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We can answer 01999

this that Rav Oshiya asked x3yyin 24 5y2%

if a person gave two perutos to a woman NYNRY NMVIIY SNV 1NN
and he said to her 7Y %)

“With one nnhxa

be married to me today 99 % *¥1nn

and with one HNND

after I divorce you r¥9any 9NNy
also here too’9) *59

it should be "%

a (valid) kiddushin*¥y1p

Bar Padda told us that if a person says that these trees should
be hekdesh until they are cut down, even if the person will then
redeem them (i.e., he redeems them before they are cut down),
after the pidyon the trees will automatically become hekdesh
again. This is because it is understood from the person’s
statement that he wants to the trees to be hekdesh until they are
cut. Therefore, even after they are redeemed, the person’s original
declaration of hekdesh will have the ability to make the trees
hekdesh another time.

If so, this should be the same with regard to the question of
Rav Oshiya. Rav Oshiya asked the following fascinating question.
What happens if a person gives a woman two perutos (a perutah
is the minimal amount of money that needs to be given to woman
in order to get married to her)? He tells her that one of these
should be for now, and one should be for after he divorces her.
Can that second perutah work to affect a marriage at that later
time?

Reb Avin and Rav Yitzchok Berabi said that seemingly this
question is the same as Bar Padda’s halacha. The same way a
person can make an object hekdesh for after a time that the object
becomes hekdesh and then becomes not hekdesh (by being
redeemed), so too with regard to kiddushin. The person should
be able to make an act of kiddushin for a time after the woman is

married and becomes ‘unmarried’ (by getting divorced).

The Difference Between When the Owner Redeems the
Object and When Others Redeem it (with regard to an object
automatically becoming hekdesh after it is redeemed)

The Gemara continues:
R' Yirmiyah awoke 21497 34903 9ymN

(and) he said to them 1% 9N

why are you comparing %5597 N SN

(a case in which) he redeemed it N0 712

(to a case) in which it was redeemed DINT9Y

by others o9nx

(But) like this is what R' Yochanan said 3% *249 9% %99
(if) he redeemed it 719

it goes back 799N X0

and becomes hekdesh (again) mvi1p

(but if) others redeem it @9nX DINTD

it does not go back ;matin N

and become hekdesh (for another time) m¥y7p

And a woman (getting married) NYN)

is similar to a case of others redeeming itN17 ©9NN NINTD2
(And) it was learned like this as well 1) 9m0N

R' Ami said %24 99N

that R' Yochanan said 1309 %24 998

we did not learn (that it becomes hekdesh again) %% 89
only when he redeems it N0 1X79Y NYN

but if others redeem it ©9NN DINTD YaN

it does not go back 59190 N

and become hekdesh (again) m7vy1p

The Gemara now tells us that with regard to an object
automatically becoming hekdesh after it was redeemed, it
depends on who redeems it. If the person who originally made
the proclamation to make it hekdesh is the one who redeems it,
then the object will automatically become hekdesh again.
However, if other people redeem it, then the object will not
become hekdesh.

The Ran explains the difference as follows. In the case in
which the person himself redeems the object, the reason the
original hekdesh can still work is because the object never went
out of the reshus of this person or of hekdesh. That is, since the
object returns to this person’s reshus, his original declaration that
was made when the object was in his reshus can still take effect.

However, when others redeem the object, since at that point
the object has left the original person’s reshus, the original
declaration can no longer work. And since this is true, even if the
person will then go back and buy the object from these people,
the object will not then become hekdesh, as once his original
declaration loses its ‘power’ to make the object hekdesh, it can no
longer make the object hekdesh at a later point.

And with regard to marrying a woman, this is true as well.
That once the woman goes back to her own reshus, the man’s

original act of kiddushin can no longer take place, and therefore



once he divorces her, his original act of marriage is batul
(invalid).1? 3

mun I

Defining a Sea Travers and Land Dwellers (with regard to

nedarim)

One who makes a neder 4199

from ‘sea-travelers’ £ »1991n

he is mutur 49

to (benefit) from ‘land dwellers’ nwarn rayia

(But if he makes a neder) from ‘land dwellers’ N30 savydn
he is assur MoN

(even) from ‘sea-travelers’ @0 »199%1

for ‘sea-travelers’ ©91 199V

are included Y952

in (the category) of ‘land-dwellers’ ny2sn sayy

Even those who typically travel at sea are included in the
category of those who dwell on the land, as eventually they do

come ashore.

12 Understanding the Comparison Between Kiddushin and When Others
Redeem the Hekdesh (the woman’s non-action in the marriage process)

The Gemara tells us that the case of kiddushin is similar to the case of others
who redeem the hekdesh and that is why the man’s act of kiddushin will not
work for the time after he divorces her.

However, the Ran asks that seemingly the comparison should be to the case
in which he redeems it. That is, the Ran understands that the reason when he
redeems it, it becomes hekdesh again is because in this case the object never left
his reshus or hekdesh’s reshus. And if so, since he made it hekdesh and it then
went back to his reshus, the object will once again become hekdesh. But if so,
this should be the exact same case as the man marrying the woman. When the
man marries the woman, she leaves her own reshus and goes into his. And when
he divorces her, she goes back to her reshus. In other words, she never goes to
a different reshus, and if so, why can the original act of marriage not work again?
That is, the same way with regard to making the object hekdesh, we say that it
works because the object never left either his reshus or hekdesh’s reshus, so too
with regard to the woman, we should say that she can be married for a second
time as she never left either her reshus or his reshus.

The Ran answers that if we would understand that when a woman gets
married, she is the one who does the act of getting married, then we would have
the above question. However, as the Ran proves, this is not the case, the woman
plays no ‘active’ role in the marriage process. What the woman does is to allow
the man to marry her, i.e., it is as if she makes herself hefker (ownerless) and
once she does that, the man can come and marry her, and if so, we understand
the Gemara’s comparison very well.

When the man married her, she was in his reshus, i.e., the only one involved
in the act of acquiring her through marriage was him. If so, when he married her,
she was in his reshus, but after he divorced her, she went to her reshus, i.e., she
went to a reshus that she was not in before, and therefore, since she went to a
different reshus, this case comparable to the case of hekdesh in which other
people redeem the object. That just like in that case we say that once the object
left his and hekdesh’s reshus, the original declaration is batul, so too with regard
to this woman. Once she leaves his reshus and goes into her reshus, the original
act of kiddushin is batul.

The Mishna continues and says that when it comes to
defining those who are considered as ‘sea-travelers’:

It is not like those Yox9 NS

who go from Akko to Yaffa 199 y2ym 022570y

rather (this refers to) NN

one whose way is to go out (far into the sea) ¥199 19971¢ '3

When it comes to defining someone as a ‘sea-traveler’, it is

not enough for the person to go by boat from Akko to Yaffa (a

short distance), rather a ‘sea-traveler’ is defined as someone who

normally goes out far into the sea.

N9 I

Understanding the Halacha of the Sayfa (that those who
travel from Akko to Yaffa are not considered ‘sea-travelers’)

The Mishna mentions that those who only travel great
distances are to be considered as ‘sea-travelers’, but those who just
go from Akko to Yaftfa are not considered as ‘sea-travelers’. The
Gemara will now bring a machlokes between Rav Puppa and Rav

Acha the son of Rav Ika with regard to this halacha.
Rav Puppa x99 124

13 According to the Gemara’s Final Answer, Do We Have an Answer to the
Question with Regard to One Who Attempts to Marry His Wife After He
Divorces Her?

The Ran continues and says that although the Gemara now compares the
case of kiddushin to the case in which others redeem the object, this does not
mean that this is an absolute comparison. That is, if the Gemara thought that it
was an absolute comparison, then we would have an answer to the question.
The Gemara said that when others redeem the object, the object does not
become hekdesh again. Therefore, if the case of kiddushin is compared to the
case of others redeeming it, then the kiddushin would not be able to be chal
again.

But the Ran says that this is not the case. All the Gemara meant to say was
that it is not completely comparable to a case in which he redeems it, and
therefore we cannot say we have a proof that the marriage is chal after they get
divorced.

Although we are saying that kiddushin is not comparable to the case in
which he redeems it, the Ran explains that it is not totally comparable to the case
in which others redeem her as well. In the case of kiddushin, although she is not
the one making the actual act of kiddushin, she does play a role as she allows the
man to marry her. Therefore, when she goes back to her own reshus, this is not
totally comparable to a case in which others redeemed the object, because in
that case the object went to the reshus of someone who had no connection to
the original declaration of kedusha at all. But in the case of kiddushin, we can’t
say that the original act of kiddushin has to be batul as she is now in a reshus of
a person that had no connection to the kiddushin (as she had a part in the
kiddushin).

Therefore, since the case of kiddushin is not completely comparable to a
case in which the person redeems the object, and it is not completely
comparable to a case in which others redeemed it, we are left with our question
if the kiddushin works or not.




and Rav Acha nHx a1

the son of Rav Ika Npox 297 M43

one learned it on the raysha X¢»x %91 10

and one learned it on the sayfa X9*Ox %590 1M

The Mishna said that those who travel from Akko to Yaffa

are not considered as ‘sea-travelers’, and with regard to this

halacha Rav Puppa and Rav Acha the son of Rav Ika had a

machlokes. One said that the halacha was said in reference to the

raysha and one of them said that it was said with reference to the

sayfa (and the Gemara does not know which one said which
shita).

The Gemara now explains each one of these shitos.

The one 10

who learned it on the raysha XN %397
learned it this way 27 *119

one who makes a neder 47199

from ‘sea-travelers’ ©0 »1991n

is mutur in ‘land-dwellers’ NY3? *2¥»3 99
but with regard to ‘sea-travelers’ £ »191%a N7
he is assur 990n

(and on this the Mishna said) but not 8%

like these 99
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that go from Akko to Yaffa 195% 1291 022500

for they 907

are as ‘land-dwellers 91393 NY2n sa¥»

rather (it means) from one 1 X9x

that it way is to ‘go far out’ ¥19% 12971¥

According to this shita, the point of the last halacha of the

Mishna is to be maykil and to say that even if a person will make

a neder against those who travel in the sea, this will not include

those who just go from Akko to Yaffa, as these people are

considered as ‘land-dwellers’ (since they don’t travel that far into
the sea).

The Gemara now explains the second shita of how to explain

the last halacha of the Mishna.
And the one who learns it %5197 1N

on the sayfa N9*oN

learns it like this %99 *nn

one who makes a neder 919

from those who dwell on the land n¥2? *avin

is (even) assur MoON

from those who travel on the sea ©9 1913

and not just those 183 N2

that go 039010

from Akko to Yaffa alone 7293 9939 Yoy

rather NoN

(he is assur) even ¥29x

from one "3

whose way is to go far out W99 19941y

since 9NN

his end (i.e., he will eventually come) 7901

to land (and) get off P50 Y2y

According to this shita, the point of the Mishna is to say that

even if the person only made a neder with regard to those who

are considered as ‘land-dwellers’, he will be assur to those who

travel at sea as well. And the last halacha of the Mishna comes to

tell us that this does not just refer to those who make the short

trip from Akko to Yafta, but rather even those who travel out far

out into the sea can be considered as land-dwellers’. And this is

true because even they will eventually come to land and get off
their ships.

The Ran points out that this shita disagrees with the kula of

the first shita. That is, according to this shita, if a person will

14 What Type of Benefit Can One Get from Unborn Children?

make a neder with regard to ‘sea-travelers’, this would include

even those who just travel from Akko to Yaffa.

MmN I

Making a Neder Not to Benefit from All those Creatures that
See the Sun/The Sun Sees

One who makes neder 9199

from those that see the sun HND NN
he is assur 990

even with regard to blind people pnio2a ax
for he did not have intent Nt 1999) N9V
only NOX

with regard to those 1%

that the sun sees them N AN NRNHY

CAALL

| N9) I

The Mishna told us that when a person makes a neder not to
benefit from any creature that the sun sees, the intent of the
person is to say that he will not benefit from any creature that that
‘the sun can se¢’, and therefore his neder includes blind people (as
the sun ‘can see them’).

And on this the Gemara asks:
What is the reason Npyv N

Why do we explain his intent this way and why do we not
explain simply that he means to assur all those that could see the
sun?

The Gemara answers that we know this:

From this that he did not say 9557 89719
“from those who see” P19 1

(and as such he is coming) to exclude spiany
fish oy

and unborn children ©>9293

The Gemara answers that if the person really wanted to assur
those people who can see the sun (i.e., and not blind people), he
should have said “from those who see”, and he should not have
mentioned the sun. Therefore, from the fact that he said, “those
who see the sun”, we understand him to mean that he wants to
assur those who the sun sees, and this comes to include all living
things except for fish (as the water covers them) and except for

unborn children (as their mother’s bodies cover them.*

The Achronim asks that seemingly there is no way to benefit from unborn
children, and if so, what does the Gemara mean that one is allowed to benefit



Tosefos points out that although we are saying that the neder
includes everything except for fish and unborn children, this
means to say that the neder includes every living thing, but he
does not mean to include inanimate objects.

The Tiferes Yisroel points out that the case of the Mishna
must be one in which the person only forbade those that the sun
sees in a particular place or for a particular time. This is true
because the Ran later on will tell us that any neder that cannot
possibly be fulfilled is not chal. If so, the neder that says that the
person is assur to benefit from all living things is one that he
definitely cannot keep, and if so, it should not be chal. And yet,
the Mishna says that it is chal. If so, it must be that the person

limited the neder to either a specific time or to a specific place.

mvn I

Making a Neder with Regard to “Dark-Headed” People

One who makes a neder 4999

from “dark-headed” people ¥N4% »9n¥n

he is (still) assur from bald people yn4pa Mo

and from old people (who have white hair) m25¥ soym

and he is mutur 999

with ladies o'via

and with children ©»vp:

for they are not called “dark-headed” ¥N9D »9nY PXIPY PRY
people

except for (adult) men DYYIN NN

As the Gemara will explain, the term “dark-headed” people
refer to all adult men and no one else. Therefore, when the person
makes this neder he is assur to benefit from even bald and old
people (i.e., people who do not have black hair), and he is mutur

to benefit from ladies and children, i.e., even though they do have

hair.

| N99) I

The Gemara starts by asking:
What is the reason NpYY 8D

from them? There are those who answer that this refers to when these children
will be born. That is, since they were mutur at the time that the neder was made,
they stay mutur even after they are born and fit the criterion of the neder. See
the Keren Orah where this question is discussed. Another answer given is based
on the Gemara that says that if one wants to stop a bad smell from spreading,
he can place a pregnant lady there and this will stop the smell (as a result of her

The Mishna said that if one makes a neder with “black-
headed” people, he is still assur to benefit from bald and old
people. But why do we assume that this is intent? He specifically
said that he does not want to benefit from "black-headed” people
(ie., people with hair), and if so, why would he be assur from
people who do not have hair?

The Gemara answer that we know that this is his intent:

From this that he did not say 9557 X272
“from those with hair” Y9y >oyan

If the person really wanted to assur those who actually have
hair, he should have said so explicitly. That is, he should have said
that he wants the make the neder with regard to those who have
hair, and from the fact that he did not say this, shows us that he
means to include bald people, and his intent with saying the
words “dark-headed” people is to exclude those who never had
dark hair.

The Ran explains that once we know that his neder does not
mean to exclude bald people (as they once had dark hair), we
know that he does not mean to exclude old people as well. That
is, even though presently old people do not have dark hair, they
once did, and as such, they are included in the neder.

The Gemara now explains how the implication of the term
“dark-headed people comes to include all men and exclude

women and children.

The Mishna said:
He is mutur 99

to women and children 005721 0'¥3a

for they are not called Y8973 PNV

‘dark-headed’ people ¥WN99 »1inY

only men (i.e., only men are called as ‘dark-headed’ ©>wax YN
What is the reason Npyv N9

(the Gemara answers) men ©'¥in

there are times )32

that their heads are covered 1¥9 19211

and there are times y2319%)

that they are revealed 91192¥4 9917

but women ©’¥) Yan

they (their heads) are always covered Y920 oy
and children 070

(their) heads are always revealed 9939 obiyY

wide stomach). If a person does this, he will be benefiting from the baby inside
the mother.



The Ran explains that he could not have referred to men with
the term ‘those with covered heads’ as sometimes their heads are
not covered. And he could not refer to them with the term “those
with revealed heads” as sometimes they are covered. Therefore,
left with no choice, he picked the term “black-headed” people as
most men have black hair.

And even though women and children also have black hair,
for them he could have used a different term, and as such we don’t
assume that when he uses the term ‘black-headed’ people, it refers
to them. For women he could have used the term “those with
covered-heads” and for children he could have used the term

“those with revealed heads”.

mun I

The Implication of the Word t>1%’H and the word o4

One who makes a neder 4999
from the yilodim 917559
is mutur from those that will be born 1992 99

The term yilodim implies a past tense, i.e., those who were
already born. Therefore, if a person says that he wants to assur
himself from the yilodim, he is only assur to benefit from those
who have already been born but not from those who have yet to
be born.

The Mishna continues:

(But if he makes a neder) from y»
the noladim 19910
he is assur MoN

from (even) those who were already born @190

Although one could have thought that the same way the term
yilodim implies a past tense, the term noladim should imply a
future tense (as the word noladim seems to imply something that
will happen, i.e., they will be born). And therefore, if a person
makes a neder to assur himself from the noladim, this should
imply that he only wants to assur himself from those who have
not yet been born but not from those who have already been born.
The Tanna Kamma tells us otherwise. That although the term
yilodim implies only a past tense, the term noladim implies both
a future and past tense, and therefore, this person will be assur to
both those who have not yet been born and from those who have
already been born.

R' Meir 9ox %29
permits 92H1

even those who have already been born @153 9x

The Tanna Kamma said that if a person uses the term
noladim, this will assur everyone (those already born and those
who are going to be born). And to this R' Meir says that if a
person uses the term noladim, he is even mutur from those who
have already been born. The Gemara will ask that the implication
of R" Meir’s words imply that he holds that not only will this
person be mutur to those not yet born but he will even be mutur
to those who have already been born. And on this the Gemara
will ask the obvious question, that if it is really true like R' Meir
is saying, it comes out that this person is not making anyone assur,
but if so, what was he trying to accomplish with his neder? That
is, why would he make a neder that doesn’t assur anyone?

The Mishna continues:

And the Chachamim say 9912 ©95Mm
this person did not have intent N 9293 85
only NOX

with regard to those ’n2

whose way is to give birth 19909 1291¢

The Ran explains that the Chachamim are coming to explain
the shita of the Tanna Kamma. The Tanna Kamma said that if
the person uses the term yilodim, this implies the past tense, and
as such, will only include those who have already been born.
However, when the person uses the term noladim, not only is the
person assur in people not yet born (as the term noladim would
seem to indicate) but the person is even assur from those who
have already been born.

This is true because when the term noladim is used, the intent
of this term is not to indicate the future tense as opposed to the
past tense, but rather the intent of this term is to indicate all those
creatures that are born. As the Gemara will explain, this term
comes to exclude birds and fish, as they are not born from
mothers but rather they are hatched from eggs.

The Rosh however explains that the Chachamim are not
coming to explain the Tanna Kamma but rather they are coming
to argue on the Tanna Kamma. The Tanna Kamma holds that it
is only the term noladim that will assur both those already born
and those not yet born, and the Chachamim argue, and they hold
that both the term yilodim and the term noladim do not refer to
a particular tense but rather both these terms refer to those whose
way it is to be born. Therefore, the Chachamim hold that both in
the case that the term yilodim is used and in the case that the
term noladim is used, the person would be assur to benefit from
both those who have already been born and from those who have

not yet been born.



N9 I

Understanding R’ Meir’s Shita

In the case in which makes a neder to assur himself from the
‘noladim’, R' Meir said that he is even mutur from those who have

already been born. And on this the Gemara asks:
According to R' Meir 455 %215

we don’t need (to say) N¥21 N9

that he (is mutur from) those who were are going to be ©15%

born

but (if so) from whom is he assur 9N XY NN

In the case that a person makes a neder from the ‘noladim’,

R' Meir says that he is even mutur to benefit from those who have

already been born. That is, he is saying that it goes without saying

that he is mutur from those who have not yet been born and he is

even mutur from those who have already been born. Or in other

words, he is mutur to benefit from everyone. But how could that

be? If he is making a neder then he obviously wants to assur
someone.

The Gemara answers:
It is missing (words) N99nn *910n

and this is how it should be learned 97 *am

one who makes a neder 4199

from the yilodim 017559

is mutur 9N

from those who will be born t>19%2

and if (one makes a neder) from y%

the noladim 19910

he is assur with those already born @153 fox

(and) R' Meir says 9998 981 %24

even if he makes a neder 91999 9x

from the noladim ©19%% 1

he is mutur from yilodim @193 99m

just like »9%9 %3

the one who makes a neder 9197

from the yilodim 017550

is mutur with those that will be borno»19%2 99

The term yilodim has the implication of those already born
and the term noladim has the implication of those who will be
born. If so, this is R' Meir’s argument against the Tanna Kamma.

The Tanna Kamma holds that if a person uses the term yilodim,

he forbids just those who have already been born. And if he uses

the term noladim, this includes not only those who will be born
but even those who have already been born. And on this R' Meir
disagrees. He holds that the same way the term yilodim implies
just one tense, i.e., those who have already been born but not
those who will be born, so too the term noladim implies just one
tense as well, i.e., those who will be born and not those who have

already been born.

Understanding the Implication of the Word 75

Rav Puppa said to Abaye »axy 899 29 759 99X

does this mean to say N2%%)

that (the word) noladim @797

implies will be born ¥1¥n 1923001

From everything we have explained until now, we see that the

Gemara assumes that the word ©>79% implies those who will be

born. And on this the Gemara asks:
But now npyn NHN

(when the posuk says) “Your two sons 4233 %V

that were noladim to you 49 01999

in Eretz Mitzrayim” 0991 Y183

there also 1) *2n

(it means) those who will be born! 80 y792350x7

This posuk (Bereisis 48:5) describes the bracha that Yaakov

gave to Efraim and Menashe. Yaakov is obviously describing

Yosef’s sons that were already born, and yet the posuk uses the

word ‘noladim’. If so, we see clearly that the word ‘noladim’ refers
to those who were already born.

But on this the Gemara asks:
Rather what & N9

it implies those who were born y1a¥n y1992>7

but now Hpyn NHN

this that it is written (Melachim 1 13:2) 2sn37

“Behold n3n

a son nolad to the house of Dovid 11 529 99% )2

Yoshiyahu is his name” ¢ 99N>

The posuk describes that Yoshiyahu ‘nolad’, and on this the

Gemara points out:
Here also '3 299

(does it really mean) it happened (i.e., he was born) mn4
but there is still 121y 8D
Menashe nyan

that had not yet come (that was not yet born) N3 N5




The posuk describes that Yoshiyahu will be nolad, and at the
point in time that this posuk was said Menashe, the grandfather
of Yoshiyahu had not yet been born. If so, we see that the term
‘nolad’ obviously refers not to those who have been born but
rather to those who will be born. And this leads to the problem
that one posuk indicates that the term ‘nolad’ refers to those who
have already been born and a different posuk indicates that
opposite that the term refers to those that will be born.

The Gemara answers:

Rather (the word ‘nolad’) x9x

implies like this 29 ynvnN

and it implies like this *57 ynWm

and with regard to nedarim 9992

we go after 90 799

‘the way of talking of people’ B4 %3 )19

The Gemara answers that in reality the word ‘nolad’ can refer
to those already born and to those who will be born. And this is
why in the pesukim we find the word referring to both these types
of people.

However, with regard to nedarim we follow the common
usage of the word. That is, even if in reality the word could refer
to both, if the way the word is used in common language is only
one way, then that will be the determining factor in deciding what
the person’s neder includes.

And the Ran explains that this is the machlokes between the
Chachamim and R' Meir. The Chachamim hold that the same
way we find in the Torah that the word can refer to both, so too
it is with regard to how this word is used. They hold that this
word is used both ways and therefore when a person does use this
word to make a neder, it will assur both these who have been born
and those that will be born. The Ran continues and explains that
this is what the end of the Mishna is telling us. The end of the

Mishna is saying that since the word is used both ways, when the
word is used, it is not coming to specify a particular tense but
rather it is coming to say that he wants to assur all those creates
that are born (as opposed to being hatched from an egg).

R' Meir however disagrees. He holds that although it is true
that in the pesukim one can find the word being used both was,
in common usage the word is used to refer specifically to those
who will be born and not to those who have already been born,
and as such, his neder will only include those who have not yet
been born (the implication of the pesukim notwithstanding).

The Ran concludes that with regard to the word yilodim,
everyone agrees that the common practice was to only use this
word to refer to those who have already been born and therefore
when this word is used in a neder, those who have not yet been
born will not be included (despite the fact that in the pesukim we
find the word being used both ways).

Understanding the Chachamim’s Shita that the Word
‘Noladim’ Comes to Include those Whose Way is to be Born

The Mishna said :
And the Chachamim say 9912 ©n5m

this one did not have intent 0% 1929 N5

only (to assur benefit) from those »am Nox

whose way it is to be born 79909 19971¥

what is this coming to exclude N1 *PaxY

it is coming to exclude *pany

fish and birds ma¥y 04

Birds and fish are not born rather they are hatched from eggs,

and therefore when a person says that they should be assur from

‘noladim’, this refers to those who are born and not fish and birds.




