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7"01
Intro

Today we will Be“H learn 3”5 97 of myaw noomn.
Some of the topics we will learn about include:

Whether one is liable multiple times for certain oaths,
including;

1.

SN RYW AW

nw

N

An oath not to eat, and he merely drank, he is liable,
because

n>axYHoanw

Drinking is included in the term ‘eating’;

2.

SN RYW AW

PPOID NOY PIVW N9 PON 1O HIR)

An oath not to eat, and he then ate wheat bread, barley
bread, and spelt bread;

SN RYW AW

PP NOY PIVW NOY PON ND

An explicit oath not to eat wheat bread, barley bread, or
spelt bread;

3.

NWR X7V 713w

1290 PRPUD AN,

An oath not to drink, and he drank many types of drink;
VAT W P TDUR ROV 1w

nnw

An oath not to drink wine, oil, or honey;

PROD PIVWI PO Y N

If someone demanded that his fellow returns his wheat,
barley, or spelt that is in his possession, and the other
person swore that he does not have them, whether
NOILRH OY1IN VIO

He is liable if he had only one 7v1719 worth of grain from
all three types together; and

9K 370

Whether he is also liable for, general oath regarding all

types.
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Whether one is liable multiple times
for certain oaths

991X XYW YWY

27N

991X XYW NY1NW

NNWR ROW NYNIW

YW
WA 1PV P NNWRKR ROW

PPODI PNYW PON D N

NDIVRH 09PN NVIID

"H9OR 21N
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. So let's review...
4,
Zugt di Mishnah 2
D9IR ROW V1AW
b b NOw A
PR ROR 271K atal7al ‘7331
If someone swore not to eat, and then ate and drank, he is
oy lable once NN 89K 277 0N
. If someone swore not to eat,
The Gemara infers and then ate and drank,
1598 5501 7nw

Drinking is included in the term ‘eating’, because heis only liable once.

5o ROW AYIAw
RO Y 5N

JPPMORD PIOFR D N5OR bboa mnw

TINR ROR 2711 IPRT T . T
If someone swore not to eat, and then ate and performed Drinking s md%%he term eating,

some work;, he is obviously only liable once, since work is

unrelated to his oath. Clearly, the Mishnah only needs to ﬂDNbD N bDN) - bJ)N wa oy

tell us that he is not liable separately for drinking, because 9 9 N I
drinking IS included in eating. p D)DWN',) 7 IDXR 1D

DNR ROR 2N 1NT

Similarly, Sxmw ruled

If someone swore not to eat,
DR RO AW

and then ate and performed some work,

nnw ) . ;
T he is obviously only liable once,
. If one swore not to eat, and he merely drank, he is still since work is unrelated to his oath.
liable.

Clearly, the Mishnah only needs to tell us
that he is not liable separately for drinking,
because drinking IS included in eating.

51/%(%%/ Sl rlled
NN - 5N Rbw nyaw
2
If one swore not to eat, and he merely drank,
he s still liable.
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Nevertheless, the Mishnah continues,

ANWR ROWI DR ROV AW

NWI SR

oY 2N

If he swore not to eat or drink, and then ate and drank, he is
liable twice.

Even though

59IR RYW TORT |1

NV IOIR

He was already liable for drinking because of the oath not
to eat, and so he should not be liable separately, because
AWK 5N IIRw PR?

The Gemara explains

59IR ROW TORT |1

ANWR X7 IR T

PIYIR "9

ART IR 7T

N7 RO 120K

Since he mentioned eating and drinking separately, he did
not include drinking when he said >mx X5w, I shall not eat.
Therefore, they are two separate oaths, and he is liable
twice.

DafHachaim.org

Y

AN 852N S9N NOw e
AR 59N
QN 27
If he swore not to eat or drink, and then ate and drank,
he s liable twice.

[umz%w?/u
5518 RbW IONT >
PNWI M5 IDMN

He was already liable for drinking because of the oath
not to eat, and so he should not be liable separately,
because hy1awR bn hyaw pr?

) 4

551 NOW IDONT
NNWR ROW IR 3TN
INT NDINR T PHYTR DI
N1 RDTNA NDON

Since he mentioned eating and drinking separately,
he did not include drinking when he said 5518 N5,
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The Gemara offers two sources that
12oR 5501w

1.

RI20 RDR VIR
2.

RIP RDR VIR

N720 NIR VIR

7925 WPR Y IORT

TN DIV]

MW15IR1 57

People use the term ‘eating’ when referring to both eating
AND drinking.

RIP NIYR VIR

IRV

This is learned from the following Pasuk

JWOI MRN TWR 31 9037 NN

90w 120 IR P

PROR 17195 DW NHIN

The Gemara points out

R RO,

fabhiNebigh)

The Pasuk lists wine, and uses the term ‘eating’.
Although

PINIR T HY ST

This could refer to wine mixed into a food?

The Gemara explains

DWNTTH NI DV

The Pasuk refers to consuming wine in a way that could
intoxicate, i.e. drinking.

The Mishnah continues

DR ROV AW

PPOID N9 PIVY NOY POM N9 HIN

NNR ROR 11PN

If one swore not to eat, and then ate wheat bread, barley
bread, and spelt bread, he is only liable once.

However,

DR ROV AW

PO DO PIVW DO PON NO

5IR)

MR NNR 52 5Y 270

If he explicitly swore not to eat wheat bread, barley bread,
or spelt bread, and then ate from all three, he is liable
separately for each.
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N9IR Y9092 NNY

NPDIR MPYR NPDIXR MIYR
) N720

el WINR MD IDNT
5025 b imiahi] MINd
95 S =x oo D DIDD)
SSm P NET RIS DR DOROID)
']"513N rims .,39 o ﬂBzN’? Pe_ople use the term
| ‘eating’ when referring
The Gemars pointy out to both eating AND
NN RN P drinking.
bR D)
The Pasuk lists wine,

and uses the term
‘eating’.

P4
¢ /f&%{/u?ﬂ
NN T 5» RpLT
This could refer to wine mixed into a food?

) 4
The Gemara explainy
WYHRTITPN NI DY

B4

baw 8O My
MIADYD NS PP NS Pan D N
AN NON 297 1N

If one swore not to eat, and then ate
wheat bread, barley bread, and spelt bread,
he is only liable once.

HOW@(/@V,

o 8O Y
PIADYD BN - NP NDY - PR 1D
PRI
AANY ARN 55 5y avn

If he explicitly swore not to eat
wheat bread, barley bread, or spelt bread,
and then ate from all three,
he is liable separately for each.
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The Gemara explains

TIRP RNVITIRD WO T0OMY RST

PO PIVW POR WS D N

If he only wanted to limit his oath to these three items, he
did not need to refer to no;

Furthermore,

0135 ROT?

WM P MmN

PRI PIVWI PON N

If he wanted to refer to bread, as opposed to eating grain
kernels, he should have said no once, but did not need to
repeat the word no three times;

Furthermore,

NN Y ROOT

PO 5w 191 MY S 191 RN

If he wanted to prohibit each item on its own, and not only
amixture of all three, he should have merely added the
word 2.

Therefore,

5705 N No

PO PID YW

The repetition of the word no three times constitutes
separate oaths.
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NDOT)
NINP RIMNINRY MYDI WD
MMD Mmd mn
DI PNV PON

If he only wanted to limit his oath to these three items,
he did not need to refer to no;

Furthermaore,
D1D5 NpbT
b mb mn

PPDID) PNYWI POD ND

If he wanted to refer to bread,
as opposed to eating grain kernels,
he should have said no once, but did not need to
repeat the word no three times;

Furthermaore,
NIANDVN D RNOT
NN
PDDID bw 121 DMWY Sw 1)

If he wanted to prohibit each item on its own,
and not only a mixture of all three,
he should have merely added the word ).

) 4

W%&F&,

P Nd M YW

The repetition of the word no three times
constitutes separate oaths.
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7397 PR nw
AR ROR 271K

If he swore not to drink, and drank many types of drink, he

is only liable once.

However,

WAT) POWI P ANWR ROV A»1aw

nnw)

DARIDNR 535 277

If he specified and swore not to drink wine, oil, or honey,
and then drank all three, he is liable separately for each.

The Gemara asks

RO

TIRP PR PROHD PWOI T0OMD

Perhaps he named these drinks to exclude other liquids,
but not to make separate oaths?

The Gemara offers two answers:

1.

1PPOY 1305 Prinma

v

TPPIOR ANWR ROV

These three items were in front of him, and he could have
merely sworn not to drink these and other drinks of these
types. Therefore, since he specified the types, we assume
he was making a separate oath for each type, and he’s
liable separately for each.

2.

Another answer:

JPPOY 177N 12 23770103

MY ANV RI2ID IORT

WA W

We are discussing where someone is pressuring him to
partake of these liquids, and so

W15 0

Y ANWR ROV 1AW

He should have merely sworn not to drink with him.

S b waT PYI P

AR NNR 535 271

Since he specified these three drinks, he clearly means to
make a separate oath for each type.
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bR palilal
The Mishnah continues
ANWR ROV NYIIw D44

MAEN NOY PSR
297 PP nen
PN KON 291 1N

If he swore not to drink, and drank many types of drink,
he is only liable once.

However,
WA AR P RN KOW Y
MRLN
Y s 5 5y avn

If he specified and swore not to drink wine, oil, or honey,
and then drank all three,
he is liable separately for each.

Ps

NDOT)
NP IINN PPRHH MWD IDDND
Perhaps he named these drinks to exclude other liquids,
but not to make separate oaths?

@

JPDY PIOL P2
b b mhw
MMM 15N NHYN Rdw

These three items were in front of him,
and he could have merely sworn not to drink these
and other drinks of these types.

@

J9PDD 12N 12 2NIDN2
WY NHW) N2 15 WRT
WIT) o o

Mb1b mn
IOV DNYNR ROW NV1IY
He should have merely sworn not to drink with him.
5 pd wan pper
DNR) NN 5D DY 2ND
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The Gemara cites a related Mishnah:

PROD PIVWI POR Y N

Jrabow

If someone demanded that his fellow return his wheat,
barley, or spelt that is in his possession, and he responded
D153°72 75 PRY 712w

I swear that I do not have anything of yours, and he then
admits that he was lying;

DR ROR 27MIPR

He is only liable one m> 1 owR 1297 for the oath.
However,

195 PR VI

PPOI PIVWI PON

NNRI NAR 535 277

Ifhe swears, and specifies each of the three types of grain,
he is liable separately for each type.

And, pnra7added

NIV OO V1D 1°OR

If he actually had only one 7v119 worth of grain from all
three types together, he is liable.

Dedicated By:
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1PPOID PNYWI PON 2D N
1772 %% »Ow
If someone demanded that his fellow return
his wheat, barley, or spelt that is in his possession,

and he responded
% *772 7 PRY NY1IW

I swear that I do not have anything of yours,
and he then admits that he was lying;

NNR ROR 277N 11X

He s only liable one mb1a pwR )2p for the oath.

However,
1772 79 PRY NY1Y
PO PNYW PON
NNRY NNR 9 Y 2N

If he swears, and specifies each of the three types of grain,
he is liable separately for each type.

/ﬂ/ Y

NDIVXN O1DN NVIID 19"DR
If he actually had only one nv»» worth of grain
from all three types together, he is liable.
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And the Gemara cites a N5 regarding his liability:
RV RAR 27727059

One opinion holds

TP 05N

2 R HHIR

He is liable for three separate m»aw for the three types,
but he is not liable for a fourth, general oath regarding all
types.

Therefore, as Rashi explains,

13N 270K

AR RWIR

RO'D 7IR

7010 MW P 932 RYY R

DR

pn 2 referred to the Xw», where he made one general
oath. In that case, all types combine for a single liability.
However, in the Xo’0, where he specified each type, he
made a separate oath regarding each type, and each oath
requires a 70119 MW. Therefore, he is NOT liable for one
o199 Mw comprised of all three types. ®

However, the other opinion holds

2771 135798

In the Xo°0 as well, he also intended to make a general
oath, as Rashi explains

IANRD

275 PRY AY1w

T 151955

His initial statement is a general oath regarding all types,
and he then added additional oaths regarding each
specific type. Therefore,

RPPD AP 27T RODD

ROOR PAIRVIN P2

He is always liable for a nv1o mw comprised of several
types. ®

Dedicated By:
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And the: Gemara cites a ypilhy re?ar/m?/ iy M%f?/
R1°27 RNKX 27 N2 29D

One gpinion holdy
271 YOIDR
21 RS MR
He is liable for three separate mmaw for the three types,
but he is not liable for a fourth, general oath
regarding all types.
ﬂwr%w@, as Rashis explaing,
M HEIH — PN 139 INH O
DVID MIE P 593 H%5 sH — HDD 53H
390 H5

o rz%@rre/ ty the £0n, where hes made one Wd vath.

In that case, all types comém@/ar ww@ M&ﬁ'f%
However, in the koo, where /L&Wa%oe/ % W
he made a Waf& vathy re;ar/m?/ each z‘%z&
and each vathy reguirey & 2000 L.

ﬂwref%r&, he iy not liakle
/ar one 0o comfm‘w/ o% all three ?%&/

The other opmwm holdsy
27N M1 9HIR

Inthenop as well,
he also intended to make a general oath,

ab Rashis expluing
Y793 95 PHE DMISE IND O
70 1515 555
Hi initial statement iy & al oath reg,m/’
@ZZW and he then added add.tional vathy
regarding each specific type
W@%ﬂf&,
PP 1N 9397 HHSM
HDWH 193 HEMH 13

He M/aﬁmydx M@%ﬁ @ 000

MWM o% several W
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‘ The Gemara then asks

PRI RO >
In the case of our Mishnah, where someone swore not to o
eat and specified three types of bread or three types of )
drinks, is he also liable for a fourth, general oath? R RN
In the case of our Mishnah,
The Gemara differentiates: where someone swore not to eat and specified
RUIOR 27711 ROHIR 2171 0N three types of bread or three types of drinks,
TN 27T YIANWH ITM VANV 'R RiTT is he also liable for a fourth, general oath?
In that case, where one swears regarding a 79, it is
possible to hold someone liable for an additional, general v
oath, since if he had made several oaths denylpg the 89N onn
money consecutively, he would certainly be liable for
each oath. However, YT RPHYO W R9998 2NN
K592 RIPR NYT RPHO R RO R',',:: RN RVIOX 2N
271 'RDR VIONR
RIT TRV VIV Yanwn R RNT
In our case, where he swore not to eat, if he intended a })nnwn TN
general oath, he would not be liable for the subsequent, TN 2NN
specific oaths, since
AW Y SN v PR In our case, where he swore In that case, where one
One is not liable for multiple oaths. not to eat, if he intended a swears regarding a pTps,
general oath, hewould not it is possible to hold someone
be liable for the subsequent, liable for an additional,
specific oaths, since general oath, since if he had
. Ln nvaw PN made several oaths denying
nU1Y by the money consecutively,

he would certainly be liable
for each oath.

Oneisnotliable
for multiple oaths.
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So, let's review ...

The Gemara in the previous Daf asked

PIYING YW

R2PY 127 R ORVHW? 12T RS

Our Mishnah apparently contradicts the opinions of both
SRYPY? *27 and R2pY °39, because our Mishnah holds
regarding

V2 MYV

J2pwH1 27N

One brings a 7971 79 127p even for myaw regarding the
past, such as,

MHIR K21 MPIR

While Sxynw 237 holds

N125 TNY 5V ROR 1MIPR

One brings a 791 7 127p only for myaw regarding the
future, such as,

5N K1 5N

But not for myaw regarding the past, such as, k91 °159R
MYIR?

And
. Our Mishnah holds regarding

PRDIOT YT
WIpn 0V YY 27N
One brings a 79 75 129 if he only forgot that this was
owTp or the wpnn n°3, even though he knew that he was
NPV,
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