life of
this korban that he will not eat from this person, and such a

shevuah is not effective (as will be explained later on).

The last case of the Mishna:
(If one says) “La’korban” 13922
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I will not eat from you” 79 Y9N NY
R’ Meir (says) it is assur HDIN VON) 29

The Gemara will explain that R' Meir holds that this
expression means to say that this food should be a korban and
therefore you will not be able to eat from it.

It comes out that according to R' Meir there are three
different cases.

1) Ifhe says “Korban, I will eat from you”, this noann will
be effective. The person is saying that the food that he
will eat should be a korban, a regular case of noan”.

2) Ifhe says “Korban, I will not eat from you”, this npann
will not be effective as he is understood to be making a
shevuah.

3) And if he says “La’korban, I will not eat from you”, this
will be effective. In this case, the person is understood
to be saying that this should be a korban and therefore
I will not be able to eat from it.

The Ran explains that in the case that he said “La’korban”
the neder will be effective even if he ends off with the words “I
will eat from you”. In this case, we understand him to be saying
“What I will eat from you will be a korban and therefore it will
be assur”.

In other words, if he starts by saying “La’korban” it does not
make a difference if he ends off with the words “I will not eat
from you” or if he ends off with the words “I will eat from you”.
In either case the neder will be effective but for different
reasons, as follows. If he says “La’korban, I will eat for from
you”. This is understood to mean that what he will eat should
be a korban. And if he says “La’korban, I will not eat from you”.
This is understood to mean that since this is a korban he can’t
eat from him. In both cases the neder will be effective.

This is different than the first case of the Mishna in which
the person just said either “the korban”, “like the korban” or just
the word “korban”. When the person says one of these words,
the neder will work only if the person ends off by saying “I will
eat from you” but not if he ends off by saying “I will not eat
from you”. If he ends of one of these three example with “I will
not eat from you”, this is understood to mean that what he will

not eat should be a korban, and as such, this is obviously not a

78 What Difference Does it Make if the Mishna is R' Meir or not?
The Ran points out that even if the Mishna would not be R' Meir, the
Mishna would still be hard to understand as the Mishna seems to contradict

neder. A neder is only chal when the person forbids what he

would have eaten and not what he will not eat.

The Ran concludes by explaining that this is why the case

of the person saying “La’korban” is not listed together with the

first three cases of the Mishna. Since its halachos are different,

it has to be listed separately.

N

The Difference Between Saying 1297 N

12979

and saying

The Gemara starts off by quoting the first three cases of the

Mishna:

The Mishna taught

(if a person says either) “Korban”
(or) “The Korban”

(or) “like a Korban”

nR
12
13929
12972

(and ends off by saying ) “that I will eat fromyou” 4% 9998¥

it is assur (the hatfasa works)
The Gemara points out:

The stam (unspecified) Mishna

is like R' Meir 78

that does not differentiate

between saying just “alamb”

and saying “to a lamb”

butifitis R' Meir

but we learned (in the sayfa)

(if a person says) “The korban

I will eat from you”

it is assur (i.e., the hatfasa works)
And we learned in a Baraisa

the Chachamim (i.e., R' Meir) admit

to

in the case that one says (either)
“Hu Korban”
(or) “Hu Olah”

Mox

N NODY
NN 2292
7 1Y N7
NPPIN P2
RYDNY
NN 229 N]
[xn

nRY

13990

19 Y208y
Mo

N2
090 01N
R' npmroavy
Yehuda
“19IN2

1299 RD
NP N

itself. The Ran says that this is true and the Gemara is just telling us a fact that

this Mishna is R' Meir.
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(or) “Hu Mincha” DM NN
(or) “Hu Chatas” NVN N
“that I will eat from you” 19 Y2y
that it is mutur ARy
for he has not made a neder Y 913 NHY

but with the life of this korban
The Baraisa tells us that even the Chachamim (i.e., R' Meir)

1297 92N3 NPN

who argue on R' Yehuda check and hold that you can just say
the word ‘korban’ (without a “5’) and that would be enough to

make a neder, agree that if one says “y29p 0" then this would

not be a good neder, as using the word “x7”, indicates that one
wants to make a shevuah.

But if this is really true, how do we understand the Mishna?
The Mishna clearly says that if one says ya7pn, this is an
effective neder (and the assumption is that saying “y39pn” is the
same as saying “9272 N0”). If so, there seems to be a clear
contradiction between the Baraisa and the Mishna. That is,
how can we say that the author of the Mishna is R' Meir, if
according to what the Baraisa tells us, the sayfa of the Mishna

cannot be like R' Meir.
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Nedarim 13b
The Gemara answers:
There is no question NIYP NY
this case (that the neder does not work) N

he said “Hu Korban”
and in this case (that the neder does work)
he said “Hakorban”

Y297 N 1T
N
12970 MNT

What is the reason (the saying ‘Hu Korban’ does not g sxn

work

-----

korban

Tosefos explains that when a person uses the words “Hu
Korban”, this implies the word mn-‘Behold’, that is, he is saying
“Behold with this korban I swear...”.

However, in the Mishna’s case, since he did not say two
words but rather he used the singular word of “Hakorban”, this
implies a neder and not a shevuah. That is, although initially
the Gemara thought that there is no difference between saying
“Y2pn” or 927 X", the Gemara now answers that there is, as

explained.

The Meaning of the Word “La’korban According to R’

Meir
The Mishna taught NP
(If one says) “La’korban 12992
I will not eat from you” 19 Y9N NY

R' Meir (says) it is assur Y9IN VIN) 29

The Gemara assumes that the reason that this is a neder is
because the word La’korban means that it should not be a
korban. And if so, he is saying that what he will not eat from
him should not be a korban. This implies that what he does eat
from him should be a korban, i.e., his words imply that the
person is trying to make the other person’s food assur and that
is why this is a valid neder.

But on this the Gemara asks:
But R' Meir does not have IND 2299 MY PP N
(the rule) that from a no NG Yo

you imply a yes 10 VI NN

94

The assumption of the Gemara is that this neder is valid
because we derive from what he said should not be a korban to
understand what he wants to be a korban. That is, he is saying
this (i.e., what he will not eat) should not be a korban, but the
other thing (i.e., what he will eat) should be a korban.

But one can only make this deduction if one holds that 521
0 y»iv N N2, ‘That from the no you can derive the yes’. And
as we previously learned, R' Meir does not hold that N2 5991
0 ¥yniv NAN. If so, why does he hold that this case is assur?

The Gemara answers:

R' Abba said NN 217 MmN

it is made to be N
that he said “It should be a korban N 12929 IND
(and) therefore I will not eat from you” 19 599N ND 7209%

This Gemara was quoted earlier and there we explained that
the work 12995 could have two connotations. Either it could
mean that this should not be a korban, as the 9’ before the word
could mean no (and this is what our Gemara thought initially
when it asked its question). But now R' Abba is explained that
the “0” can also indicate that he is saying that it should be. That
is, he is saying that this should be a korban and that is why the

other person will not be able to eat from it.

‘ MmN I

One says to his friend 19°3n2 99NN

“ Konam onp

my mouth from speaking with you” 7Y 9210 02

(or he says “ Konam) my hands "
from working with you” 1999 NYIY
(or he says “ Konam) my feet ")
from going with you” 10y NaYn
(in all these cases) it is assur MoN

N99) I

The Difference Between Shevuos and Nedarim — The
Difference Between One Saying that He Will Not Talk and
One Making His Mouth Assur to Speak
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Our Mishna taught us that if one says “ 7270 > O)ip
Tmy”, this works to make it assur to speak to his friend. And on

this the Gemara asks:

But we have a contradiction NN
(the Baraisa says) there is chumrah (stringency) M0
with regard with shevuos nmavya
(more) than nedarim o1an
and (there is a chumrah) with regard to nedarim 2591
(more than) shevuos mmayan

The Baraisa tells us that both nedarim and shevuos each
have a chumrah that the other does not have. The Gemara now
tells us what they are.

The chumrah with regard to nedarim 05972 MmN

that nedarim are ‘chal’ (take effect) 09N DYDY

on mitzvohs menn vy
similar to something optional myaa2
which is not the case 12 PRY N9
with regard to shevuos nimava

The Mefaraish explains that if one says “Konaim that I will
sit in Sukkos” or “Konaim that I will put on tefillin”, the neder
is effective and if one does one of these things, he will transgress
of ‘bal yachel’ - “ Do not disgrace your word’. But if one makes
a shevuah to transgress a mitzvah, this shevuah does not take

effect (220 9NH TN Yavn 935 >).

And the chumrah of shevuos YW 1IN
for a shevuah mMMaYny
is ‘chal’ on something 4271 Yy N
that has in it “substance” (it is tangible) vnn 11 vy
and (on) something that does not have (in it) 2 PN
“substance” vmn
which is not the case 12 PNY NN
with regard to nedarim 02912

The Gemara later on tells us that if one says, “sleep should
be konaim to me”, the neder will not work as sleep is considered
something ¥nn 2 PNy, — something that does not have
substance. If, however, he says that he is making a shevuah that
he will not sleep, this shevuah will take effect.

But if this is true, that a neder cannot take effect on
something that does not have substance, how do we understand
our Mishna? The Mishna said that if a person makes a konaim

on either a person talking, or on a person working, or on a
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person going, these will take effect. But how could they? The
Baraisa tells us that a neder on a non-tangible thing does not
work.

The Gemara answers:

R' Yehuda said AP 29 MmN

(the Baraisa’s case is when) the person says N2
“I am forbidding o2
my mouth from my talking (with you)” N2Y1Y *9

(or) “my hands for their work (with you)” onruyny »1

(or) “my feet for their walking” (with you)” 1999509 ¥9)4
In all these cases, the neder takes effect on the person’s
mouth, hands, or feet, and as such, they are considered tangible
objects upon which a neder can take effect.
The Gemara proves this answer:

It is also ‘seen like this (m’du’yik like this)
for the Mishna says

M N
jeriral
“My mouth from talking with you” 7Y 1210 29
and it does not say NP N
"that I talk to you” TRY 92719 2INY
The Mishna clearly says that the neder is not saying that it
will be assur for him to talk but rather he is saying that he is
making his mouth assur (to talk to that person). Therefore,

since his mouth is a tangible object the neder will take effect.

132 92 72917710

NIYN I

The Rule that hvonn Only Works with a 99139 927 and
Not a oxn 937 and the Various Examples of this Rule

As we learned in the last perek, when using n9ann to make
a neder, it must be done with a 197310 927 (something a person
made assur through a neder) and not a 1oND 7127 (something
the Torah made assur). The Mishna will now list various
examples of being ©ann with a oD 127, and as a result, the
neder will not be effective, and the item that the person is
making the neder on will remain mutur.

And these (cases) are mutur 199991 9N
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(One who says) “Chullin P9IN
I will eat of yours” 19 H2INY
(or) “it should be like the meat of a pig” 0 9v32s
(or) “like avodah zora” 791 NTAYD
(or) “like heart-skins (used for avodah zorah) 192929 MY
or “like nevaylos” mora3
(or) “like trayfos” 9109

(or) “like shekatzim and remasim” YUY DIYPYI

(or) “like the challos of Ahron” YN NN
(or) like his terumah NN
(all of these cases are) mutur AN

All of these cases are cases in which the person was ©*an1n
in a 99ONM 127, and as such, the NPoNN is not effective. See the

footnote where each of these cases are explained®

The Unique Halacha of Being ©>a5m with One’s Mother

The Mishna continues:
One who says to his wife INYNY MIND

“You are to me like (my) mother” NIIND 29y AN 27D

‘we open for him’ 15 PN
with a ‘pesach’ NN
from a different place NN DIPHN

so that he should not be lightheaded

in this regard

TUNY b2 NHY

12

This person is saying that the same way that his mother is

assur to him, so too his wife should be assur as well. This is

another case of being ©ann in a 7OND 127, and as such, the
noonn will not be effective.

7 Why is the Case of Saying “Chullin | Will Eat of Yours” Listed in the Mishna?
The Gemara will explain why this case is listed in the Mishna even though

it seems obvious that this is not a neder (after all, he is being ©ann in
something that is mutur).

8 The Cases of the Mishna

227 NNiY? — There were certain people who would cut holes in the
chest of a live animal, and though these holes they would remove the animal’s
heart and offer it to their avodah zorah.

Ni'7'2) NiIDNY — A nevila is an animal that died without being schected. A
terefah is an animal that has a mum (physical defect) that will cause it to die
(that is, even if this animal was schected properly, if it has this mum, it would
still be assur).

D'wUNY D'¥Y- Shekatzim and remasim are loosely translated as
disgusting, creeping creatures. These animals (bugs/insects) are assur to eat.
inpIDn| QX N0 - Challos Ahron refer to the challah that is taken off
from dough and given to the Kohen. His terumah refers to the terumah that
must be given to a Kohen.
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However, although min HaTorah this neder is not effective,
the Chachamim made a gezayra and said that we have to act as
ifitis, and therefore this person’s wife will be assur until he goes
to a Chacham and the Chacham permits it.

A Chacham permits a neder by finding a pesach - an
opening. He asks the person if he would have made the neder
if he would have known then what he knows now. If the person
says that indeed, if he would have known that such and such
would be true, he would not have made the neder, the Chacham
can permit the neder. This is known as a pesach. An ‘opening’
to say that the neder is allowed on the basis that the neder was
made under false pretense, i.e., the person did not have all the
facts at the time the neder was made.

In this case as well, the Chachamim said that the neder is in
effect until the Chacham can find a pesach for him. This is done
in order to make sure that this person does not take nedarim
lightly. The Chachamim were afraid that if they would declare
this person’s neder to be void, this would cause the person not
to take nedarim seriously, therefore, to alleviate this concern,
they said that even this neder needs a pesach to be mutur.

However, although the Chacham can be matir the neder
with a pesach, the Mishna says that the pesach must come from
another place, i.e., the regret that he has cannot be the very
making of the neder itself. That is, the regret cannot be simply
that he did not know that using one’s parents for npann is
disrespectful, and if he would have known this he would not
have made this neder. Rather, they must find a different pesach
in order to make this neder mutur (i.e., they must find a
different reason to say that if this person would have known ‘the

entire picture’, he would not have made the neder).*

81 The Chiddush of Our Mishna that One Cannot Use the Honor of His Parents
as a Pesach? Why Does the Mishna Specifically Pick the Case in which the
Person Uses His Mother to be 0'ann with?

The Ran (in the name of the Rashba) explains that in reality if this person would
use any MOXD 12T to assur his wife, although the noann would not work, he
would still need a pesach in order to be matir the neder.

However, the reason that the Mishna picked the case of being 0'91n with
his mother is in order to teach the chiddush that one cannot use his parents’
honor as a pesach. That is, although later on (64a) the Mishna will tell us that
one cannot use the honor of his parents as a pesach, the Mishna still needed
to teach us this halacha with regard to our case.

In the Mishna later on, the neder that they are trying to find a pesach for
is a bonified neder, and as such, one could have thought that this is why this
type of pesach does not work. In our case, however, the neder is not a good
neder, and it is only the Chachamim who say that you must treat it as a real
neder. Therefore, one might have thought that in this case this would be
considered a good enough pesach, and that is why the Mishna needed to tell
us otherwise.
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N99) I

The Author of the Mishna — Two Ways to Understand
Why the Mishna Had to List the Case of 4 Y9IV )90

The Gemara starts by making the following diyuk
(implication):
The reason (why the first case of the Mishna is mutur) Npyo
(is because) he said INT

“Chullin that I will eat from yours” 19 99INY PHIN

but if he would have said N XD
“La’chullin PNy
that I will eat from yours” 19 Y9INY
this would imply ynvn
that it should not be chullin NP PHINY XY

Why Does Only the Person Who Assurs His Wife with a 110xn 127 Need a
Pesach and Not Any Other Person Who Uses a 10¥q) 127 to be o'ann with?

Our Mishna told us about many cases in which a person uses a MON) 127 in
order to be 0'ann with. And yet, it is only in the case that one uses his mother
for noann, does the Mishna say that he needs a Pesach. But why? Why are we
only concerned that in this case, if we allow it to be mutur we are afraid that
he will not take nedarim seriously, and as such, when he will be o'ann with a
1T 1270'ann he will not go to a Chacham to be matir it and he will just
assume that it is mutur?
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but rather (it should be) a korban (and therefore 1297 N9
assur)
The implication of the Mishna is that the reason the neder
is not effective is because he said it should be chullin. But if he
would have said that it should be ‘La’chullin’, this would imply
that he is saying that it should not be chullin but rather a korban
(as “La” could mean not), and it would be assur. In other words,
the Mishna is implying that if he would have said “La’chullin”
it would be assur because of the rule of 10 ¥nI¥ NAN N Yo,
But on this the Gemara asks:

Who is the author of the Mishna 15300 210
ifitis R' Meir N 229 0N
but he doesn’t have Y9 MY NN
(the rule) that from the implication of Y991

The Ran explains that it is specifically the case in which one assur his wife that
one needs a pesach despite the neder not being effective. This is because often
a person would get upset with his wife and use nedarim as a way to get back
at her. Therefore, in order that he should not take these types of nedarim
lightly, we force him to get be matir his neder, even though according to the
halachos of nedarim he would not have to. However, the other cases of making
nedarim are not as common, and as such, there is little concern that he will
come to this mistake.



