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Why is the outskirts of the city
excluded from the neder?

he 1"W writes that even though in regard to all halachos we rule that the

area surrounding a city (DINN) is part of the city, nevertheless, in regard

to nedarim, we evaluate definitions based upon colloquial usage of terms,

and people usually do not refer to the area adjacent to the city as part of
the city itself. The DT MHYW explains the words of the 1"W. In general, we consider
the surrounding area of a city to be an extension of the city itself, and for all intents
and purposes it is treated as is the city. However, when a person pronounces a neder
regarding the city, his intent is an integral part of the restriction imposed by his words.
Therefore, in regard to nedarim we follow the person’s intent, and the DINN of the city
is not included in his vow.

N2V NIDDIN (#254) notes that whatever is situated in the DINN of the city is not part
of the city is learned from the verse (Bamidbar 35:5) “You shall measure from outside the
city...” How, then, can we say that it is only in reference to the laws of nedarim that the
DINN is outside the city? It seems that the general rule should be that anything beyond the
precise city limits should be considered as not part of the city.

The D'NQT 'NIW presents an answer to this question based upon an opinion of Beis Yosef
(Y.D. 216), who says that the rule of following the colloquial usage of words and phrases
regarding nedarim is a very localized rule. If a term means one thing in one location, and
the same term means something else in another location, each place is judged according
to its particular usage of the phrase. If an oath is uttered in WTIPN [IWY, but in that place
people do not speak the Holy Tongue, the halacha will revert back to the Torah's usage of
a term to identify the person’s legal intent. Our Mishnah states that if a person makes a
neder to prohibit benefit upon himself from “the city,” the halacha is that he may benefit
from the area around the city. The Mishnah seems to deal with the question whether when
the person uttered his vow he said it in his local language or if he said it in WTIpN [1W9.
Therefore, the Gemara explains that if he said it in his own language, he may benefit from
the DINN because people generally do not include the outskirts of the city when they
say “city”. If the person said his vow in WTIpn |1W9, the area surrounding the city is also
excluded, as the Torah's usage of the term “city” also does not include the DINN.

POINT TO PONDER

The Gemara writes that if someone is 9" in NI2'2N he must turn over all
the beds in the house. Does this include only family members, or even guest
beds (chairs) or are guest beds excluded?

Response to last week’s Point to Ponder:

The Gemara says that someone who made a 171 not to eat |AT is allowed to
eat 110'01 D'ANV KPI'N which the | explains are wheat kernels split in 2, 3 or
4. If the whole kernels were split after he made the 1T, would it still be 2NN, or
do we say that since it became 110X when he made the 172, it remains NION?

The w"N1 offers two answers, one answer is that he will only be permitted to
eat O'AN0I XPY'N which were done before he made the 172. The second answer
is that even if it happened after his 1T it's as if a different item is now here. It is
interesting to note that the same question can be asked about the earlier N1wnN
N"V T1 9T which writes that N9 M¥NN 919 is NIOX but dry is ANIN. How does
something which was 110X become WNIN because it dried? (See T1 T MIX D).
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he position which the kohen assumes as he
declares an infected house to be quarantined
(Vayikra 14:38) is used to define the precise
definition of what is meant when one prohibits
himself from benefit from a house. The halacha of
impurity of a house presents us with a fascinating
insight to the Torah's sensitivity in this regard. Rashi
explains that all the while that the Kohen does not
become involved with it, the law of impurity does not
take effect. This means that until the kohen arrives to
inspect and then make his declaration of impurity, the
owner of the house has the opportunity to empty the
house of its contents, thus preventing these items from
being included in the kohen’s declaration of impurity.

Why does the Torah command that the afflicted house
be emptied before the Kohen arrives? It could have
allowed the Kohen to arrive, and if he intended to declare
the house as truly contaminated, we could then empty
the house quickly before the declaration was officially
made. The halacha is that once a Kohen arrives at his
decision that the house is to be quarantined, he cannot
delay in making his official declaration that the house
is “tamei”. If the house had not yet been evacuated, at
that moment, as the verdict is about to be pronounced,
everyone would rush to retrieve whatever items possible
from the house in order to save them from becoming
tamei.

Obviously, due to the time limitation, people would
choose those items which were most valuable first, and
the lesser items, such as the earthenware pots, would be
lost. However, now that the Torah instructs us to remove
all items before the arrival of the Kohen, “there will not
be any impurity upon any of the items of the house”.
Without exception, everything would be saved, including
the cheaper and simpler items which otherwise would
have been the first to be lost. Or Hachaim notes that the
Torah is hereby showing its concern for the fiscal welfare
of the owner of this house, in that the earthenware
vessels will be saved.

They would have otherwise been lost either due to
the fact that they would have been subject to ritual
contamination without the ability for renewed purity,
or because they would have been left behind in the
lastminute rush to save items of value before the Kohen
would have pronounced his ruling.
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One who vows to not enter a city (s permitted to enter
the techum of the city but is prohibited to enter the
extension of the city

ne application of the Gemara'’s discussion

whether the techum of a city is treated

the same as the city or not relates to the

correct way to write a get. When writing
a get the scribe includes the name of the city where
the get is written. Do we consider the techum area
outside the city to be the same as the city or not?
Consider for example, the following question posed
to the Panim Meirosl. There was a community of
Jews who lived outside of a walled city in their own
neighborhood. When a get is written is it acceptable
to write that the get was written in the city even
though the get was written outside of the city, or
perhaps they have to write and deliver the get within
the walls of the city?

Panim Meiros answered that if the neighborhood
outside the city where the Jews live does not have an
independent name and is located within the extension
(N112'Y) of the city it is considered part of the city and
a get written in that neighborhood could be referenced
as part of the walled city. Furthermore, even if the
neighborhood where the Jews live is not within the
extension of the city but it borders on a non-Jewish
neighborhood that is within the extension of the city,
that is sufficient.

Proof to this conclusion can be found in our Gemara.
The Gemara relates that when a person vows that he will
not enter a city he is prohibited from entering even the
extension of that city. The Gemara demonstrates this
principle from a pasuk in Yehoshua that the extension of
a city is called by the name of the city. He then notes that
in Cracow the custom is to write that the get was written
in Kosmir, the name of the Jewish neighborhood. The
reason Kosmir is referenced rather than Cracow is that
that place has a separate name; consequently it should
be appropriately identified in a get Those places that do
not have a name to themselves can be identified by the
name of the neighboring city as long as it is within the
extension of the larger city.
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he Gemara teaches about the practice of giving wine to an avel (mourner)
to comfort him. The Gemara in Eruvin 65 explains that wine was created to
comfort an avel. But do we want the avel to become intoxicated at this time?
Is that really appropriate?

However, the Gemara in Kesubos 8 explains that wine is given at the seudah of an
avel to help with digestion. The Gemara also notes that the wine is not meant to make
the avel intoxicated, as evidenced by the change in the takanah from 14 cups during
the seudah to 10 cups. So we might ask: Which is it? Is the wine meant to comfort the
avel emotionally, or is it meant to help with his digestion? Perhaps it is actually both,
and one explains the other. From a scientific perspective, modern medicine provides
insight: good digestion and a healthy gut — the stomach and intestines — are
directly linked to emotional health. When the gut functions well, with proper nutrient
absorption, low inflammation, and a balanced microbiome, the brain receives the
signals and chemicals it needs for mood regulation. Poor digestion or gut imbalance
can contribute to sadness, anxiety, and even depression. Chazal were teaching a truth
that modern medicine has only recently confirmed: by helping the avel's digestion, the
wine indirectly supports his emotional well-being.

From a spiritual perspective, it makes sense that the avel's mood and digestion are
connected. The avel is struggling to process the intense loss of his relative. Digestion is
the body'’s process of breaking down food, keeping the beneficial parts, and discarding
what is unnecessary. Therefore, it makes sense that helping the body process physically
can also represent processing emotions and grief in another way. Through this, we see
Chazal's wisdom: the Torah understood the deep connection between body and soul,
and the practical ways we can care for both in times of mourning.

PARSHA CONNECTION

In this weel<’s daf the N3 discusses a 171 from a N2 as well as the [ND's
evaluation of a house for NV, We find a N1 to the ultimate N2 in this
week’s parsha. The parsha contains a lengthy description of the wells that the
servants of Yitzchak dug. The Possuk (22 PIOD 12 P19 N'WRID) says:

NNY™'D NN NN NDY RPY N19Y 121 NI NINK IN2 DN DWN POV

YIN2 12191129 ‘N 2'NN0N. This was the third well over which there was no fight.
Why does the Torah elaborate on digging these wells which seem irrelevant
to future generations? The |"2NN writes that these wells are a TNN to the three
Batei Mikdash, which are the ultimate “N'2" namely the Beis Hashem. The
Kli Yakar expands on this theme and explains that the first Beis Hamikdash is
alluded to by the well named "PWy” because the first Beis Hamikdash was
destroyed due to the friction between NTIN' NIDIN and S8 W' NIDON. The
second well was called N1OW which alludes to the second Beis Hamikdash
which was destroyed because of D1'N NNIW. The third well is called Ni2INN
and refers to the 'ww N2 which will N”'X be built shortly and is called Ni2INN
because when we live in peace it's feels like there’s always enough space for
everyone, hence “NI2INN" meaning widespread.

For more points to ponder by Rabbi Yechiel Grunhaus, or insights by Rabbi Yitzchok Gutterman, please visit our website, dafaweek.org, or download the app

To share an insight from your Chabura please email info@dafaweek.org

The shavua matters is published by the Daf a week program under the rabbinical guidance of Harav Meir Stern shlita and Harav Shmuel Kamenetsky shlita

To sponsor a publication, please contact Rabbi Zacharia Adler, Executive Director at info@dafaweek.org or call 507-daf-week. Sponsorship for one week is $100

Sections reprinted with permission from the Chicago Torah Center



