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Who Are Considered the nay »nayy?

The Similarity and Difference Between Yisrayalim and
Kusim with Regard to Making a Neder from those Who
Keep Shabbos, from those Who Eat Garlic, and from those
Who Go Up to Yerusalayim

One who makes a neder 4999

from those who rest (observe) Shabbos N2y 'nayen
is assur to a Yisroel (i.e., a Jew) Yn9¥22 Mon

and is (also) assur to Kusim®® ©2m23 yox

(If one makes a neder) from those who eat garlic @V 9985
he is assur to a Yisroel Yn9¥93 9ox

and he is (also) assur to a Kusim ©21m32 9yox)

(And one makes a neder) from those who go up *2iyn
to Yerusalayim D9¥99?

is assur to a Yisroel x93 MoN

(but) he is mutur to a Kusim 9552 959

The Mishna lists three cases:

1) The Mishna tells us that if someone makes a neder not
to benefit from those who keep Shabbos, he is assur to
benefit from both Jews and Kusim, as even the Kusim
keep Shabbos.

2) Ezra made a takana that men should eat garlic on Friday
night. Therefore, if one makes a neder not to benefit
from those who eat garlic, this is understood to mean that
he does not want to benefit from Jewish men as they were
accustomed to eating garlic. Kusim are also include in the
neder as they were also accustomed to eating garlic then.

3) Three times a year there is a chiyuv to be Y31 nbw, to go
up to Yerusalayim. Therefore, if a person makes a neder
not to benefit from those who go up to Yerusalayim, this
is understood to include Yisrayalim but not the Kusim (as
the Kusim did not go up to Yerusalayim but rather they
would go to Har Hagerizim, the place of their avodah

zorah).

15 Who Are the Kusim?

Kusim are people who descend from the nation of Kusa. They were brought
to Eretz Yisroel by Melech Assur to settle the land after he sent the Aseres
HaShevatim into golus. At one point they were attached by lions and as a result
they all converted. Although they accepted to become Jews and to do the
mitzvohs, they still served avodah zorah. Throughout Shas, we find that Tannaim
and Amoraim argue if they are considered what are called (“converts of lions”)
NIMK N1 or (“true converts) X N1 . That is, do we say that since the only

What (was meant when the person said) '8

those who rest on Shabbos nay *nav

ifyou say Npsoon

from those who keep Shabbos N2y s pnn

why do we ‘pick’ Kusim 0123 82998 '8

even goyim also (should be included) 1) 0 970X

If the person had the intent to forbid those who rest on
Shabbos, why are the goyim not included? Even though the

goyim are not obligated to keep Shabbos, many of them do, and

if so, they should be included in the neder as well.
Rather (what do you have to say) N9x

(it includes) from those commanded omynn

on Shabbos nawn by

(But) if so 9 n

say the sayfa (i.e., the case of) N9 NN

from those who go up to Yerusalayim ©5¢19? 55y

(and the halacha is) that he is assur 9oN

with a Yisroel x93

and his mutur in Kusim 05232 9959

(but) why "N

but they (the Kusim) are obligated 9% ©mgn 8

The Gemara explained that even though the goyim also rest

on Shabbos, they are not included in the term of “those who rest

on Shabbos” as they are not obligated to keep Shabbos. But on

this the Gemara asks that if the criterion for who is included and

who is not included is if they are obligated or not, why are the

Kusim not included in the term of ‘those who go up to

Yerusalayim’® Granted they do not go up to Yerusalayim but they
are obligated to do so. If so, why are they not included?

The Gemara answers:
Abaye said »an 0

with two (criteria) 5902

reason they converted was to save themselves from the lions, their conversion
was not valid and they still have the status of non-Jews. Or do we say that even
though the reason why they converted was in order to save themselves, they
have the status of Jews.




Abaye answers that in order to be included is a particular
category, one must satisfy two requirements. The person must be
obligated to do the mentioned action and he must actually do it.

With this the Gemara explains the halachos of the Mishna.
In the first case Np*IP 222

(both) Yisrayalim and Kusim ©'ma) Sxqy»

are obligated and do iy NN

(but) goyim 0

the ones that do (i.e., keep Shabbos) »1ay7 N0

they do y¥y

but they are not obligated yMsn 0"

With regard to keeping Shabbos, although Yisrayalim, the
Kusim, and some goyim keep Shabbos, only Yisrayalim and
Kusim are obligated to do so, and therefore only they are included

in the term ‘those who rest on Shabbos”.

But with regard to the term of:
Those who go up to Yerusalayim 057¥19? ¥2iy3

Yisrayalim are obligated and do it >y pPRgn Yxw?

(but) Kusim ©°m>»

they are obligated "0

but they don’t do ¥y 0N

Although Kusim are also obligated to go up to Yerusalayim,
they don’t, and as such they are not included.

mwvn I

Defining the ‘Bnei Noach’

(If a person makes a neder by saying)“Konam opp
that will not benefit n3n) *»xY

from the Bnei Noach n3 %33%

he is mutur (to benefit) from a Yisroel Yx7¥3 99m
but is assur 99oN)

(to benefit from someone) from the nations N3

of the world (i.e., the goyim) o9yn

The Mishna told us that if someone makes a neder not to
benefit from the Bnei Noach, he is assur to benefit from goyim
but he is mutur to benefit from a Jew. And on this the Gemara

asks:
And Yisroel (i.e., a Jew) Sx1n

N92) I

did he go out 93

from the ‘category’ of the Bnei Noach n3 3 byan

Every person in the world (the Jews included) descends from
Noach (as the rest of the world was destroyed during the mabul).

If so, why are Jews not included in the term ‘the Bnei Noach’.

The Gemara answers:
Since Avrohom was ‘made holy’ ©99ax ¥ 1poNT 1192

they (the Jews) are called y1p5oN

by his name (and not by Noach’s name) ¥ by

Mmun I

Defining the Zerah (descendants) of Avrohom

If someone makes a neder by saying:
“I will not get benefit from 1) *»PRY

the zerah (descendants) of Avrohom ©n9ax ¥ty
he is assur to a Yisroel bx9¥r2 Mon
and he is mutur 99

to the nations of the world obiyn minINg

| N I

The Mishna said that if a person makes a neder not to benefit
from the zerah Avrohom, he is only assur to benefit from a Jew
but not from a goy. And on this the Gemara asks:

But there is Yismael Ynyny? N9INm
“For in Yitzchok pny»a s

it will be called N9pp?

to you zera (descendants)” 1t 79

itis written (Bereisis 21:12) 2992
but there is Esav 1wy xonm

(the posuk says) with Yitzchok pnssa
(which means) and not N9

with all of Yitzchokpny 5

The Gemara asked that how the term ‘Zerah Avrohom’ could
refer to only Jews if Yismael (a non-Jew) also came from
Avrohom. To which the Gemara answers with the posuk that
said that only the descendants of Yitzchok will be considered as
“Zerah Avrohom’.

But on this the Gemara asks that this will not be sufficient to
explain why only Jews are included in the term ‘“Zerah Avrohom’
as Esav (a non-Jew) comes from Yitzchok. T'o which the Gemara
answers that although the words pny»a » imply that the “Zerah

Avrohom’ are defined by those who come from Yitzchok - pny»3,



this also implies that it will not be all those who come from
Yitzchok but rather it will be a select group (i.e., only the

descendants of Yaakov).

mun I

Selling and Buying from those who are Assur to Benefit from
You and from those Whom You are Assur to Benefit from

If a person makes a neder by saying:
“That I will not benefit n3n) *»PxY
from a Jew” oxqm
(the halacha is that he must) buy np¥»
for more 99¥3

and sell for less 1mN23 999

If a person says that he will not benefit from a Jew, then when
he buys something from a Jew, he must buy it for more than the
market value and when he sells another Jew something, he must
sell it for less than market value.

The reason for this is to make sure that this person doesn’t
benefit from the transaction. That is, if this person will sell or buy
something at market value, it comes out that he has benefited
from the deal, and if so, this would be considered a violation of
his neder (as he is benefiting from the other Jew). In order to
ensure that this does not happen, the person who made the neder
must lose on the deal. That is, when he sells the object, he must
sell it for less and when he buys it, it must buy it for more.

If, however, the person says:

“That a Jew Yn9wr¢

(should not) benefit from me” %% 313
he buys it for less mno3a NP

and he sells it for more 9573 999

If instead of saying that he is assur from others, the person
making the neder says that others are assur to benefit from him,
then the opposite is true. When he buys an object from a Jew, he
must pay less than market value, and when he sells something, he
must do so for more than market value. This must be done to
make sure that the other person does not benefit from this
transaction.

And on this the Mishna points out:

And they will to listen to him 9 P¥127¥ 1x)

If the only way that this person can buy from a Jew, is to buy
at below the market value, and the only way to sell to a Jew, is to
sell at more than market value, then obviously no one will want
to do business with him (as they will always be on the losing end
of the deal).

The Mishna continues and says that if the person makes the
neder by saying:

“That I will not give benefit to them 9% NN 239xY

and they (can’t give benefit) to me % ym

he has to give benefit ny7n?

‘to goyim’ (the nations of the world) o9yn niPINS

If the person makes a neder to forbid himself from giving
benefit to Jews and from Jews giving benefit to him, he will be
left with no option but to do business with the goyim. He can’t
sell to Jews or buy from them because no matter how much he
would pay, either he or the other Jew will be considered as getting
benefit (something that is forbidden by his neder).

N9) I

‘Who Benefits from a Business Deal that is Done at Market
Value — The Seller or the Buyer?

Shmuel said Y39 998

one who takes a klei (utensil) ¥92 npyon

from the craftsman to check it Y92 90 0
and an accident happened to it D3NN

while it was in ‘his hand’ (possession) y122

he is chayiv (obligated to pay) 2»n

(From this) we see nnyx

that he holds 4297

‘it is the benefit of the buyer’ N0 NPy nxn

With regard to what a person is obligated in while watching

someone else’s object, there are three levels.

1. If the person is a DN 1MW - an unpaid watchman, then
he is only obligated to pay for the object if something
happens to it while he was negligent in his watching.

2. Ifthe person is a 99 1MW — a paid watchman, then he is
obligated not only if he was negligent, but he is also
obligated to pay if the object was either lost or stolen. The
only case in which he would be patur from paying is the
case of an D)X — if something happens to the object that
was beyond his control.

3. If the person is a YN — a borrower, then since he is
understood as being the one getting all the benefit (i.e.,
he gets to use the object without paying for this use), he
is obligated to pay for damage, even if an ©IN —
something beyond his control happens to the object.

Shmuel said that if a person takes an object (with the

intention of buying it) to a craftsman to have it inspected before

the sale, if something happens to damage the object the potential




buyer will be obliged to pay for the object, even if the thing that
happened was beyond his control.

The Gemara understands that the reason that this is true is
because in this ‘transaction’ it is considered as the potential buyer
is the one who is receiving all the benefit, from the fact that he is
about to buy the object (see footnote). That is, since it is the
buyer who ‘is getting the benefit’ from the transaction, that is why
he is obligated to pay even for an ©IX — something that was
beyond his control (i.e., he has the status of a Y8, see footnote).

But on this assumption, that it is the buyer who benefits from
the transaction, the Gemara asks:

(But) we learned in (our) Mishna )9
(if a person says) “that I will not benefit 1393 *7xY
from a Jew” oxqm
(he has to) sell for less mN92 491
but at the ‘market’ price (lit. equal for equal) mwa My Sax
no (he can’t) NY
And on this the Gemara asks:
But if »
the benefit (of the sale) is the buyer’s 890 NV nxan
even Y9N

at the ‘market value’ (he should be able to sell it) n)ya my

The Mishna tells us that if a person says that he can’t benefit
from a Jew, then the person can’t sell an object to another Jew for
the real price of the object. But why not? If it is really true as
Shmuel said, that when a person buys something, it is considered
as if the buyer is the one benefiting, even if the person would sell
the object at its real value, it should not be considered as if he is
benefiting (as he is the seller and not the buyer).

The Gemara answers:

Our Mishna (is dealing with a case) 5 nn
of ‘an object that it hard to sell’ mrax 5y 97 Nyata

The Gemara answers that although it is true that in a typical
sale it is the buyer who is considered as the one getting the
benefit, in the Mishna we are dealing with an object that is hard
to sell (lit. with a sale that lies on his face). Therefore, since this
object is hard to sell, if he does sell it, he is the one who is
considered as the one who benefits. Therefore, to offset this
benefit, it must be sold at a low price.

But on this the Gemara asks:

Ifso 19 on

say the raysha Ny NN

16 Does the Person Actually Have to Buy the Item in Order to be Chayiv for an
0IIN?

The Ran explains that although this person did yet buy the object, since the
price has already been set, and now at this point he has the ability to buy it, he

he buys it for more V3 NP>

The Mishna said that in the case that a person says that he
will not benefit from a Jew, if he buys something from a Jew, then
he has to buy it for more than the going price. But why? If it is
really true that the Mishna is discussing a case in which the seller
is having a hard time selling the object, then even if the person
will buy the object at the fair-market price, it should be
considered that the seller, and not the buyer is the one who is
benefiting. If so, why does this person have to pay extra?

The Gemara further asks:

And furthermore 79

say the sayfa N9 NN

(if the person says) “That a Jew Sx¥v

should (be assur to) benefit from me” *9 131

he has to buy it for less [nina3 nPYY)

and sell it for more 453 999

but if »x

itis an “object that is hard to sell” M*ax Yy '197 832212
even at the ‘market’ price M¥3a MY 19ox

The sayfa deals with a case in which the person makes a neder
that another Jew cannot benefit from him. And because of this
neder, the Mishna says when he sells the other Jew an object, he
must sell it to him at a higher than market price. This is done in
order to make sure that the other person does not benefit from
him. And on this the Gemara asks that if we are discussing a case
in which the object is hard to sell, then even if the person sells it
as market price, it is considered as if he, and not the buyer is the
one benefitting from the sale (as since this object is hard to sell, a
sale will be considered a win for the seller and not the buyer). But
if so, why can’t he sell it at the regular price?

The Gemara answers that:

The sayfa (is discussing) X9*®
‘an in high-demand object’ x990 Xy>ata

The Gemara answers that the sayfa is discussing a case in
which the object is in high demand, and as such, in a case in
which the price is the fair value of the object, the sale is considered
a win for the buyer. Therefore, when this person sells this object
to another Jew, he must do it at a higher price in order to make
sure that it is not considered as if the buyer is getting benefit from
the seller (i.e., the buyer cannot benefit from the seller, the one

who made the neder).
Butifso 9

is already considered like a ‘buyer’, and as such, he is already chayiv if the object
gets damaged, even if the reason why it got damaged was out of his control.



(how do we understand this) that he buys it n"

for less minoa

even 99N

‘at market value’ (it should be mutur) mMYa my

The sayfa said that in the case that the person made a neder
that no other Jew should be able to benefit from him, when he

sells it, he must sell it for more, and when he buys it, he must buy

it for less. Now, if the sayfa is discussing an object that is in high

demand, we understand why he has to sell it for more (as we just
explained), but why does he have to buy it for less? Even if he
would buy it at fair-market value, it would still be considered a
win for him (the buyer) and not the other Jew (the seller). If so,
how do we understand why he would have to buy it for less?

The Gemara answers:
Rathernyn
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Our Mishna 5

(is) a ‘middle (ground type) of sale Xyy>n N2t
and (the case) of Shmuel Y§n91

is a ‘high-demand object’ X9>9n N3*2t2

The Gemara answers that the case of the Mishna is discussing
a case in which the object being sold is not an easy object to sell
and it is not a hard object to sell, rather it is a sale similar to all
others. Therefore, it can be said that both the seller and the buyer
benefit when the sale takes place. Therefore, in order to make
sure that the person who made the neder is not benefiting from
the other person, he will have to adjust the price accordingly.
That is, if he can’t benefit from the Yisroel, then when he sells
the object, he will have to sell it for less and when he buys it, he
will have to buy it for more. And when it comes to the case that
the Yisroel can’t benefit from him, he will have to do the reverse.
When he sells the object, he will have to sell it for more and when
he buys it, he will have to buy it for less.

However, the case of Shmuel’s halacha is discussing an object
that is easy to sell and therefore it is considered as ‘all the benefit’
is going to the buyer and that is why he will be responsible for
any damage that happens to it, even if the cause of the damage
was beyond his control (i.e., he is chayiv for an ©)N similar to the
borrower).

To Summarize: In a case of a typical object, when it is sold it
is considered as if both the seller and the buyer benefit from the
transaction, but if the object is an object that is in high demand
(easy to sell), it is considered as if all of the benefit goes to the
buyer, and if the object is a hard to sell object then it is considered
that the seller is the one that benefits.

Shmuel’s halacha says that in the case of someone buying an
in-demand object, all of the benefit of the transaction is
considered the buyer’s and this results in the buyer being chayiv
to pay for damages to the object in the same manner as a
borrower, i.e., they are both chayiv if an v~ happens to it. And
with regard to this the Gemara says:

As Long is a Person Considered as a Buyer with Regard to
Determining if He is a 98)W or a 45v 9mv?

We learned in a Baraisa N9
like (the shita) of Shmuel Y97 7om3

one who buys utensils (merchandise) 092 n9n

17 Why is He Considered as a Paid Watchman on the Way Back?

The Ran explains that the reason that he is considered as a paid watchman
and not as someone who is watching the object for free (i.e., a DIn MIY) is
because this is similar to every time someone borrows something.

from a merchant 9399

(in order) to send it Yp¥Y

to his father-in-law’s house 10 %2y

and he said to him ( to the merchant) v 455
“If they accept it from me 919 YN PY2apn OX
I will give you its money 075127 99 109 %N
and if not N9 oN)

I will give you 4% 9% %N

in accordance with *a%

the ‘benefit’ (that I got) from them” 192y nxyn ML
and an accident happened to them ox)

on the way (to the father-in-law) n2°9na

he is obligated (to pay) 20

(but if it broke) with its returning n49tna

he is patur (from paying) 909

because %91

he is like a paid watchman 92¥ Xy NNV

A person buys merchandise from a merchant and tells the
merchant that the reason that he is buying these things is in order
to send them to his father-in-law as a gift. The man makes up
with the merchant that if his father-in-law accepts the gifts, the
man will pay for them. And if his father-in-law does not accept
them, although he will then return the merchandise, he will still
pay for the benefit that this person received from the fact that his
father-in-law knows that his son-in-law wanted to give these gifts
to him.

The Baraisa says that the halacha in this case is as follows. If
the object gets broken on the way to the father-in-law, then this
person will have to pay for it, even if it was an ©)X that happened
to it. And this is in accordance with what Shmuel said. That any
time a person is a buyer or is on the way to buy something (in the
case that the object is in high demand), it is considered as if all
the benefit is his, and therefore he will be chayiv for even an o).

However, on the way back he will not be chayiv for an oM,
because on the way back he is only considered as a paid watchman
and not as a borrower. This is because once he is on his way back,
we know that the person will not be buying the object (as his
father-in-law did not want it), and as such, it is no longer
considered that all the benefit is his, (see footnote for the
explanation of why he is considered as a paid watchman if he is

not being paid). 7

The halacha is that a borrower is considers a borrower for the length of the
time-period that he is allowed to borrow it, and afterwards he is considered as a
paid watchman. For example, if the person borrows an object for thirty days, for
the first thirty days he has the status of a borrower (who is chayiv for an DaIN)



The Gemara brings another story dealing with this topic.
There was a middleman N9>999 817
that took a donkey to sell s37aty X0 YpY1
and he did not sell it 121" N
(and) on the way back 4197102
an accident happened to the donkey N0 ©2mN
and Rav Nachman obligated him yn3 29 7230
to pay MYy
Rav asked Rav Nachman 903 249 X249 m2099N
(but we learned) if an ‘accident’ (onus) happens Y9an)
on the way (there) n2°9n2
he is chayiv (to pay) 2N
(but if it happens) on the way back n9tna
he is patur (from paying) W02
We previously learned that once a person makes up his mind
to buy something, then he is chayiv for an ©)X. But if at a later
point he decides not to buy it, then he will no longer be chayiv
for an ©MN. If so, how could Rav Nachman say that this
middleman is chayiv both on his way to make the sale and even
after he realizes that the sale will not take place. This middleman
agrees to buy the donkey from this man if he is able to find a
buyer. Therefore, we understand that while he is on the way to
selling it, he is chayiv for an ©)X, because since he is on the way
to sell it, he is considered as a buyer (as when he sells the donkey,
he will first buy it from this person). But why should he be chayiv
on the way back? At this point, he will no longer be selling the
donkey, and if so, why is he still considered as a buyer?
The Gemara answers:
He said (answered) to him n% anx
the return of the middleman N9°99041 19t
is (considered) as ‘a going’ NN NN
for if he would be to sell it 372ty NaYN 1N
even on the door of his house 7’527 N2ax 199N

would he not sell it to him 759 )2t XY /1

The Gemara answers that while it is true that this middleman
had a particular place that he wanted to sell this donkey, this does
not mean that he will only agree to sell it there. At any time and
in any place that he could sell the donkey he would be willing to
do so. Therefore, at all times, until he actually returns the donkey,

and after the thirty days, he has the status of a paid watchman. That is, he is not
chayiv for an DaIx but he is chayiv if the object is lost or stolen (this would not be
the case if he had the status as an unpaid watchman, as an unpaid watchman is
only chayiv for negligence).

The Ran explains that the reason that the person is chayiv as a paid
watchman after the thirty days even though he is not being paid at that point is
because this is the deal that is made every time someone borrows something.
Since this person is benefiting from the use of the object, he agrees to be

it is considered that he is benefiting from this that he has the
donkey and therefore he will still be chayiv for an ©MN.

MmN I

Who is Considered an 59y and Who is Considered as a b1»?

(Someone who says) “Konam opp

that I will give benefit 7393 %Y

to the uncircumcised 0999

He is mutur 991

to the uncircumcised of Yisroel Sx49¥? 294ya

and he is assur Mox)

to the ‘goyim’ that have a bris ©297 NN 57102

(And if he says “Konam) that I saxy

will benefit to those who have a bris ©9¥1% n31)

he is assur Mon

to the Jews who do not have a bris 9x49¥? *9ya

and he is mutur 99

to the goyim who do have a bris 0917 NN *9I2

for the term ‘orlah-uncircumcised is not N99¥7n PRY

called (upon) n39p

only N9x

with reference to oYy

the nations of the world 0910 NN

as it says (Yirmiyah 9:25) nnv

”for all of the nations are uncircumcised’99y 01 93 %2

all of the Bais Yisroel 9x4¥ 512 99

have uncircumcised 949y

hearts (i.e., they have unpure thoughts) 2%

The Ran explains that from this posuk we see that the goyim

are called araylim (uncircumcised people) even if they have a bris.

This is seen from the fact that the posuk calls all of them araylim,

even though there are certainly some goyim who have a bris. If

so, it must be that the term araylim is used to describe goyim,
even if they have a bris.

The Mishna brings another proof that the term araylim refers

to goyim even if they have a bris.

obligated as a paid watchman, even after he is no longer allowed to use the
object.

If so, in our case as well. Since this person has the status as a borrower on
the way to his father-in-law’s house, he as the status of a paid watchman on the
way back.




And it says (Shmuel 1 1:20) 9198

this uncircumcised one 30 99y

In this posuk, Dovid refers to Golias as an 57y. The Ran
explains that Dovid had no way of knowing if Golias was indeed
an 97y or not because it could be that he was born with a bris.
And yet, Dovid still used this term. If so, we see that it must be
that the term was appropriate as all goyim can be referred to as an
oy.

The Mishna brings one more proof that all goyim are called
araylim.

And it says (Shmuel 2 1:20) 998

“Lest they be happy mannwn 2

the daughters of the Plisthim t>nyoa nia
lest they be ecstaticnatoym 12

the daughters of the araylim” )59y n12

The Ran explains that from this posuk as well we see that all
of the Plisthim are categorized as araylim, even though it is
possible that some of them were really not (as some people are
born without the orlah (foreskin). If so, it must be that the term
araylim can refer to the goyim, regardless of if they are technically
an 9y or not (see footnote for explanation as why the Mishna
needed three sources for this concept)™.

R' Elazar ben Azaria says 999 191 13 91¥on 234

it is disgusting 899 NPIND

the orlah (foreskin) n9¥n

for the reshayim (evil people) are denigrated ©oy¥4 N3 1MINHY
through it

as it says (Yirmiyah 9:25) 4nn9y

“For all of the Goyim 09 b3 %2

are araylim” @94y

This is the posuk that was brought previously in the Mishna.
The posuk ends off by calling the Bnei Yisroel as araylim of the
heart, i.e., the posuk is denigrating the Bnei Yisroel. If so, we can
assume that when the beginning of the posuk calls the goyim with
the term araylim, the intent is to denigrate them. From here we

see that if one wants to denigrate someone else, he does so by

18 Why Does the Mishna Need to Bring Three Separate Sources to Teach that
the Goyim Can be Referred to as Araylim Even if they Are Not Technically
Araylim?

1) The Ran explains that the Mishna could not just bring the first posuk
that it quoted because one could argue that when the posuk refers
to the goyim as araylim, it just means that they are araylim of the
heart (i.e., they have impure thoughts). And indeed, the end of the
posuk describes Klal Yisroel as araylim. Not as actual araylim but
rather as arayil of the heart. And if, it could be possible that when the
posuk describes the goyim as araylim, this is its intent as well.

calling him an Y7y, which means that the orlah must be a
disgusting thing.

The Greatness of Milah

R' Yismael says 21& dxyny) 234
great is milah n%n N2y

for it was ‘made’ with it 7°9y 1993¥
thirteen treaties §Mn93 NIYY YHY

The Ran explains that this refers to the thirteen times the
word 11 — bris is written in the parsha of milah (Bereisis 17 1-
22).

R' Yosie says 98 191 %24

great is milah n%>n N9V

for it ‘pushes away’ nniTy

the Shabbos which is chamor (strict) N0 naYn ny

Although normally it is assur to make a wound on Shabbos,
one is allowed to give a child a bris on Shabbos. If so, we see the
greatness of bris milah. That although it is a great avayra to do
forbidden work on Shabbos, one is allowed to make a wound in
order to get the great mitzvah of bris milah.

says R' Yehoshua ben Korchavmin nn4p 13 ywing »a4

great is milah nYn N9y

for Moshe Hatzaddik was not 99y p>18n nwnd o nom NSV
‘spared’ from it

(for even) a ‘one’ hour NyY Nvn

The Ran explains that when Moshe was lax is doing his son’s
milah, the malach immediately wanted to kill him (as will be
explained later on in the Gemara).

R' Nechemia says 919Ix N30y *a49
great is milah nYn N9y
for it ‘pushes off’ negayim ©y)n Ny ANYTY

Negayim are blemishes that one gets as a result of contracting
tzaras. Normally it is assur to cut these off, but if a person has
these negayim on the place of the milah, they are allowed to be
cut off. That is, although it is normally assur to cut them, the

greatness of the mitzvah of milah allows them to be cut off.
Rebbi says 91ix %29

2)  The Ran continues and says that the Gemara could not just bring the
posuk with regard to Golias because it could be that the reason that
Dovid called Golias an 71y is because although it is possible for a
person to be born as a non-71y, it is not common, and as such, this is
why Dovid was able to describe golias as an 71y, even if he was not
totally sure that this was true.

3) The Ran concludes and says that from the last posuk we have a good
proof. This posuk refers to the entire nation as araylim, even though
there were certainly those among them that were not araylim.




great is milah nYn N2y

for (despite) all the mitzvohs mignn S9¢

that Avrohom Avinu did 1»ax n93x nYyy

he was not called a ‘complete’ (person) ©9¥ NP3 8D
until he had a bris 9%Y 1y

as it says (Bereisis 17:1) 13y

“Go before me 9% 19090

and be complete” D5 D)

Something else (a different interpretation) 9nx 924
great is milah n%n NV

for if not for it N9 NIRYNY

Hashem would not have created N0 7992 Wi7ipn 892 NY
His world %y mx

as it says (Yirmiyah 33:25) 9nxy

“So says Hashem ’n 25 03

if not for my bris 1593 N5 ox

day and night n%%) oy

the laws of the heavens and earth Yx) ©Y Mpn

I would not have placed snny N9

N9) I

Understanding the Complaint Against Moshe Rabbinu for
Not Giving His Son a Bris

We learned in a Baraisa 829

R' Yehoshua ben Korcha says 99& 7097 12 y¥in? »a4
great is milah n%n NV

for all the z’chusim (merits) 59t 99¢

that Moshe Rabbinu did (had) 134 hyn nyyy
(they) did not stand (protect) him ¥ Y1y N9

when he was lax Y¥amvs

19 The Third Day After a Bris

The posuk describes how Shimon and Lavi waited for three days after the
people of Shechem gave themselves a bris before attacking. The Ran explains
that this does not mean to say that the third day is the hardest after the bris but

from (doing the mitzvah) of milah N9 0

as it says (Shemos 4:24) 48y

“And Hashem met him ’nnyjaon

and he wanted to kill him” 51 ¥pan

Rebbi said 24 9mn

chas v'shalom (G-d forbid) oyy¥) on

(to say) that Moshe Rabbinu 1224 hyny

was lax from milah 1Y% y Y999

rather this is what he said 9% 75 NHN

“(Should) I give him a milah 5y

and go (to Mitzrayim) N$N)

(but) this is a danger” x*n M2v

as it says (Bereisis 34:25) 908y

“And it was *m"

on the third day »¥>o¥n o»a

that they were in pain etc.” /1) £2axd on»na

(And if) I give him a bris (now) 5

and I wait three days 0?3 N¥5Y NDYX)

(but) Hashem said to me Y 91n N30 992 ¥1pD

“Go, return to Mitzrayim 091 2y 47

Hashem told Moshe to go to Mitzrayim. But now Moshe was
faced with the following dilemma. If he gives his son a bris and
then proceeds to go to Mitzrayim, this would put his son in
danger. As we see from the posuk (see footnote).” But if he waits
three days for the bris to heal, he will not be listening to what
Hashem told him with regard to going back to Mitzrayim.

Because of this problem, Moshe did not give him a bris.

But on this the Gemara asks:
‘Butifso’ NyN

because of what N1 »91
was Moshe punished n¥n ¥y

If Moshe really had a legitimate reason why he could not do
the bris then, why would he be punished?

rather that they waited until then, as at that point they would be at their weakest
from that fact that they had already gone through three days of pain.



