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Why is the Oath of the Woman not
: one of Affliction

he Mishnah presents a case of a woman who issued an oath not to benefit from “people”. The halacha

is that this vow is not considered wa1 "1y, and she is not in a state of affliction. Consequently, her

husband may not nul-lify her oath. Ulla and Rava each explain why this vow which prohibits her from

obtaining food from any person does not constitute a financial crisis for the woman. Ulla explains that
the husband himself is not included in the woman's reference to “people”. Therefore, the woman can still benefit
from him. The Mishnah continues and says that the woman may eat from the agricultural gifts left for the poor.
According to Ulla, this information is actually irrelevant to the fact that the woman has the option to eat food
provided by her husband. Nevertheless, the point is that even if her husband is poor and cannot furnish her with
food, she will still not be in danger of starving.

Rava explains that the husband is included in the woman'’s reference not to benefit from “people,” and the
only reason her oath is not considered one of affliction is that she may still eat from OPY , etc. Accordingly,
Ravaunderstands that the Mishnah's comment that the woman may eat from the gifts for the poor is precisely why
the husband may not nullify her oath. |1 explains that in this regard, Ulla and Rava disagree as to how the Mishnah
is to be read.

The Keren Orah asks how the woman, in fact, can eat from the gifts for the poor that she might collect. The rule
is that anything a married woman finds belongs to her husband. Consequently, as the woman collects these food
items, they are owned by her husband, and her eating these agricultural items should be considered benefiting
from her husband, which, according to Rava, is prohibited by her oath.

Keren Orah answers that it is the rabbis who instituted that any item found by the wife belongs to her husband.
In this case, where she would have no means to be able to eat other than collect gifts for the poor, the ruling of
the rabbis does not apply, and these items remain hers exclusive of her husband.

PARSHA CONNECTION

In this week’s 97 the 813 discusses a lady who made a 171 to be a 77’1 and then became
8nY. The Gemara suggests that even if the Yva was 791 maybe the 7790 applies only to

the prohibition of wine and not to the 19'® of n8mv. The "1 explains that this does

not present an issue of PR¥NY M1 since we find a similar precedent in the case of n1'1
1PWNY where there was an 1198 on wine but not on n8MY. This week’s N7V97 is about the
AN12) that PWNY’s mother received from the G851 instructing her while that the child she
would have (pwnw) should be a lifelong 9°13. When she and her husband asked the J8%n
what’s his name was he said '8%9. In explaining his answer the Ha w371 writes that this is
a reference to m7'1) as the Possuk (2 1937H1) in our NWI9 writes: DAYR NINNI HRIY 132-HR 127
15 A% P AT 1TV R 10 NWRTIR WNR. Why did the J8Yn choose a name which hints at a
213 instead of choosing a name that clearly reflects on a 92132 The wTpn J*WHN asks another
question on the original v in our NW19. Why does the 711 introduce the 9’13 in this way?
The 05 could have simply said 9175 172 *5 W8? What does "8'99? 15” add? The v1Tpn PWHR
explains that there are two types of 7113, one who gets angry and makes a vow out of anger
to become a 7’13, and the other is someone who wants to ensure that they will not sin, and
decide to become a 711 as a way of elevating their 'n nTay. This second type is cited in

the 27y v 97 @971 RI3 regarding a young man from the south who was concerned about
fighting off temptation. This second type is what the n71n refers to as ”N'99) 15” because he
is doing something amazing and this is the type of 7’13 that 7”apn likes. This description is
most appropriate for PWnNWY because he too was a DY DWY 111. With this insight the JwHN
w1Tpn explains another difficult P109. When completing the m71) the Possuk (5 1 92713)
says: PTIN ANW ANRY ANIINA MY 5P 191NN ATH YY 1035 RIN VTP "D 2185 NONIN 119N DMK 9

1. “after sacrificing the m313p the 913 will drink wine” why is he still called a 9°13? He

can drink wine because he is no longer a 1'13? The \17pn PWHXR explains that since we are
talking about someone who wants to elevate their ’H nT1ay this higher state remains with
them even after the actual M1 is over, hence he is still called a 713",
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n today's daf Rav Meir says, “What is

the meaning of the verse in Koheles:

‘The living will take it to heart’? One

who eulogized will be eulogized. One
who cries over others will be cried over. One who
buries others will be buried.”

The Imrei Emes, zt"l, would comment, "Although
Rashi learns that this is a promise of payment
for these actions, the Derishah learns that
contemplating one's mortality will lead one to
teshuvah. This means that one who engages in this
and thinks about the ultimate end of every person
will do teshuvah.”

On the 20th of Adar 5761, an "atzeres hisorrerus,”
was arranged in the memory of a certain talmid
chacham who had passed away. Rav Tzvi Yavrov,
shlit"a, approached Rav Chaim Kanievsky, zt'l,
and asked, "It says: ‘Thirty days before Pesach one
may not eulogize.” What is the exact definition
of hisorrerus as opposed to hesped? What is the
demarcation between arousing one to repentance
and eulogizing?”

Rav Kanievsky replied, "A hesped is about the
deceased. Hisorrerus is a discussion of issues about
which the tzibur needs a wake-up call. Saying what
we can learn from the niftar is also in this category.”

"But regarding what should the speakers issue
their wake-up call?”

Rav Kanievsky responded, “Ask the rabbis what
they think.”

"But what topic should be discussed, in the Rav's
opinion?”

Rav Kanievsky replied, “One of the four things
the Mishnah warns brings pestilence in its wake is
partaking of fruit of shevi'is, of the shemitah year.
It warns, ‘Motzei Shevi'is on account of the fruits of
shevi'is. The security situation in Israel now, during
this year after shemitah, is like a plague! Arabs
surround us, so we need to strengthen shemitah
observance for protection!”

Rav Yavrov asked, “But aren't the attendees are all
careful regarding shevi'is?"

Rav Kanievsky answered, Nevertheless, learning
about it and discussing it has an affect on the rest of
the Jewish people. As Rav Yisrael Salanter, zt"l, said,
‘When the one learning all day in Eishyshok slackens
from his Torah study, a student in Paris decides to
break Shabbos!”
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But she (s permitted to benefit from leket,
shikchah and peah

HE Gemara rules that a woman may take leket,

shik'chah and peah only if she is prohibited

to derive benefit from her husband as well as

the rest of the world. Ran1 adds that if she is
permitted to derive benefit from her husband she is
not considered poor since she is supported by him.
This comment of Ran is used by the Steipler Gaon2 to
answer a different question. The Gemara Sukkah (46b)
states that one should not tell a child that he will give the
child a gift and then not give the gift because it teaches
the child to lie. Rav Elchonon Wasserman3 asked why
the Gemara only focuses on the issue of training the
child not to lie when the person should be in violation
of the prohibition against not following through on a
pledge to give tzedaka, since the child is certainly poor
since he has no possessions. The Steipler answers that
the Gemara is discussing a child who is less than six
years old whose father is obligated to provide him with
financial support. Therefore, just like Ran states that a
married woman is not considered poor since she has
a husband who is supporting her, so too, a child is not
considered poor since he has a father who is supporting
him. Accordingly, the Gemara in Sukkah only addressed
the issue of training the child not to lie.

The Steipler then suggests that the two cases are not
similar. A man is obligated, by virtue of the kesubah,
to support his wife which gives her a financial claim
against him. This is as opposed to a child who has
no financial claim against his father even though his
father is obligated to support him. Perhaps therefore,
only one who has a financial claim against another is
not considered poor (the wife), but one who does not
have a financial claim is considered poor (a child) even
though he is supported by another. He concludes,
however, that anytime a person is receiving financial
support he is not considered poor since the mitzvah of
tzedaka is to provide a person with what he is lacking.
Therefore, for example, a yeshiva bachur who has no
money of his own but is supported by his parents or the
yeshiva may not receive matanos la’evyonim since he is
not considered poor.
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The Gravity of Intent

Miesak FROM

NA2ID 17T 210 DMNY ARNLM ) TMY N2 ,71TI2 21TIY AWKRD
1 TMY QM A 120w ayT RD Xem Abya av 190 .0AIRN IR
LDY2IRN NXR NA2ID 22X — DNNd axNLIM

The Gemara states that if she violates her nezirus, she receives forty lashes.

However, if her husband was 791 her neder and she was unaware of the n19n
and nevertheless drank wine or became tamei I'meisim, she does not receive the forty
lashes.

Yet the Mishnah in Nazir (daf 23) cites the opinion of R' Yehuda, who rules that she
nonetheless receives MTIn Man — rabbinic lashes. This requires explanation: if her
husband was completely 791 the neder, why should she receive any lashes at all?

To answer this, let us examine a well-known Nesivos in Choshen Mishpat Siman
3 9”0 291, The Nesivos suggests a remarkable chiddush: even though one who eats an
issur d'Oraisa b'shogeg still requires kapara and teshuvah, for an issur d'Rabbanan no
kapara is needed whatsoever — it is as though he never transgressed at all.

The reasoning behind the Nesivos's position, as explained by the Acharonim is that
issurei d'Oraisa are issurei cheftza — the forbidden object itself carries an intrinsic
spiritual prohibition. Therefore even one who eats it b'shogeg requires kapara,
because something spiritually negative entered the world through that act. Issurei
d'Rabbanan, by contrast, are issurei gavra — the prohibition is placed upon the person,
not the object itself. Consequently, when one violates a d'Rabbanan b'shogeg, with no
conscious intent, there is nothing requiring kapara. (This is a daas yachid as many
achronim argue on this chiddush)

With this framework, we can now understand our sugya. Once the husband was
mefer the neder, the nezirus no longer existed. When the woman drank wine, there
was no metzius of 7 introduced into the world — no issur cheftza was violated,
because objectively there was nothing forbidden. This is why she does not receive the
forty lashes. However, the mored dimension was very much present. In her own mind
she fully believed she was intentionally violating her nezirus — she was consciously
rebelling against what she understood to be the will of Hashem. For that inner act of
rebellion, R' Yehuda holds she is obligated in Rabbinic m179n man. And the name itself
is deeply instructive — mardos derives from the word mored, underscoring that these
lashes address precisely the rebellion dimension of the transgression, independent of
any objective issur.

This teaches us a profound lesson. When we feel the urge to act against the will of
Hashem, we must appreciate the full weight of what we are doing. Every n1°2y carries
two serious dimensions: we introduce a toxic spiritual negativity into the world, and
we separately register an act of rebellion against Hashem's will. This applies whether
the issur is d'Oraisa or d'Rabbanan — and even the mere intention to rebel, as we see
from our sugya, carries its own gravity and consequence.

The Gemara discusses a case where a woman made a neder to become a nazir.

POINT TO PONDER

The XIVX N9 N'X 'NI NN NRNDIV NN N“T | writes that the Nana didn't say

here that there is no |'N¥N2 NIN'M because we find such a phenomenon by

“wnw. Since |IWNW was a special situation which was created specifically for
im by NNI21 how can the | use it as proof?

Response to last week’s Point to Ponder:

The NNA says that if a lady made a 1T not to eat two loaves of bread and she
is only upset about one of them, the husband can undo the whole 1 7). The |
ORINW INN NTIN' 21 NN N“T writes that one of loaves is made of nice white
flour while the other is dark and not as good. Why didn't he simply write that
sEe only wants one bread, because she doesn't want to eat two? And both are
the same.

The 2py' 12T 190 answers that since both loaves of bread are equally desirable
to her, then both are considered w91 '12'V 171, and he can be 19'n both.
Perhaps we can add, that since both are the same we would need to rely on
N1 to determine which one is the one that he can be 19'nN and the |" didn't
want to rely on Nn1"2.

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
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