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OVERVIEW

INSIGHT

1) Revoking one’s wife’s vow (cont.)

Another attempt is made to resolve the inquiry wheth-
er the husband’s revocation uproots his wife’s vow retroac-
tively or whether it merely cuts it off from this moment
and forward. This proof supports the position that the
husband’s revocation uproots the vow retroactively.

Another Baraisa is cited that demonstrates that the
husband’s revocation cuts off the vow from this moment
and beyond.

2) Latching onto another woman’s nezirus

Mar Zutra the son of R’ Mari suggests that the previ-
ous Baraisa is parallel to the inquiry of Rami bar Chama
whether a person who declares an item to be “as the meat
of a shelamim” refers to its original state of prohibition or
whether he refers to its latter state of permissibility.

This parallel is rejected.

A second version declares that the two cases are exactly
parallel.

The Gemara wonders what the halacha will be for a
woman who, in response to another woman’s declaration
of nezirus, states, “I am a nezirah in your footsteps,” when
the first woman’s nezirus is later revoked.

An unsuccessful attempt is made to resolve the inquiry
and the question is left unresolved.

3) The nezirus of husband and wife

The Mishnah teaches the case where the husband
made a vow of nezirus and asked his wife what she would
like, and she responded amen. The Mishnah ruled that
the husband can revoke her vow. This halacha is challe-
neged from a Baraisa that rules that the husband cannot
revoke his wife’s vow.

R’ Yehudah emends the Baraisa to conform to the
Mishnah.

Abaye suggests an alternative resolution to the contra-
diction. W
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The link between the second woman’s nezirus and that of

her friend
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The Baraisa above discusses a situation where a woman
stated her acceptance of nezirus, and another woman who
heard her declared that she would “follow in her foot-
steps—7>2>¥2.” The question is what is the status of the
nezirus of the second woman if the vow of the first woman
becomes revoked?

Tosafos explains the underlying issue of this inquiry.
Perhaps the word 2py means that the second woman
intends to follow “the end” of the situation with the first
woman, which uses the translation of the word apy as it is
found in Bereshis 3:15, “you will hiss at his heel.” This
being the case, now that the first woman’s vow is nullified,
the second woman is also not a nezira. Or perhaps, the
word 2py might be translated as “because of you,” as we
find the word used in Bereshis 26:5, “Because — apy —
Avraham obeyed My voice.” This would mean that the
second woman intended to become a nezira because the
first woman had made a declaration. This statement sug-
gests that the second woman’s status is now independent
of the first woman, and even if the first woman’s nezirus is
revoked by her husband, the second woman remains com-
mitted. The husband of the first woman only severs the
nezirus of his wife (3 1), and it is not revoked
retroactively. The second woman associated her condition
to the first woman at a time the first woman’s nezirus was
in effect, so the second woman must observe her nezirus.
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HALACHAH

REVIEW

A woman whose husband revokes her nezirus
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A woman who took a vow of nezirus and then her husband revoked her
vow for her etc.

Rambam1 rules that if a woman takes a vow to be a nezirah,
comes in contact with a corpse and then her husband hears about
her vow and revokes her nezirus, she is still obligated to offer the
Korban tumah that is brought when a person becomes tamei dur-
ing his period of nezirus — the Korban Tumah. Rishonim disa-
gree, however, which korbanos this woman must offer. Accord-
ing to some opinions she is obligated to offer all three korbanos,
the Chatas, Olah and Asham. Other authorities maintain that
she only offers the Korban Chatas but does not offer the Asham
or the Olah and a third opinion maintains that even the Chatas
that she offers is only a Rabbinic requirement. Another related
dispute pertains to whether this woman whose husband revoked
her vow is obligated to cut her hair on the seventh day from
when she became t'meiah®.

The simple explanation’ of Rambam’s ruling that she is obli-
gated to bring a Korban Tumah even though her husband re-
voked her vow is because Rambam maintains that the husband’s
revocation cuts off the vow from this moment and beyond ( 13
), but when she came in contact with the tumah she violated
her nezirus. Shitah Mekubetzes, however, asserts that Rambam
holds that the husband’s revocation uproots the vow retroactively
(Y 9pyn), which is consistent with the ruling of Rambam in
Hilchos Nedarim (13:3). The difficulty with this explanation is
that once the husband retroactively uprooted her nezirus it turns
out that she did not violate her nezirus when she came in contact

1. If a woman took a vow of nezirus became t'meiah and
then her husband revoked her vow is she obligated to
bring an offering’

2. How does the Gemara demonstrate that the husband
cuts his wife’s vows from that moment and on?

3. Explain Ramai bar Chama’s inquiry.

4. What is the Halacha when a husband takes a vow of nezi-
rus and when he asks his wife she responds yaN?

with the tumah since she was never a nezirah. Accordingly, why
is she obligated to bring a Korban Tumabh if retroactively she was
never a nezirah! Shitah Mekubetzes, in fact, maintains that this
woman is not obligated to offer a Korban Tumah, but Rambam
clearly does require it, and thus there is this difficulty. The Brisk-
er Rav explains that even if we maintain that the vow is uprooted
retroactively it does not mean that we rewrite history entirely to
say that she was never a nezirah; rather it uproots her nezirus
from this point forward retroactively. In other words, from this
moment and on we look at her as though she never took a vow of
nezirus, but as far the past is concerned we recognize that she was
obligated to observe a period of nezirus that she violated. There-

fore, she must bring a Korban Tumah. W
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a nezira but the second woman is. Rav

STORIES

A question of a watch
7.8 DATIV NYNDY

There was a man who owned a very
handsome gold watch which was one-of-a-
kind. When his friend saw him wearing it,
he immediately swore that he would never
own the same ornament as the man with
the watch. The watch owner eventually
sold his watch and the man who made the
vow noticed a similar watch that interested
him and he wished to purchase it. Howev-
er, he didn’t want to violate his vow. He
couldn’t annul his earlier vow since he
didn’t regret it in the slightest, but did his

vow mean he could never purchase a fancy
watch such as his friend had owned? After
all, he had only vowed not to own what
his friend owned and he no longer owned
a watch similar to the one he wished to
purchase anyway! The Chachal Yitzchak of
Spinka, zt”l, was not sure of the halacha so
he consulted with the famous Maharsham,
zt”l, regarding this question.

The Maharsham answered, “A prohi-
bition that one accepted upon himself is
only prohibited as long as the original mo-
tivator of the vow still owns the watch.
This comes out of Nazir 22 which brings
the case of a woman who vowed to be a
nezira. Her friend heard and said ‘and I,
but the first woman’s husband soon nulli-
fied his wife’s vow. The first woman is not

Shimon says that if the woman said: ‘I am
a nezira like you,” she is also permitted.
Tosafos explains that Rav Shimon doesn’t
argue since everyone admits that the lan-
guage ‘I am like you’ implies everything
under issue.

He concluded, “Although Rambam
argues on Tosafos and rules that even if
she said ‘I am like you’ she remains a nezi-
ra, this may be because there can’t be half
measures by nezirus. But in regular cases,
Rambam likely holds like Tosafos. Here
too, one who vowed not to wear a watch
like this other man’s only prohibits it to
himself as long as the first man owns such
a watch. After it’s sold, he may definitely
buy a watch for himself!” B

-

Daf Digest is published by the Chicago Center for Torah and Chesed, under the leadership of
HaRav Yehoshua Eichenstein, shlit”a
HaRav Pinchas Eichenstein, Nasi; HoRav Zalmen L. Eichenstein, Rov ;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.



