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Intro

Today we will Be“H learn 1" 97 of myaw noomn.
Some of the topics we will learn about include:

7199R1 797 Sy vaws
If someone swore not to eat a certain loaf of bread, and

then ate it, whether he can still nullify the oath? I,D’N wa an: 1R R"w
These Halachos may depend on whether he said
59IR ROYW

Not to eat from the loaf, or
DR ROW

Not to eat the entire loaf: n}’]:m I’}’ bn n)’]:w ]’N

W Sy SN v pr
A subsequent oath cannot take effect on a previous
identical oath.

1T 900 DOIR RHW NYINIW
1T 901X ON

11217 IRON

1T DOIXR OR 1T YOI NY
1T DOIXR OR 1T YOI NY

The Gemara discusses various scenarios, including:

1.

1703 5IR RO viaw

nHMNDR

If someone swears, “I shall not eat from this loaf, if T eat
from this other loaf,“ thus making one loaf the 7o', the
prohibition, and the other loaf the *xin, the condition.

12t:1t1x‘7n ’anN wa nlﬂ:n’.)
NOMM ORI HINRRY ’anN wa ny’:w

1 Y2IR DR 7T 9IRS

He swore not to eat either loaf, conditional on his eating
the other loaf. In this case, each loaf'is both an "o°r, and a
'Nan for the other loaf.

3.

MYIR ROV V1AW

MYIR ROV V1AW

If someone swears falsely that he did not eat, and then ﬂ\’)l’]
repeats the oath.

4,

VY YW IR ROV 1w

If someone swears that he will not eat nine figs, and then

' :wearsnottoeattenﬁgs. ﬂm” I’D]R R'J\’J n},’:w

YOI TOY YR ROV V12w
If he first swears that he will not eat ten figs, and then

m, swears not to eat nine.
Yecheskel
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So, let's review...

The Gemara earlier cited two rulings of X27:
1.

1793 52IR RYW paw

T M HORY 1D

N

MIOMR ROV

7290 DR DIRW TV 271 IR

If one swears, “I will not eat this loaf,“ he is liable for
eating a single n15, but if he swears, “I will not eat it,“ he is
only liable if he consumes the entire loaf.

2.

AW 5V 51 IMAw PR

A subsequent oath cannot take effect on a previous
identical oath.

However,

ANURIN Y HRWI DR

RN PIwIb Ny

If he nullifies the first oath retroactively, the subsequent
oath would then take effect.

DafHachaim.org

nYNIY Y
NYOIR RHW 1T 990 YR RHW
DIRMW TY 27N 1R NPT NI HIRW D
nY1d N 2N

If one swears,
“I'will not eat this loaf,”
he is liable for eating
a single m> of that loaf,

but if he swears,
“‘Twill not eat it,”
he is only liable if he
consumes the entire loaf.

2
YW Y SN IYNIW PR

A subsequent oath cannot take effect
on a previous identical oath.

However,
NOWNIN 5v 58w DN
MHNN MW b nnby

If he nullifies the first oath retroactively,
the subsequent oath would then take effect.
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The Gemara now cites another ruling of X27:

7199R1 797 Sy vaws

If someone swore not to eat a certain loaf of bread, and
then ate it;

1D MIDD W DR

750 HRWI

1519 7159R

75D SRWI PR

If he left over a n°15, he can nullify the oath retroactively,
and he is not liable for eating it, but if he ate the entire loaf,
he cannot nullify it, and he is liable.

The Gemara asks

DR ROV MORT R

PIORS TV ROP NN

M9 ROW IHRT R

I RPRORD

M3 RINW 5317708

If he swore 1t 725 5218 X>w, he should not be able to nullify
the oath, because he already became liable as soon as he
ate the first n"ty;

And if he swore mb,R RHw, referring to the entire loaf, he
should be able to nullify the oath, even if there is less than
andremaining, because he did not yet violate the oath?

The Gemara answers according to each option:

5IIR RYW RIPR VIR

He swore not to eat from the loaf, but

RIN2 PR TORW 75 RIADT 0D

RPP PTIR DI THORY 75 R

Since he can nullify the oath regarding the last n°t>, he can
nullify it regarding the first 01> as well.

MI9IR ROV RIVR IPYTR

He swore not to eat the whole loaf. However,

DAV OR

Y MWIPRY UN

RN

Y MWIRY wR RS

Ifanois left, he can nullify it, because it’s a significant
part of the oath, but if less than a n’15 is left, he cannot
nullify it, because it's not a significant part of the oath.

Dedicated By:
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N9OR1 995 HY yaw)

If someone swore not to eat a certain loaf of bread,
and then ate it;

7D NN 7Y OXR
N9 HRW)

If he left over a m1, he can
nullify the oath retroactively,
and he is not liable.

n210 N9OR
MHYY HRWI PR
but if he ate the entire loaf,

he cannot nullify it,
and heis liable.

2

IRT 'R INRT R

IR ROV
RNP NXON
NYMOIRY N*T2Y
If he swore 1 735 5ok Rbw,
he should not be able to
nullify the oath,
because he already became

liable as soon as he ate
the first m1>;

Nt RY PR RN
M RINW 9 19DR

And if he swore naboN Nbw,
referring to the entire loaf,
he should be able to nullify the
oath, even if less than a mr>
remainis, because he did not
yet violate the oath?

v
POIR ROW RNMIR NYINR
He swore not to eat from the loaf, but
b Napp D NPT 1M
nbNw nbNw
NDp ITON M) NN MOR

Since he can nullify the oath regarding the last m1,
he can nullify it regarding the first m1> as well.

v
MR RHOW RNR NYINR
He swore not to eat the whole loaf. However,
N5 N D MW N
2WN RS 20WN
Mmby Lwmnb by "wmnb

If a1 is left, he can nullify it, because
it's a significant part of the oath,
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The Gemara cites a second opinion:

DR AR

7912 29K 19°0R

oY ORW3

Even if he consumed the entire loaf, he can still nullify the
oath, because

1292 0NN ANV R

I'l1|777?3 A0 TN NR

If he ate it inadvertently, he is now liable a 127p, and ifhe
ate it knowingly, he is liable mpbn. Therefore,

plkvh PRy

The oath is still relevant, and so he can nullify it.

However,

THYN HY 1mnod

N>

If he was already bound to the post to receive mp5n, he
can no longer nullify the oath, because Sxmw ruled
7" YN TYn 5 3mnoa

Riieh)]

If he were to flee from 7 n°a at this point, he would be
exempt, since he was already publically disgraced.

However, the Gemara differentiates:

ial=lan]

PIRY ROM

Ifhe flees, he would indeed be exempt from mpbn, but as
long as he does not flee, he will still receive mp5n, and so
the oath is still relevant.

DafHachaim.org

A
WE Wt
N915 NYOR 19DR
N7YY HYRW)

Even if he consumed the entire loaf,
he can still nullify the oath,

1297 301NN 221W2 X
mMpon 90NN TTN2 R

If he ate it inadvertently, he is now liable a2,
and if he ate it knowingly, he is liable mpbp.

™MW DY NN

The oath is still relevant, and so he can nullify it.

However,
TINYN DY 1NMNDd
N

If he was already bound to the post to receive mpbn,
he can no longer nullify the oath,

T30 Y TN by imno>
D5

If he were to flee from p1 m2 at this point,
he would be exempt,
since he was already publically disgraced.

However, the Gemara /%Zermﬁafw'
Y3 0NN
Y3 R RON

If he flees, he would indeed be exempt from mpb,
but as long as he does not flee, he will still receive mpbn,
and so the oath is still relevant.
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The Gemara cites another ruling of X2

7 729 591X RSW yaw

7O DR

If someone swears, “I shall not eat from this loaf; if T eat
from this other loaf;“

Thus, making one loaf the 110X, the prohibition, and the
other loaf the *Rin, the condition;

In such a case, as Rashi explains,

W NYwa HY SN amawn MoK PR

PRI VYD NYWI ROR

The oath takes effect at the time of the first action, when
he eats the 7oK or the *Rin. However, if this action is done
inadvertently, it lacks

V1WA DTN

Intent for an oath; and it is not effective;

Also, we must bear in mind that according to Rashi, in this
case, the word nnwr1 refers to the "Rin and 71w refers to
the mo°R, regardless of which loaf he ate first. ®

DafHachaim.org

1T 790 HOIR RHW NY1IY
T DOIN DX

If someone sweatrs,
“I shall not eat from this loaf, if I eat from this other loaf;”
Thus, making one loaf the Wwo'R, and the other loaf theNop,

I such a case, MPWWM
OVISE DYES YOL SN OMSED NP PO
NEHID DEVY DYES HOO
The vath takes W at the time o% the /m action,

when he eats the o or the -
However, 7@ thiy action i done m/z/erz‘m?‘%/, it lacks
OV3E3 07H0
Initent f” an oathy; and it iy not %@Cﬂd/&,‘

Abo, we must bear in mind
that ucor/m?/ to Rashi, in thiy case,
the word sy re/em/ o the
and >yt r%m/ ty the o,
re?a//faw % whichs &af he ate /wf
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Therefore, it depends as follows:

1.

AW TINWRIT IR 9INR

IV

NV

If he ate the °xin, the conditional loaf, inadvertently, the
oath did not take effect, and so when he ate the 17o°R, the
forbidden loaf, knowingly, he is exempt from mp5n.

2.

TN NNVRI

AW I

n

If he ate the *Nin knowingly, the oath then took effect, and
so when he ate the 170’ inadvertently, he is liable to a
127

3,

VL TTHY

Rileh)

If he ate both loaves inadvertently, regardless of which he
ate first, he is exempt, because the oath did not take effect.

4.

IRV

If he ate both loaves knowingly, it depends:

RIND 9IR

IORY 7PHIR VT

210D

If he first ate the *Xin knowingly, and then ate the o8
knowingly, he is liable to mp5n, because the oath took
effect when he knowingly ate the *xin.

PIORY PHIR

PRING PHIR T

wRb WM AT 1277 RONYO

If he first ate the 170K, and then the *Xin, it is a nPO:
ARINN W P90 NRINT T

N

ARINA W IRS 705

piel)

When the witnesses warn him about eating the Wo'R, it is
uncertain whether he will be liable for his oath, because
he can simply avoid eating the *xin; and it's a N5
whether this constitutes a valid warning,.

NRINN NMNW IR

DafHachaim.org

- 1 -
22102 MNWKRIN DR DOR
T°TN2 NIVM
MNOD

the oath did not take effect,
and so when he ate the W'~ knowingly,
he is exempt from mpb.

-2 -
T5TP2 NNVXRI
22192 NI
2N
If he ate the man knowingly, the oath then took effect,

and so when he ate the Wp'n inadvertently,
heis liable to a)2 ).

- 3 -
AV2 P NY
MUD

regardless of which he ate first,
he is exempt,
because the oath did not take effect.

-4 -
T™N2 1Y
If he ate both loaves knowingly, it depends:

NIRINY NHOR
NIMORY NHOR 9T
ELintin)

If he first ate the zan knowingly,

and then ate the W'~ knowingly, he is liable to mpb,
because the oath took effect when he ate the Ron.

NYMORY NIHOR
NXRINY NYYOR ITM

wpd w1 aN» 27T RNAdD
If he first ate the N, and then the ma,
it is a npdnD:

'Y 705

?D0 NXRINN ?D0 NXRINN
ARINN MNWY

MNOD 2N

When the witnesses warn him about eating the WpR,
it is uncertain whether he will be liable for his oath,
because he can simply avoid eating the map;

and it’s a nmbnn whether this constitutes a valid warning.
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Another scenario:

7AW RGN

7 921X DR 1 9IIR R

7 92IR DR 7 9IIR RS

He swore not to eat either loaf, conditional on his eating
the other loaf. In this case, each loaf'is both an "o’R, and a
»Nin for the other loaf.

We must remember that which Rashi said earlier that
W NYwa oY 1 aviawn MoK PR

PORIN VYD NYWI ROR

The oath takes effect at the time of the first action, when
he eats the 7oK or the *Rin. However, if this action is done
inadvertently, it lacks

V1AW DINRA

Intent for an oath; and it is not effective;

Also, we must bear in mind that according to Rashi, in this
case, the words 3w nhwrA refer to the loaf he ate first. ®

DafHachaim.org

17217 IRON
1T DOIR OR 1T YR &Y
1T DOIR OR 1T YR &Y

He swore not to eat either loaf, conditional on his eating
the other loaf. In this case, each loaf is both an DN,
and a»Nan for the other loaf.

We must remember what Rashi said earlier . . .
OVISE DYES POV SN OMSED NP PP
NEHID DEVY DYES HOH
The vaith takes att the time of the. first action,
when he ea?‘/fi;; yout or the éﬂ /L/é/r@uer,

% thiy action b done Lm/uerma‘/y, it lacks
oML 07H0
Initent ﬁ&r an vathy; and it iy nat 7/%@0‘&/&;

Abo, we must bear in mind that @ccor/m?/ ty
Rushi, in thiy case, the wordy 20 oo

rz%e// ty the &af ﬁe/m‘&/{/fu‘.
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Therefore, it depends as follows:

1.

NN IRWD AOY PR DR

NN DAV DIV PTIM

NVo

If he ate each loaf while remembering his oath not to eat
it, but forgetting that it is a *Xin forbidding the other loaf,
he is exempt, because

As Rashi explains;

Regarding the first loaf;

APRY MW Py non

3915 11 HY 27N ANan SR DRY

The ny1aw was 5n on the first loaf, because he was aware
of the 7yaw when he ate it, which was the pwxIn nwYn.
However, it's only n retroactively, later when he eats the
second loaf, which is the *xin of the first loaf.

Therefore, his 759K of the first loaf, the MoK, is consid-
ered a »w, because he did not remember the 712w when
he ate the second loaf, the *xin.

Therefore, Rashi continues to explain that he's

ANWRIT VIORS S 12PH NS

ANSIRA AW 1A RYT

He is exempt from a 127 for eating the first loaf, because,
1.
NSIR2 ARW 1N ROW

He ate the first loaf knowingly, and there’s no Korban for
doing something knowingly.

2.

AR N2 AR AN

At the time that he ate the first loaf it was permitted,
because he had not eaten the "xin yet.

And, although, it was »7915 5, he does not become 271
v1915 1277, because the Pasuk says nawa Ronn o, the maw
must be at the time of the Xon.

Regarding the second loaf, Rashi explains;

15V 15 RS 7NN nYaw Yar

5 MR MW DY P INYRT IORIW

0720 NYIW SY R MW W

The v12w was not 511 on the second loaf, because when he
ate the first loaf, which was the pwxan nwYn, he was not
aware that it's a °Xin for the second loaf.

Therefore,

T30 Mpn M0

7510 nawa Yoy mon ROHw

He is exempt for knowingly eating the second loaf, since
it did not take effect when he ate the first loaf inadvertent-
ly. ®

Dedicated By:
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1

DNRY NPT ANRY PTT2IT YR
NN7%72N N2awal  ANI2N Naaw1)
MNOD

If he ate each loaf while remembering his oath not to eat it,
but forgetting that it is a'8an forbidding the other loaf,
he is exempt, because

Ay Rashis explains;
?e?w//m?/ ?‘/L&%Lm‘ fo«%
ON5Y HMI3E YOV DO
DIDNS I SV 39NN DPI3N 52 oHE
The nmaw was 5n on the first loaf, because he was aware of
the nv1aw when he ate it, which was the pwron nwop.

However, it’s only bn retroactively, later when he eats the
second loaf, which is theNan of the first loaf.

Therefore, his >R of the first loaf, the N,
is considered a 221w, because he did not remember
the nmaw when he ate the second loaf, the Rn.

Therefore, Rashis continues o @y}&w/z%m‘ he'y
ONEHH7 VIONS SE 139D MWD
ODYOH3 DN OO HH7

H@M/W%mma//py) /ar em‘m?/ f/b@%«'/u‘ Zon%,
because. . .

-1 -
ONE DD HOE
OP>OH3
He ate the first
loaf knowingly,
and there’s no
Korban for
doing something
knowingly.

-2 -
OPD P33 DOH DM
At the time that he ate the first loaf it
was permitted, because he had not
eaten theNon yet.
And, although, it was v1915 bn,
he does not become »n5 )27 27N,
because the Pasuk
Siss XD

the n2aw must be at the time of the Non.

Pe?am/»'w?/ the second &,z/ﬁ, Rashic explainy;
15D D5N H5 OHIIN HWSE d3H
505 DO PIMBED HE PO ONEHY DIOH3E
D3N HM3E DY HIO MOE M
The nvaw was not bn on the second loaf,

because when he ate the first loaf, which was the pwron nwn,
he was not aware that it's azan for the second loaf.

ﬂb@f%f@,
ONE DNOHN MWD
DN DMBED WOV DN HOE
He is exempt for knowingly eating the second loaf,
since it did not take effect
when he ate the first loaf inadvertently.
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2.

IR0 PTI MORY AW R

NN PTI IORY IRV

2N

If he ate each loaf while forgetting his oath not to eat it,
but remembering that it is a *xin forbidding the other loaf,
he is liable;

And as Rashi explains, 2°m, he is liable to a j29p for the
second oath, because;

Regarding the first loaf;

ANbAN2 AW OV 1N RS

AIURY DIRWIW

AN7720 5K OR 7Y YIVIW MW 77

AYIIWA ORI PRI RO AT VAW 1

The m»aw was not 5n on the first loaf, because he forgot
about it when he ate the first loaf, which was the nwyn
pwrn. Therefore,

DY KD ANWRIR MO

Y13V P5Y 75N RS 7NN Y

He's exempt from mpbn.

However, regarding the second loaf;

Anbnnm YHY Inyaw non

The 1w was 51 on the second loaf, because when he ate
the first loaf, the pwran nwwn, he was aware that it's a 'Rin
for the second loaf. Therefore,

TI0N 5V 1297 27N

He is liable to a j27 for the second loaf. ®

3.

NV PNV

N0O

Ifhe ate both loaves inadvertently, forgetting entirely
about the oaths, he is exempt, because they did not take
effect when he ate the first loaf inadvertently.

DafHachaim.org

2

NNXY NA2AW2I N NNXRY N2V It
NN NPTt nnPan NPTt
27N
If he ate each loaf while forgetting his oath not to eat it,

but remembering that it is a’Nan
forbidding the other loaf, he is liable;

And as Rashic explaing,

he is liable to a)2p for the second oath, because;

%W/”‘? f/w”&m &a%;
ODHOHN3 OMISE 1O DN PO
ONEHY SOHESE
D3N 5oHY OH MDY VIEIE MOE DN
DVISES 070 M3 HIIN PO D797 DML 93N
The nvaw was not bn on the first loaf,
because he forgot about it when he ate the first loaf,
which was the pwon nww.
Therefore,
M HS ONEHIH DIPON
DDISE POY DON HS DO IOE
He’s exempt from mpbn.

Regarding the second loaf;
DPSNHN WOV HME DO

The nv12w was 5n on the second loaf, because when he ate
the first loaf, the pwRin nwwp,

he was aware that it’s anan for the second loaf.
Therefore,
OMED DY 139D 390
Heis liable to a)2p for the second loaf.

E
AWV2 JPNY
MUD

If he ate both loaves inadvertently,
forgetting entirely about the oaths, he is exempt,
because they did not take effect
when he ate the first loaf inadvertently.
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I POV 4
If he ate both loaves knowingly, fully aware of both oaths,
2D PIVR
He is liable mpbn for the second oath, which took effect T°TN2 ]n’nw
when he ate the first loaf. However, If he ate both loaves fully aware of both oaths,
ANVRIN
WRY WM P 7277 RO o 21 NNIOVR )
It is a n15nn whether he is liable for the first loaf, since it He s liable mpon for the second oath, which took effect
as a oo NRINT, as he might not eat the second, conditional when he ate the first loaf.
loaf, However,

""" NNORIR
WIPs WM AN 2277 RNNYD

It is a nimdnp whether he is liable for the first loaf,
since it as a pob PNINN,
as he might not eat the second, conditional loaf.
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The Gemara relates a conversation between X9°» and his
brother ax, during which they discussed many
Halachos of oaths, including:

1.

MR ROV MY1W

MHIR ROV VIV

If someone swears falsely that he did not eat - in the past -
and then repeats the oath, he is liable for both oaths,
because

WWH NYIW ARY 0

He is immediately liable for the first oath, and so it does
not prevent the second oath from taking effect.

2.

VY YYD IR ROV V1AW

If someone swears that he will not eat nine figs, and he
then swears that he will not eat ten figs, he is only liable
for the first oath, because

5OR RY VWM R

5IR KD WY

The first oath certainly forbids eating ten figs, because to
eat ten figs he must first eat nine figs, which he is already
forbidden!

Therefore, the second oath was already included in the
first oath, and

1w SV 51 Y PR

3.

VUM WY IR ROV AW

If he first swears that he will not eat ten figs, and then
swears not to eat nine, he is liable for both oaths, because
58 RPT R TWY

5OR RPD YO R

His first oath only forbade him from eating ten, while the
second forbids eating nine.

Dedicated By:
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The Gemara relates a conversation between
N and his brother man,
during which they discussed many Halachos of oaths:

—_ 1 —_
TMYIR ROV NY1IY
TNYIR RHY NYIW

If someone swears falsely that he did not eat - in the past
- and then repeats the oath, he is liable for both oaths,
because

7P1D.’) ND1IY NNRN 1N

He is immediately liable for the first oath,
and so it does not prevent the second oath from taking effect.

-2 -
TV YWD DR ROV Y12V
If someone swears that he will not eat nine figs,
and he then swears that he will not eat ten figs, he is only
liable for the first oath,

because
558 N5 vwn N

5DN RD Yy
The first oath certainly forbids eating ten figs,
because to eat ten figs he must first eat nine figs,
which he is already forbidden!
Therefore, the second oath
was already included in the first oath, and

nDW by 5n Hy1w PR

— 3 —
YW TVY H9IR RH®W YW

If he first swears that he will not eat ten figs,
and then swears not to eat nine, he is liable for both oaths,

because
55N NbT ND YWY
55K RYD VRN NN

His first oath only forbade him from eating ten,
while the second forbids eating nine.
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