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When is Abstaining from Food net
: an Affliction
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he rule is that a husband may nullify a vow of his wife if it concerns either personal affliction (ws1»rv) or

matters which affect the relationship between the husband and wife (2% 12 o121). Rav Yehuda in the

name of Shmuel presents a case about a woman who pronounces an oath to abstain from two loaves

of bread. One of them is a loaf which she likes to eat, and the other is a loaf which she does not enjoy.
|1 explains that the second one is a dry, tasteless loaf, and abstaining from it is not an af-fliction. The husband
may nullify the vow for the first loaf, which the woman wishes to eat, but not for the second loaf, which does not
represent a condition of affliction if she abstains from it. Rosh explains that the case is where both loaves are tasty,
but these are the only loaves she has to eat for today. By the next day, she will have many more loaves from which
to choose. Therefore, for today, she needs to eat one of the loaves, and abstaining from it will be an affliction, as
she will thereby remain hungry. The other loaf about which she spoke in her vow which will be for the next day is
superfluous, as she will have other food to eat instead, and she does not need to eat the second loaf. According
to Rosh, by definition, whenever a person has other food to eat, a vow made about other specific foods is not
considered a vow of wsi»ry and the husband cannot nullify such a vow. However, 2nm 1 omax »a1 explains that
if one loaf is her favorite, or it is more tasty, and she issues a vow not to eat it, even if there are other loaves, but
they are not as tasty, the vow is considered wo1 »ry.

According to the Gemara, there are situations where a vow to abstain from food is not in the category of wo2.
Nimukei Yosef asks how this can be so, when the Tosefta teaches that even when the woman vows not to eat a
par ticular food which she never tasted in her life, or even if she declares that she will abstain from a food that is
dam-aging, this is a vow of affliction, and the husband can nullify it.

Nimukei Yosef answers that the Tosefta is dealing with a case where the woman desires to eat the food which
she has prohibited from herself. In this case, even if the food is detrimental to her health, since she wants to eat
it we understand that her oath includes this food. In this case, we do not use general definitions to interpret her
words, but we follow her intentions, and abstaining from that food would be a form of affliction.

YOM TOV CONNECTION

In this week’s 0T the Nn2 discusses a lady who makes a 171 that no Jew will derive any n¥an from
her. On 210 DI' we read NIN NY'aN and one of the reasons Y”Tn give to explain why 19N« left yaX
YNw! is that he did not want to support the less fortunate, even though he himself had plenty of
food,(*"wN based on the 11ynw 0IPY') which is a similar concept to our AT, when a lady says n9101”
“D'TIN'D D IN.

Megillas Rus opens with the following Possuk: n'an w'x 19'1 ya82 21 'n'l D'ODWN DOV 'p'2 'l
1112 W1 INWRI RIN 2RID "TW2 1129 ATIn' DNY. In this opening PI10D the NY'an doesn't reveal his
name, whereas in the next PI0D it says ‘121 19n">)X W'Rn DWI. Why wouldn't the n'an just tell us
right away “1"12 2W1 INWKRI 190X 71172 The WITPN )'WIN offers several answers two of them are
as follows: when analyzing the first pI0D we see that Elimelech’s destination is described as 'Tw
2NIN in the plural (*TW) whereas the second P10 says “0OW I'n'1”, which seems redundant since it
already told us that that they traveled there, so obviously when they arrived they were “there”. The
answer is that his original intent wasn’t to settle in one area of 2NID, which would be described as
2NID "NTW” rather they traveled to 'TW plural meaning living here and there in 2XIN but not settling
in any specific place. However once they arrived Elimelech decided to settle there. This is why his
name is not mentioned right away, because his intention was good, however once he decided to
settle which was wrong the n%'an calls him out by name. The second approach follows the 9”tn that
190X was from the 1T 172 and his N2y was not davening for Y& W' 993, (Which implies that
his prayers would have helped) If so why did such a p*T¥ fail? The answer is that it was not really

his fault which is why it's says W'N 791 and doesn’t mention his name. We find in 772N the words
“WIN 191" twice, once in NINW NWND regarding DINY and once regarding 19N'"IN. (See ,0"10N HY2
NINWY) just like WX 19'1 by DDY resulted in 1121 WD being born, so too W' 19l regarding "n'™x
79 had a very important role, which is to bring about 19nn TIT and N'wnn 19D which is also why we
read this N2'an on NIYI2W being that 1YpN TIT was 10D1 on NIVIW.
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here was a certain woman
who was very distressed by
her rapid weight gain. After
paying careful attention to

her eating habits, she concluded that
her intake of certain fattening food
between meals was the culprit. She
felt forced to take drastic measures to
stop her weight from skyrocketing any
fur-ther. But no matter how much she
tried, she couldn’t resist the allure of
the goodies in her house. Finally, after
a long struggle, she had enough. She
decided to make a neder not to eat
sweets between meals.
Afterseveral days, shetold her husband
what she had done. The husband, a
talmid chacham, immediately annulled
her vow. After a moment he suddenly
was struck with doubt. Per-haps a vow
not to eat sweets between meals is not
inui nefesh and cannot be annulled by
a husband?

He decided to present Rav Yosef
Shalom Elyashiv with his query.

Rav Elyashiv replied, “"In Nedarim 82
we find that if a woman vowed not
to eat two loaves, one of which she
longs to eat and the second of which
she has no desire to eat, her husband
may only annul regarding the one she
longs for. The Ran explains that she
only longs for one since only one is
finely sifted flour. The second bread is
less tasty so she isn't interested in it.
This is the psak of Shulchan Aruch as
well. In any event, she didn't prohibit
sweets except between meals. Who
said that she experiences pain because
of her neder? Especially since sweets
are damaging to her health! If she has
no pain, her husband may not annul.

Rav Elyashiv concluded, "Unless she is
clearly pained by refraining from sweets
between meals, she must annul in the
ordinary manner, before three!”



Is it permitted to take money
HALACHA ¢ from communal funds if one
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He should revoke her vow and she may
cohabit with him

here was once a dayan who was supported
by a commu-nity account that was funded
by charitable donations and payment for
various mitzvos made by the members
of the community. One day one of the wealthy
members of the community spoke harshly against
the dayan. The dayan was offended by the wealthy
person’s remark and took a vow never to derive
benefit from that person. This raised the question
of whether the dayan is permitted to continue to
take his salary from the community fund if it is at
least par-tially funded by this wealthy individual.

The question was presented to the Maharit1
who began by citing the opinion of Tashbatz who
maintained thataslong as the wealthy person only
makes his obligatory dona-tion to the communal
fund it is permitted for the dayan to continue
to collect his salary, but if the wealthy person
was to donate extra it would be prohibited for
the dayan to take his salary from the communal
fund. Maharit disagreed and wrote that since the
dayan is collecting from the communal fund and
not directly from the wealthy person there are no
restrictions. The reason is that once the wealthy
person fulfills his pledge, whether the obligatory
amount or the voluntary amount, it is no longer
his money and the dayan is thus permitted to
benefit from that money. This idea that once the
pledge is made it is no longer the donor’'s money
Is evi-dent by the fact that he no longer controls
what is done with the money.

After citing additional reasons to be lenient in
this case Maharit cites our Gemara to demonstrate
that the vow nev-er really took effect. Our
Gemara teaches that a vow does not take effect
when there is a pre-existing obligation similar
to a borrower who cannot declare his property
prohibited to his lender to avoid repaying his
loan. Similarly, since the wealthy person has an
obligation to make his regular dona-tions to the
communal funds the vow is not going to ex-empt
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REVIEW AND REMEMBER

1. How does R’ Huna know that the Mishnayos of this
perek represent R’ Yosi's opinion?

2. What vow is a husband not able to revoke?

3. Does the phrase 1an% 712 PR always mean that he
has no power to revoke the vow?

4. What is the dispute between Shmuel and R' Yochanan?

POINT TO PONDER

The ®9n) says that if a lady made a 973 not to
eat two loaves of bread and she is only upset
about one of them, the husband can undo the
whole 971. The YX1nY IR 1710 Y27 IR 17T 179
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 she only wants
one bread, because she doesn't want to eat
two? And both are the same.

Response to last week’s Point to Ponder:

The R says that we should be careful with »1a
D1y because they are likely to become -1nbn
DnON T it then says - mMHn I8N0 PR 710 2190
107320 DNON >TNYN NRRY D'NoN »T. How are
these two things connected? The fact that poor
children are likely to become nnon »mndn'is
seemingly unrelated to children of

DO YT NRoHN.

The oy nna 190 explains that oy "1 are
more likely to succeed in learning nmn because
they don't indulge in worldly pleasures, and
this is what the X913 means, when it says ynth
D71y »122. He explains that this is why the R9n)
connects the question of -5n 11%n F‘N nn vam
191 noN » N, Since it is assumed that > non
non are focused on their learning and stay
away from worldly pleasures, thanchildren who
Prow up in such an environment would most
Ikely have these values.

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



