THE DAILY RESOURCE FOR THOUSANDS OF DAF YOMI LEARNERS WORLDWIDE

D YOMI DIGEST/ .. v(0)

Wed, Feb 1 2023 Ex“own vaw »

The
Chicago
Center

OVERVIEW

INSIGHT

1) MISHNAH: Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel dispute
whether a declaration to be a nazir from figs constitutes a
valid vow. R’ Yehudah asserts that even Beis Shammai on-
ly meant that it would be a vow prohibiting figs but it is not
a vow of nezirus.

2) Clarifying the dispute between Beis Shammai and Beis
Hillel

The Gemara suggests an explanation of the dispute be-
tween Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel.

This explanation is rejected.

An alternative explanation of the dispute is offered, i.e.
do we reinterpret a person’s meaningless declaration.

A Baraisa presents R’ Nosson’s understanding of the
dispute between Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel.

An alternative version of that Baraisa is presented.

3) Donating in the way of those who donate

The Mishnah in Menachos that presents the dispute
between Tanna Kamma and R’ Shimon concerning the
principle of “donating in the way of those who donate” is
recorded.

Chizkiyah asserts that Tanna Kamma reflects Beis
Shammai’s opinion from our Mishnah that it is not neces-
sary to donate in the way of those who donate.

R’ Yochanan explains how Tanna Kamma could even
follow Beis Hillel.

Chizkiyah offers a qualification to Tanna Kamma'’s po-

(Continued on page 2)
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1. How does the Gemara initially explain Beis Sham-
mai’s position?

2. Explain the principle wTpna noxw px.

3. What is the rationale behind R’ Shimon’s position
in the Mishnah in Menachos?

4. What is the outcome of a commitment to bring a
Korban Minchah from lentils?
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What is the rationale for the opinion of Beis Shamai?
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B eis Shamai rules that a person is a nazir when he de-
clares himself to be a nazir from dried or pressed figs. The
Gemara explains that the reason for the opinion of Beis
Shamai is that a person does make statements for naught.
There is actually no such thing as a nazir whose restriction
is from figs, so we assume that the person intended that he
would be a standard nazir, as indicated in his initial words,
“9% 10", He then added his comment not to eat figs as
a release, in order to retract his nezirus. However, Beis
Shamai hold that we do not allow a release from nazir, just
as we do not allow a release in regard to wTpn. Beis Hillel,
however, do allow NYNw for nazir, and the declaration to
only be prohibited from figs is this person’s appeal for re-
scinding his statement of nezirus.

Tosafos (00 n“7) cite the Tosefta which explains that
the dispute in the Mishnah depends upon whether we say
that a status of nazir can be established using 5
D»Yo—an indirect reference of an unclear reference. Beis
Shamai considers the mention of figs to be a distant refer-
ence to nezirus. The underlying connection is explained in
the Yerushalmi (2:1) in the name of Reish Lakish, based
upon a verse (Yeshayahu 65:8): “Thus said Hashem, ‘Just
as when wine (V1) is found in a cluster (519WR)...” 7 See
19 to Nedarim 55b, that in the time of the Gemara, many
sweet fruits, such as pressed and dried figs, were called by
the term w1 1N. We see in the context of the verse in
Yeshayahu that these things grow on a “cluster— 919wN.”
This is enough of a connection for Beis Shamai to say that
‘N9>27” can refer to nezirus. Beis Hillel do not recognize
this indirect connection as binding.

Rabbi Yochanan, as cited in the Yerushalmi, explains
the opinion of Beis Shamai as it is explained here, in the
Bavli. Once the person mentions “9%)” he accepts upon
himself to be a nazir, and the fact he said he wished to ab-
stain from figs is not to be used as a release. In fact, even
Reish Lakish does not intend to disagree with Rabbi
Yochanan. Reish Lakish says that the reason for Beis
Shamai is based upon ©»3°5 3, but his point is that in
this Mishnah, in regard to n%2a7, it would have been
possible to say that the reason for Beis Shamai is due to
indirect references being valid. However, based upon the
Mishnah on 10a, it is clear that this is not really the under-
lying for Beis Shamai, even according to Reish Lakish. H
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Is nezirus like hekdesh or like nedarim?
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There is no petitioning for negirus

There are two varieties of vows, MON Y T)—vows of
prohibition and wTpn MT—vows of sanctity. Vows of
prohibition, commonly referred to as nedarim, are vows tak-
en to prohibit a particular item. Vows of sanctity, commonly
referred to as hekdesh, are declarations that infuse an item
with sanctity. There is a dispute how to categorize vows of
nezirus. Rambam' writes that nezirus is categorized as 71
MK, Support for this is found in the Sifrei’ that asks why
the Torah had to discuss nezirus when it seems to be an ap-
plication of the parsha of nedarim. The premise of the ques-
tion assumes that nezirus is conceptually the same as ne-
darim. Some authorities’ note that even according to Ram-
bam nezirus is not exactly the same as nedarim because Ram-
bam writes that N> XY applies to nezirus which includes all
nedarim (071 55 9Y919v). If nezirus was only a type of T
TN there would be no reason to emphasize that nezirus is
included. The necessity to make this point indicates that
nezirus is its own category but most similar to MO ™7,
Ramban? disagrees and maintains that nezirus is catego-
rized as WIPN M. Proof to this assertion is that the
prohibition of 9NNN Y2 applies only to WTPN 1 and yet the
Gemara in Nedarim (3b) teaches that the prohibition of 52
INNN applies to nezirus. (According to the earlier assertion
that nezirus is in its own category that is similar to 979X 1)

(Insight. Continued from page 1)
sition in the Baraisa.

This qualification is a challenge to Chizkiyah’s previous
explanation.

The Gemara answers that Chizkiyah retracted his origi-
nal assertion that Tanna Kamma of the Mishnah follows
Beis Shammai and offers a different explanation of how
Chizkiyah explains Tanna Kamma.

R’ Yochanan maintains that even when a person com-
mits to bring a Korban Mincha from lentils he is obligated
to bring a standard Korban Mincha.

The Gemara challenges whether R’ Yochanan actually
maintains this position.

The Gemara answers that R’ Yochanan’s statement
regarding lentils was directed as a challenge to Chizkiyah’s
explanation. W

it could be that this category also allows for a violation of 92
AnxN.) Another proof is that when making a neder the word
or related term for 973 must be utilized whereas when
making V1PN M7 it is not necessary. Accordingly, since it is
not necessary to use the term neder when taking a vow of
nezirus it is an indication that it is categorized as wTpn 7.

Tosafos’, in his explanation why there is no petitioning for
nezirus, also writes that nezirus is like wTpn and he bases his
opinion on the verse which states (Bamidbar 6:5), “Holy will

be the growth of his hair.” W
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STORIES

“In holiness, there Are no ques-

tions...”
PYTPNA NORY PN...Y

O nce a certain person had a single
cow with which he made his living. A
very great mitzvah was presented to
him that demanded an investment of
money and he wasn’t sure what to do.
Perhaps he should sell his precious cow
to fulfill the mitzvah? On the other
hand, how could he sell his only source

of livelihood?

The poor man brought this dilem-
ma before the famous Rav Elimelech
of Lizensk, zt”l. After hearing the ques-
tion, Rav Elimelech immediately pro-
claimed, “You should not sell your
cow.”

The man protested, “But Rebbe,
the same mitvah once came your way
and you sold your cow. Why am [ dif-
ferent?”

Rav Elimelech shot back, “Unlike
you, I didn’t ask!”

Rav Elimelech worked on his trust
in Hashem to such an extent that he
had the necessary inner strength to act
with self-sacrifice without a need to ask

any shailah. The opportunity to fulfill
the mitzvah came, and he did whatever
he could to fulfill it, without any hesi-
tations.

The Aryeh Sha’ag, zt”l, said, “It is
possible to learn this from Nazir 9. The
Gemara states, ‘Ein sh’eilah b’hek-
desh.” Although this literally means
that one who consecrates a sacrifice
may not nullify this by postfacto re-
gret, this can be read another way.
‘There are no questions regarding hek-
desh.’” If someone questions the advisa-
bility of doing a holy deed that extends
beyond his basic obligations, he is not
holding by doing that mitzvah!” B

Daf Digest is published by the Chicago Center, under the leadership of
HaRav Yehoshua Eichenstein, shlit”a
HaRav Pinchas Eichenstein, Nasi; HaRav Zalmen L. Eichenstein, Rosh Kollel; Rabbi Tzvi Bider, Executive Director,
edited by Rabbi Ben-Zion Rand.
Daf Yomi Digest has been made possible through the generosity of Mr. & Mrs. Dennis Ruben.



