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Intro

Today we will Be“H learn 2”5 97 of m»iaw noon. R]nw b: b:’R

Some of the topics we will learn about include:

RITW 53 SN

Whether one is liable for violating his oath by eating even
aminute amount, less than a n°15?

The Gemara discusses several variables: )

The Gema WD ONO
Ifhe explicitly referred to less than a 15 or not;
DIYOR ROV

An oath not to taste food; and

mnip myiw

Oaths and vows n’”UN wa

NP Mynw

POTORND MYIAW IR PP 10
Whether one is liable for eating a combination of two
foods that were forbidden by two separate oaths or vows.

> »
I\;\I;ID]J;E?G-I[' oflz ips liable a 7>y 129 for violating a 97a. n1},12w 1N n1DJ1P ’Jw
The M w to be liable for ]’Dﬂuxn

99 SR ROW 1w

An oath not to eat dirt; and
1391 92IR ROV 1w

An oath not to eat grapeseed.

PImp 027 55 n1DJ1PJ nb’”n w’

PMORM D27 DY
An oath not to eat forbidden foods is effective IF one
includes permitted foods as well.

MY
99Y H9IR RHW Y1V

® PINMN 0127 Y9

FE
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. So let's review...

The Gemara continues the discussion begun in the ,
previous Daf regarding the 1327 X2'pY *27 Np15n» in the YV PPV DI I A//
Mishnah in 0™ 97:
DIIR RO AW
i IR XYW NY12W
n RINW 90 HON)
NDPY 2377727 277
R2'PY *17 says that if one swears that he will not eat, he is
liable for eating any amount of food, even less than a n’1>. APPY I IR7
If one swears that he will not eat,

The 1327 argue he is liable for eating any amount of food,
RIPY 127215 190K even less than a m1>.
R
271 RITW RIW 53 5N
1M

PP ’137////7
Where do we find an 7o’k where one is liable for less than # / 4 d
a1, and so why should one be liable for violating his 198D ]D’n
n1w by eating less than a n1a? 297 RINW RINWY l,: l?:'lR:

2N NTWY

Where do we find an 9N
where one is liable for less than a »12?
® M

R2’pY '27 responded APPY P P 9/7/1/ o
RIPY 227 075 N 12080 ]D’ﬁ 2]
WRD NN 5
1297 N2 1273 ]3-||7 K221 92702
129p R02DI 2T MY ]Q.IP RN AN NTY

The prohibition of 7»aw is indeed unique, because it is the

o . The prohibition of nvaw is indeed unique,
only prohibition where one must bring a 129 for mere p fi q

it is the only prohibition where one must bring a2

speech.

Therefore, as Rashi explains; for mere speech.

M7 M0 M aR Therefore, ay Rashio ng;
DIN RY IR 12/%3,7 591995 D%%M
NI 532103 NNORY INYT

Any eating constitutes a violation of his oath, because he 215 55 IMHOE
intended to forbid himself from any amount of food, MO 593 15D MPPS DHY7

A eating constitutes & violation of hiss oathy, because he
indended ty %«réa’o/ Wéé /%m/ any amount o%%wc/ﬂ
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The Gemara however, makes three exceptions:

1.

[nigleBepibiats)

WIOHI IR

RITW 5915577 ™27

The npbmi is only when one refers to eating without
specifying an amount, but if one explicitly refers to less
than a n"1>, all agree that he is liable for any amount,
because

MT 723 01 WD

Just as one is liable for a whole insect, even if it is smaller
than a n°1>, because it's a significant item;

So too, if he specifies it in his oath, a minute amount is
also significant.

2.

59X RYW2 NSTn

DIYOR RYW1 YN

RIW 591557 137

The n>m is only when he said I will not EAT, but if he
said I will not TASTE food, he is liable for any amount,
because this term is sometimes used for just a sampling.

3,

myiawa nponn

MmN YarR

Niw 31551 27

The n5nn is only regarding oaths, but if someone makes
a7, he is liable even for a minute amount, because ®
MIMNIP

A2IRT RDW 9270 R RYT 17D

MTWIDNTI

Since he only said, “This food is forbidden to me,” but did
not mention ‘eating, it is as if he specified that he should
be liable for any amount.

Dedicated By:
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Onoa NPYNN
WIDN2 Yar
RINW Y52 Hon MaT

The nmbny is only when one refers to eating
without specifying an amount, but if one explicitly refers to
less than a 1>, all agree that he is liable for any amount,

because

WT M NI WIODND
Just as one is liable for a whole insect,
even smaller than a »1>, because it’s a significant item;
So too, if he specifies it in his oath,
a minute amount is also significant.

&)

201X ROWa NN
MYOLR RHW2 Har
RINW 952 HON M7

The nmbny is only when he said I will not EAT,
but if he said I will not TASTE food,
he is liable for any amount,
because this term is sometimes used for just a sampling.

©,

mywa np1vnn
mnNPa Har
NINW Y52 YO0 MaT

The nmbnp is only regarding oaths,
but if someone makes a1,
he is liable even for a minute amount,
because
MW DWND
OM5H7 HNE 9579 HP H57 11>
N7 EODNTD
.Sm/wml?/w% 'W%w/ w%oréa‘//m fo me,”
but did not menition ‘eating’, it W“A’%%W‘/
that he should be M@%ﬁ WWW
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The Gemara challenges this ruling from a X072 in which
there is a Machlokes:

The xnp RN says

POIVID MPNP IV

MOIVIN PR MMV N

Regarding 073,

One is liable for eating a combined m°w of two foods that
were forbidden by two separate 07.

But regarding m»maw,

One is not liable for eating a combined 1w of two foods
that were forbidden by two separate my1aw.

However,

TR PR 2T

YIWI MNP

077 are like myaw and are not 103D,

Now, the Gemara asks

VT RPOO R

NI 551370

7855 b

If one is liable for violating a 771 by eating any amount,
even less than a 15, why do we need to combine the foods
- he is liable for the partial M w?

DafHachaim.org

P4

o
1’DI0XN MNP IV
MBIAVXRN PR MYV "NV

Regarding pn),

One s liable for eating a
combined mw of two
foods that were forbidden
by two separate DT

But regarding mmaw,
One s not liable for eating
a combined Ww of two
foods that were forbidden
by two separate mmaw.

N 7DD
My1wo Nmnp

pnT) are like my1w and are not vy,

INYT RPOO X
RINW Y32 2N
7985 %Y NO

If one s liable for violating ay1) by eating any amount,

even less than a m1>, why do we need to combine the foods
he is liable for the partial Ww?
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The Gemara offers two answers, and thereby two
interpretations of the Braisa:

1.

The x»p 10 makes the following distinction:

In the case of 77

DR 5Y JPIWN 127K IORT

The xn7a refers to where he made a single 971 regarding
both foods, and he mentioned 752,

Therefore, he is only liable for a n’1o.

And they are 97031, because, since it was a single 973 and
he can only be liable once for both foods, they combine
for the mw.

However, in the corresponding case of m»aw,

TPION SR ROW IY1AW IWBRT

He made a single oath not to eat from either food; and here
too, since he mentioned 179, he is only liable for a n13;
However, they are NOT q7vx3n, because,

MW IRY

MROAY MW PO

moI0IN PR

As Rashi explains;

1M DR ROW IVIIW DR OR

TRR OOYA2 1 TPY) 1D 1T IR

oDNYw N

Since he would be liable to a separate Korban for each
part of the oath - as derived from a Pasuk - they are
separate prohibitions, and do not combine for the m»w.
However, Rashi continues;

IWRY M PR MNP YarR

MNP YYD W RTINS

TR D5V 73N W 7373 DRT

2PHT NI RTN

oY RTNINNIT

In a case of a 773, he would be liable to only one bwx j27p
m>»wn», because it is one prohibition of 7>y, Therefore, it
does combine for the M w.

This is the Xpp Rin's opinion.

However, 7R»17's opinion is - as the Gemara amends it
to be read in the reverse,

MPNPI MY

maw are like 0971 and they both combine, because 27
R» disagrees with the X»p Rin's reasoning and holds that
even though they are

mROMS MmN

They ARE

moTvsn

DafHachaim.org

@

The: fxp fop makey the following distinction:
In the case of mmaw,
NLIIY IONT
NN bR NOW

He made a single oath
not to eat from either food;
and here too, since he
mentioned NN,
he is only liable for a m1;
However, they are NOT
9w¥D, because,
NvNIY DNY
MNDLND MPbNY NN
NDIVXD PR
Ay Rashis explaing...
W I S0 HOE DMIE INH OH
DIDE 39D — TNH DOLO3 AN DI N DS 5o
Since he woudd be liable ts & separate Korban

In the case of D712
NN IDNT
D bY |Pwn
He made a single 1>
regarding both foods,
and he mentioned n>>N.

%(/f each pan‘ 0% the vath - f/»@yx are Wm‘& /m/wéaﬂom,
and dy not wmﬁéﬂ@%ﬁ the .

However, Rashic confinues;
DEDS DIPBN 1O DN 53D
DINNN3 OOV £ MH7 1HNS
70H DOVO3 DION M D) OH7
3907 HID HIN
oM HIN 07
Inacase o%a/ 3, he would be >y mﬁf one /i ple PP,
becawse it iy (/M/}m/wéoﬁow oﬂé .
Wr%ar@, it doey combine %or the vy,

This is the Npp Nan’s opinion.

However, 1y > holdy
ab the Gemara amendy, it to be read in the reverse,

mNNpPI Mynw
mnw are like o112 and they both combine,
because »rn 121 disagrees with the Npp Nan’s reasoning
and holds that even though they are

MNRDLND Mpbn

They are

NIDILNYD
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Another interpretation of the Xn»92:
ROD 27 IMNRP D

mpSn P

NAININ D

129 IV

R99 17's distinction according to the X»p Xin of our
Mishnah was regarding mp;

Therefore, he said;

myiawa npbnn

mnnpa Har

Niw 531551 127

MW require a n1d, because he mentioned 759,
However, 0771 do not require a 1’13, because he did not
mention 123X, and indeed there is no need to be qv0;

However, the Braisa refers to the m>v» DwR 1279

And the x»j Xin holds

mpIpa > Yn v

All o771 are an Aveirah of 1>,

However, one is only obligated in a m>v» owR 1237 if the
121 was worth a 70170 M.

Therefore, the X»p Rin says;

POIORN MNP W

MOIOVID PR MIVIAV "Hw

Benefitting from two items that are forbidden by dint of
two 0771 can combine for a 770179 MW MW to become
obligated in a m>n» DWR 1277

But benefitting from two items that are forbidden by dint
of two m»1aw cannot combine for a noM5 MW MW to
become obligated in a m> 1 DWN 1277, because

MY IRY

MROMY MPHIW P

m9IORD PR

As explained earlier;

However,

IR PRD 1T

MM2WI TnIp

o771 are the same as M12w and two separate MY1Iaw) 073
cannot be 9703, because they are separate D NOR.

The Gemara points out that "X *27 himself actually holds
MNP IYYL PR

And so, there is no m>y» owR 123p at all for 0173
However, he made the above argument

D AMRP 13277 AT

According to the Xpp RXin

DafHachaim.org

&

RDD 27 MNP D
mpon Paysd

RN RN MO
1299 P9

N9D 27’s distinction according to the npp Rap of our
Mishnah was regarding mpbn;

Therefure, he said
my1wa npvnn
mNNP2 Har
RINW 952 Hon a7

mpaw require a M, because he mentioned n>>N.
However, pnT2 do not require a m1o,
because he did not mention n»Nn,
and indeed there is no need to be Jxp;

However, the Braisa refers to the
My DYN )27

And the Npp Ran holds

mnNPa nYYn v
All o712 are an Aveirah of nbwp;
However, one is only obligated in a m»vn DwR |29
if the nbwn was worth a nono M.

Therefure, the tp o says
1PDI0RD MNP 1V
MDIOVXRN PR MYV "NV

Benefitting from two items that are forbidden
by dint of two D72 can combine for a nv1® MY N
to become obligated in a m»vn DWR ]29p;

But benefitting from two items that are forbidden
by dint of two mwaw cannot combine for a non® M N
to become obligated in a m>v» DN |23p, because

DDI2Y INY
MRODD Mpbnw v
MDILRD PN

W VN DI
mMynwo mNip

D) are the same as mv1aw
and two separate mmaw pNT) cannot be v,
because they are separate DNDN.

MNP N pN
And 30, there M/Mﬂ//}/// PY PP at ﬁ/%/ar PI3YS

/9/7//)&7)  JPI7 /;)/7,39/
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The Gemara proceeds with several Halachos regarding a
maw:

DR RYW AW

79V HIR)

NvO

If someone swore not to eat, and then ate dirt, he is
exempt, because dirt is not edible.

However, the Gemara inquires, if he specified

99 YR ROV AW

o3

If one swears not to eat dirt, how much dirt must he eat to
be liable?

Perhaps

59IR ROW TORT D

R PNYT

Since he referred to eating, he is only liable for a n"t>;

Or, on the other hand,

RITOWIR IDIRT T IRDT 17D

Ni7w Y31

Since dirt is generally not eaten, he did not mean ‘eating’
literally, and so he is liable for any amount.

The Gemara replies
N
Leaving the matter unresolved.

The Gemara also inquires

1391 SIIR ROV Iaw

a1

If one swears not to eat grapeseed, how much must he eat
to be liable?

Perhaps

PIYN T 5Y HIRNNT 0

R POYT

Since it is suitable for eating together with the grape, he is
liable for eating a n1>;

Or,

MPR Y OHIR PIYIRDT D

MULR PNYT

Since it is not eaten by itself, he did not mean ‘eating’
literally, and so he is liable for any amount?

N

DafHachaim.org

991X RHW NY1NY
DY YO\
TMVD

If someone swore not to eat, and then ate dirt,
he is exempt, because dirt is not edible.

However, the Gemara inquires, if he specified

DY DR ROW YW
nnoa

If one swears not to eat dirt,
how much dirt must he eat to be liable?

?

YT IRDT 17D
RN V1R MIRT
NINW Y02

Since dirt is not eaten,
he did not mean
‘eating’ literally, and is liable
for any amount.

MNRT 1D
9OIR ROW
TR NYT
Since he referred to eating,

he is only liable
foramn;

) 4

N

P4

1NN DR ROW V1AW
o2

If one swears not to eat grapeseed,
how much must he eat to be liable?

MY ROT 1O
VIR N HOR
NVHKR NNYT

Since it is not eaten by itself,
he did not mean ‘eating’
literally, and so he is liable
for any amount?

DY HPDRANT PO
nanmyn ™
TR NYT
Since it is suitable
for eating together

with the grape, he is liable
for eating a m1>;

PN
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The Gemara inquires further

IORY PN

1391 S9IR ROV Iaw

o3

If a 13 makes an oath not to consume grapeseed, how
much does he need to eat to be liable?

Perhaps

NI RIPIRT RIVOR 71T 117D

VIANWH RP RPN, VANVH RP 7D

MWBR NPT

Since he’s already forbidden to eat a n°1> because of his
m 1), he only intended the ny1aw for what he is permitted
7Mnn 1, namely less than a 1>, and so he is liable for any
amount;

Or,

59IR ROW TORT D

IR YT

Since he referred to eating, he is only liable for a n»15?

The Gemara cites a Mishnah as proof:

59 ROW 1w

DWPRN DIPW MO0 M1 HIN

R

VIO PYPW 12N

If one swore not to eat, and then ate forbidden foods, itis a
np>nn whether he is liable.

The Gemara asks on the X»p Xin, why is he 27m?

R)77°1D 9710 YIWIN?

He is already obligated to obey the Torah, and one is not
liable for such an oath?

Dedicated By:
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P4

MRY 170
12N 50X ROW NYNW
nnd2

If a vy makes an oath not to consume grapeseed,
how much does he need to eat to be liable?

IORT O RNOR NTOT ND

591X ¥HW RN RNMINRT
Yanwn Rp D

VaNWN RpP RPNNOR

INVNKR NYN

Since he’s already forbidden
to eat a »1> because of his ),
he only intended the nviawfor
what he is permitted nmnn o,
namely less than a w12, and so he
is liable for any amount;

MR NNYT

Since he referred to
eating, he is only
liable for a m1>?

D g

IOIR ROW Y12V
DORPW MOV M2 HIN)
DOWNM
27N

019 YNW 1M

If one swore not to eat, and then ate forbidden foods,
it is a nmbnp whether he is liable.

P4

L)
The Gemara asks on the Npp Nap, why is he 27D

N1 22D MNP LIVIHD
He s already obligated to obey the Torah,
and one is not liable for such an oath?

Shevuos 22 -8
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The Gemara offers two answers:

137 °27 answers

PIammn o7 59ma

PORA D727 DY

This refers to one who swears to refrain from these
forbidden foods AND certain permitted foods. Since the
oath takes effect regarding the permitted foods, it takes
effect regarding the forbidden foods as well.

wRY W answers:

For mo»v1 m% a1 one is not *yo 7 yaw for less than a
1. Therefore, the 12w can take effect, either

13297 RIORI MW 3N WION

According to the 13127 of our Mishnah, if he specifically
swears regarding a m»*w '3, for which he is only liable
because of his 712w, OR

RIPY *277 RTONI DNO1 R

RITW 532 103D TOIR DTR TORT

According to R1°py *17, a 12w always forbids even a
small amount, even if he does not specify.

Dedicated By:
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N/’ 7RI

1PImnN 0127 Y502
PPNORN 02127 DY

This refers to one who swears to refrain
from these forbidden foods AND certain permitted foods.
Since the oath takes effect regarding the permitted foods,
it takes effect regarding the forbidden foods as well.

N 4
éf/')/éo

For monp mb2) one is not »»d 3nn v1awm
for less than a m>.
Therefore, the nvaw can take effect, either

DNHD2 N MDY NN PIDPI
NP 12T RVON) - 12277 RIDON
IDIN DTN MONT According to thepn
NINW 533 MDY of our Mishnah,

. if he specifically swears
According to N2pp ), fhe specifically

; regarding a MW D,
anvw always forbids forwhich he s only liable
even a small amount,

i . because of his ny1aw
even if he does not specify. f
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