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297

19°1NY 912> NN ORY MTY .1

Witnesses that we cannot do to them what they tried to do. For example if they did not know the

exact time of the alleged crime, no one can say to them you were with us in another place at that

time.

Such witnesses are not valid since the Torah considers the possibility of giving to them what

they tried to give as a prerequisite for valid witnesses.

This connects to our Gemarah b/c Tosafot ask why do we even accept witnesses of nvyia ya

since they will not get what they tried to give.

IMNND XY PNND .2
To his brother and not to his sister.
If oy o7y tried to give a punishment to a man and a woman, such as nby3y y05 n3, they get
the punishment they tried to give him and not hers.
This connects to our Gemarah b/c our Mishnah continues from 970 noon where this
statement was made, and in the Beit Midrash a Tanna added that there are other 17y who don’t
get at all what they tried to give, and our Mishnah asks how so?

WD N ID .3
To him but not to his children.
When you punish the 1y, you may only punish them but not give them a punishment that
would affect their children.
This connects to our Gemarah because it explains why we do not give the ynni o1y of ya
Ny what they tried to give, since if we made them o>55n it would affect their children.

ND) DNIY IUND YA .4
We need to fulfill ont qwxo, and we do not.
In order to properly fulfill the punishment of o q9wr5 the witnesses should get exactly what
they tried to give, and in this case this does not happen.
This connects to our Gemarah in that it explains why we can’t just punish the o> ©>1y by
making them o>55n and not their children.

2ONNY ROV PTION DN XY HOND XAN ,OONNN WX DONNN Nn .5
If someone makes a Yon, (a Kohen marries a nvyy and has a child) he himself doesn’t become
a on, so if he only tried to make a 55n (37y) but was not successful, most certainly he should
not become a 55n.
This connects to our Gemarah as it is another attempt to explain why the o o1y of NWYI)
do not become ooon.

299
PO ROV PTIINX U0 KDY HPOY NAN HPOI N OPIDN NN .6

If someone stones they are not stoned, if one only tries to stone but does not stone, most
certainly he should not be stoned.
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(Rashi explains) If conspiring witnesses said someone was Nnaw Y9Ny and they managed to
fool the court and they stoned the accused, and later you found out they were lying, the 17y
would not be stoned, because the gemarah teaches us later that the punishment of D7 AWND,
does not apply if they succeeded. If so, it should certainly be the case that Oy 9wNXD would not
apply if they did not succeed!

This applies to our gemarah in that we show through the above that when it comes to the
punishment of DNt AWK you cannot use the logic of ‘attempt can’t be worse than success’, b/c
if you were to use that logic you would wipe out the whole law of oy 9wXD, which is exactly
a case of attempt being worse than success! Therefore, you cannot use that logic to prove that
the 37y who only attempt to make someone a 95N should certainly not be made into ©>55n (see
concept #5).

NYY TUND NJ) "DNY TUNRD" .7
Like they tried to do and not like they did.
As we learn later in a Mishnah, 17y, are only punished with ©nt 9WN2 if they were found out
b/4 the accused was punished. However, if they managed to fool the court and they killed the
accused, and later you found out they were lying, the 3y would not be killed.
Rashi uses this to explain concept #6.

PHNII NI NXIN - 7DMIYN NNN INX DN NI .8
He must run to a city of refuge, he, but not the 37y
This is used to explain why the 37y who lied and said someone killed »v2 do not themselves
have to go to a city of refuge.

POY PPID PR NUYN I PRYIND DD .9
Any negative commandment that does not have an action, does not get lashes.
This is an opinion which holds that in order to get lashes for a nwyn N9, there must be an
action involved. Speaking is not considered an action.
The gemarah uses this opinion to explain why we must use the whole Nw9T of
YYUIN NMON 12 ON MM ...P>TNN DX IP>TNM to find the source of lashes for 37y and we did
not simply use the pasuk of ApW Ty T¥72 Myn NO.

NINN\NIND RIMD .10
The Kofer payment is either an atonement or a monetary obligation.
When your Ty 7 kills a man you must pay 9912. There is an argument whether that
payment is an option for atonement that the Torah is offering since you were negligent in not
watching your animal and it killed, or is a monetary obligation for the damage you did.
The Gemarah uses the opinion of 1795 X915 to explain why 3y who lied about s/o being
9915 2» N, would not themselves be obligated to pay. The reason would be that since it is only
an option of atonement, we simply opt out.

PYNPIN MNT W) 19157 .11

The payment of Kofer is paid by evaluating the value of the damager or the victim.
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There is an argument whose worth is evaluated in order for the damager to pay Kofer. Do we
say that you are paying for the damage you caused and thus should pay the value of the victim,
or do we say you are trying to redeem your (the damager) soul from guilt and thus pay your
value.

The gemarah brought this to try and say that this argument would be the same opinions as in
concept #10 (P32 MT=N93 NIND - PN IMNT=RNNN XI9ID) but the gemarah rejects this
and says that even if you say 1192 X915 you still might say that you achieve your redemption
by paying the worth of the victim.

NI NI INANA 100N .12
He is sold as an »2y T2y for stealing, not for being an oM TY
If witnesses lied and said a person stole, if that person had no money he would be sold, if it
turns out they are lying they however are not sold, b/c of the pasuk which reserves selling for
s/o who stole. Therefore this would apply even if both the accused and the Y11 0>7y had no
money.
This comes to explain why 1913 ©>TY are an exception to the rule of DN YWND

NI NOP RN OXTY .13
IO O>TY are a fine (not a compensation)
That which 137 D>TY are given what they tried to give is to be considered within the
classification of fines. This will have an impact on the law of paying by your own admission,
which does not apply to fines (concept 14).
This comes to explain why, according to ¥79, the 2% 07y would not pay if they testified
that s/o owed money and then admitted that they were lying.

XY 29 DY DOWN N OIP .14
Fines are not paid by the admission of your own mouth.
If s/o confesses that he stole money, he would have to return the money since he confessed.
However, he would be exempt from paying 595 as paying the double payment is a fine, and
you do not pay fines through the admission of your own mouth. This is learned from a pasuk.
This relates to our gemarah as it used to explain why according to ¥9, the 2137 0>Ty would
not pay if they testified that s/o owed money and then admitted that they were lying.

291

DIV INIDY TY NI DOWN DN TY PN .15
vy are required to pay if proven to be lying only if both are proven false.
The Gemarah uses this to prove that when Rav said an 3’y pays his portion, he could not have
meant in a case when only one was proven to be lying, b/c is such a case he would not pay at
all.

T IVIN NN W THNY VD .16
Once they say their testimony they may not go back and say otherwise.
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Witnesses are not believed to retract testimony once accepted in court. Rather their first
statements stand.

The Gemarah uses this to prove that when Rav said an 37y pays his portion, he could not have
meant in a case when one witness admitted he was lying, b/c in such a case he would not be
believed to retract his testimony.

NI 0NN .17
Missing collection.
When one is owed a loan, he still must go through the process of collecting it from the
borrower.
Rashi uses this to explain why a man could sell his chances for the NP2yn> for more money than
his wife, since she is X721 90INN. Any man buying the N2> from her would still have to
go through the difficult process of collecting the loan from the husband (if he divorces her) or
from the inheritors (if he dies). Therefore he would pay less for the N2N>.

97

INVNYN TPYIY PN DNV WYY 1PN NN MDNN .18
If one lends money to his friend for 10 years, the loan is not cancelled by the Sabbatical year.
The Torah forbids a creditor to demand back his loan on the Sabbatical year (v x5). We can
infer from this prohibition that the type of loan the Torah is talking about, when teaching us that
the Sabbatical year cancels loans, is the type of loan that could be demanded (and hence the
Torah must tell you that even though it could be demanded you are forbidden to do so).
Therefore, a ten year loan that could not be demanded on the Sabbatical year (since it is not yet
due) is not included in the Torah section that teaches us that the Sabbatical year cancels loans.
This applies to our gemarah because we try to prove this law from our Mishnah. Our Mishnah
refers to a case when there was a 10 year loan that the 7y tried to make him pay after 30 days.
The Mishnah says the 1y would have to pay for use of the money for 9 years and 11 months. If
the Sabbatical year would have cancelled the loan, the 3y should have to pay the entire amount
of the loan, since they tried to make him pay back a loan that would have been cancelled! This
seems to prove that the Sabbatical year does not cancel 10 year loans. The gemarah counters
that there is no proof to this as our Mishnah is talking about one of the 2 cases mentioned
below.

PLMIVNI PR NOVNN DY 1IN NX MINN .19
If one loans money to his friend and takes collateral, the Sabbatical year does not cancel the
loan.
The reason for this is that since | have collateral | do not have to demand the loan, rather the
debtor comes to me to pay in order to regain his deposit.
The gemarah uses this case to explain why in our Mishnah the Sabbatical year did not cancel
the loan (see end of #18).

JOMIWN PN PT NI PIIVY TN .20
If one gives his IOU to the court, the Sabbatical year does not cancel the loan.
© 20070YM DNV OV MNNY NP D



According to Rashi this is the 5123779 set up by Hillel that allows people to lend money and not
have the loan cancelled on Shmitah. The creditor gives his loan to the court and reserves the
right to demand the loan as a messenger of the court.

The gemarah uses this case to explain why in our Mishnah the Sabbatical year did not cancel
the loan (see end of #18).

D»P\DVA ININ NN INOVW NN DY NMNNN 55 .21
If one makes a condition (to a loan or sale) that goes against the Torah his condition is
void/binding.
If a person loans money to his friend and makes a condition that the creditor will pay him even
though the Sabbatical year passes, such a condition is void according to some opinions and
binding according to other opinions. The same argument would apply if one sold an object to
his friend and made a condition that the buyer would waive his rights not to be overcharged
(NNMIN).
Our gemarah explains that if the lender (or seller), however, tried to say that the laws of
Shmittah (or NXIN) do not apply then they most certainly would apply since he does not have
the power to void the Torah laws. All he can say (according to one opinion) is that even if the
laws apply you the creditor (or buyer) will waive your rights.

DY DWYOVUN NN WIINT IRV 1PN DND 1IN NN MONN .22
One who lends money to his friend for an unspecified amount of time, may not demand
payment in less than 30 days.
The Gemara states that this is true for both written loans and oral loans. This law is learned out
from a pasuk which seems to state that the 30 day time limit is a type of ‘mini Sabbatical’ time.

MY VN MV DY DXWHV .23
Thirty days in a year are considered like a year.
For some halachik issues we consider 30 days like a year, meaning even if the Torah specified a
year limit, after 30 days that limit is considered fulfilled.
The Gemarah uses this rule to explain concept #22. The Torah talks about a second type of
Sabbatical year (nVMwYN Mwve ,yavn Nwe N27p) and we understand that the second type of
year refers to the 30 days in which you may not claim an unspecified loan (sort of like the
Sabbatical year in which you cannot claim loans). Even though the Torah called it a year (1mv)
we use the rule of mw 2ywn Mmwa oy orwbdw to say it only refers to 30 days.

NNRLVN 21N NIV MINSD N2 NMON .24
One who opens a collar on Shabbat is obligated to bring a sin offering.
If one were to take a piece of cloth and cut an opening for the neck, thus creating a usable piece
of clothing (sort of like a poncho) he would be obligated to bring a sin offering (if he did the act
MA). The reason for this is that by completing the garment he is transgressing the Nox>1 AN
of vv91 NON, literally the ‘final blow of the hammer’, which applies for any act which act as
the finishing touches to complete an object, a »>2.
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The Gemarah asks why is this different than cutting a lid off a barrel, which is allowed. The
Gemarah answers that the cloth was one piece of cloth, not a »>5, while the barrel was not one
piece, rather a barrel, a »>5, with a lid.

DYINY DM PN NYOVY .25
3 Lohg of drawn water.
If a mikvah does not contain the required 40 Saah of rain water it is considered a 9oN MpP”N
and may not be used until the 40 Saah are added. If one poured 3 lohg of drawn water into a
90N Mpn, the mikvah becomes 5109, invalid, and may no longer be used at all.
The Gemarah discusses the following two cases that relate to this concept:

MDD XD MIPNI 12N 1P NRIND JPRINI 12 20NP 12IND DIV DM PN NYOY .26
Three lohg of drawn water to which was added wine, and now all looks like wine, which fell
into a mikvah (9©n), does not invalidate the mikvah.
The reason for this is that only drawn water invalidates and this mixture looks like wine is no
longer called water, but, rather, diluted wine. The Gemarah compares this case to the following
case:

PN NYOVI MPNN DX DI AN N .27
Colored water invalidates a mikvah if it contains 3 lohg (again, only if it fell into a 9oN MpPN).
The gemarah explains that this differs from the above case in that this is called colored water,
hence it retains its status of drawn water.

199

PAINY D12 1217 YR XIAN...AMINN NIX DD DN .28
The following invalidate a person from eating Terumah...one who enters (3 lohg of) drawn
water.
There is a Rabbinic decree that states if a person came into contact over most of his body, with
3 lohg of drawn water, that person may not eat Terumah.
Our Gemarah uses this concept to explain the case of a barrel of water that fell into the sea and
a person immersed himself in that spot, the person remains impure for Terumah. The Gemarah
explains that since sea water remains somewhat stagnant we are afraid that the water from the
barrel (which is 3 lohg of drawn water) remained in one spot and that is exactly where he
immersed himself.

TPINN NI OPIN .29
Place a person on his status quo.
A general rule applied to many cases is that when in doubt if a Halachik status has changed or
not, we keep the person on his previous status (since we do not know if it changed).
The Gemarah applies this rule to explain case #28. Since the person was impure when he
immersed himself in the sea, and you are not sure if he immersed in sea water or in the barrel
water, he retains his previous status of being impure (at least regarding the Rabbinic decree in
#28).

NPYYI ANV DIVN 12NN NN INI NN NN DNN NYYI DIV MINYYAI Y737 .30
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“According to his transgression”, for one transgression you may find him guilty, but you may
not find him guilty for two transgressions.

If a person does an act which has two punishments, for example he shoots someone, killing him
(death penalty) and tearing his shirt (monetary payment), he (usually) only gets the more
serious penalty, not both.

This gemarah uses this to explain the next concept.

NPY IR OOWNN DI .31
All who pay do not get whipped.
If Py Oy tried to make someone pay, they deserve 2 punishments. Lashes for myn N>
and paying money for ont 9wKI. However, he will only get one (see #35). While usually he
would get the more serious penalty, in this case he does not since 017 YWND will override the
7MIYN N2, b/c if the Torah meant for you to get the lashes why did it bother to write ©n% TWNO.

797

POV PPID PR NV PN IND .32
A negative commandment that is followed by a positive, corrective, commandment. Such a x>
does not get lashes.
The reason for the above is that the Torah is telling us that if one transgresses the N> the
correction for the sin is not lashes but to do the corrective positive act. An example would be
stealing which is a Y5 followed by the command to return the stolen object.
According to one opinion this explains why if one left over from the N©9 Y29 they would not
get lashes, since the Torah provided a corrective act of burning the left over sacrifice.

AN 2 -IONN N L33
What do we find.
If we find a certain law in the Torah in one case we apply it to other cases unless we have a
reason to assume it would only apply in that one case.
For example, we find the law that 5y P nwyn 1 Prw RS by y1 ow N3, Using a »sn nn
we try to apply it to all o5 in the Torah.

DMIND MNYN AN P2 - NTOINID NTOINI ND .34
The special aspect of this is not like the special aspect of the other.
When attempting to learn from a 130 nn (see #38) we can disrupt the wider application of the
new law by finding a special characteristic of the original case which we could claim is
necessary for the new law to apply. For example, we could claim that in the above case, the law
of by PP Nwyn 12 Prw IR would only be by vy~ ow N b/c y1 ow »oNm is special in that it
Is obwm NpYo. The only way to disprove this is to find another case in which we have the new
law, which does not have this special characteristic. For example, since we find the law of >
POY PPIY Nwyn 12 PR also by prmnit o>1y, which is not obwmy NPy, it proves that this special
characteristic of obwmy npPY is not necessary to have the new law of Y5y PPI> NwyN 12 PRY IND.,
Now, even though the second case of prniy o1y might have its own special characteristic (such
as not needingnxann ) since this characteristic does not exist in the first case (y1 ow noxIn) we
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have again proven neither of these special characteristics are necessary to have the new law of
POY PP NwN 12 PR IND and we may thus apply it to the whole Torah.

9t

MONA POYOWN PRI NN POVOYN .35
We can divide monetary payment but we cannot divide lashes.
If witnesses are proven liars they can split up monetary payment (each pays half) but they
cannot split up lashes (each must get the full amount).
In the gemarah 2 reasons are given. One is that in the Torah lashes are compared to death. Just
like you cannot give half a death penalty so too you cannot give half lashes. The other reason is
that money can be combined while lashes cannot.

PINY NN VIVY TY PRI PUYI DTV PN .36
Witnesses cannot become 191% D07y until you prove the witnesses false.
If a second set of witnesses claim that the testimony of the first set is false (the accused was not
there) that does not make the first set ym, (rather they are considered nwonn >y and the two
sets cancel each other’s testimony, for why believe the second set more than the first). In order
to make the first set 0t the second set must testify that the first set were not there, thus
proving the witnesses false not necessarily the testimony. (The reason that in this case we
believe the second set against the first is either a 23n5n n7>% or a N120)

YNON ITY .37

Conflicting witnesses.
See concept #41

NDLP 92 X2 .38
The man is considered dead
A man whom the court has convicted of a capital crime is considered to be already dead.
This connects to our gemarah in that if 222 0>7Y had testified falsely against a man who had
already been convicted (X>VP 92 X72) >TNON KPT RITYA - for example: on March 1st they
testify that on January 1st A had been convicted of killing B, two other witnesses come and say
that that set was not there on January 1 but rather with them in another place, but on January
2nd A was convicted of killing B. In effect when the Y2117 ©>7y testify (March 1st), the
accused had been already convicted), the 1211 ©>TY are not punished, since they lied about a
‘dead man’. The gemarah also tells us that the same would apply if they testified falsely that a
person owed a ©I, and he had already been convicted of owing the ©3p.

N 9T

IPIMN M DRIV DD 1T IPITMN ON .39
If she has earned a reputation of guilt, do we say all of Israel are assumed guilty?

© 200701 YN NI MMINY NP YO



Every person has a m7w> npin an assumption of being innocent of all guilt (compare with
concept #29).

This connects to our gemarah in the case where a women had previously brought 2 sets of
witnesses and each were proven liars. She then brings a third set who seem to be telling the
truth. ¥>p5 w1 said that we should not accept the third set b/c we can assume that they also are
lying. 30y ' disagrees b/c he uses the above concept and argues that even though the women
lost her assumption of innocence the 3rd set has not, and they retain their Ny w2 npIn.

PIN YD PPNIPYNY PN .40
We do not punish or warn through logic (a 99y 5p)
Even though the Torah warns against, and punishes one, for marrying a half sister, it still
warned and wrote a punishment for a full sister, b/c we would could not learn the warning or
punishment for a full sister from the warning and punishment of a half sister, even though it is
logical to assume so.
This also explains why if the 91211 ©>TY are punished for just trying to kill someone, they are

not punished for actually succeeding to kill someone (see concpt # 7), even though it is logical
to assume so.

PTN N TY PIIN PRI DTN PN 41
1YY 0Ty are not killed unless the accused is convicted.

The gemarah explains that this is meant to exclude cases where

the accused has not been convicted yet or if

the accused is actually put to death, for in such a case the Y2213t D>Ty are not killed, in case a.
b/c it says w932 wa) and in case b. b/c it says »NNXD MWY> which seems to require that the
accused is still alive (see concept #45&#7). This is one of the cases where the Rabbis disagreed
with the ©PYTN who claimed the Y1913 ©>TY are only punished if the accused was put to
death.

DIV YNV TY PIIN PHNIT DYTYN PN .42
1Y 07y are not killed unless both witnesses are proven liars.

The reason for this is that the Pasuk tells us 7yn v9pw Ty and we know that whenever it says in the
Torah 7y it means 2 witnesses.

This connects to the case where R. Yehudah ben Tabai killed an ©m 7y, in order to prove the
D>PYTY wrong on the argument above (#46).

1202 1MTY 2109 IX P 1NN THX RN NYOY 9N .43
Even three (witnesses), if one is found to be a relative or an invalid witness, the whole testimony
Is invalid.
From a Pasuk we learn that in regards to witnesses three are compared to two. R” Akiva learns
from this the above concept. Therefore, even if only one of three witnesses is proven invalid, even
though two good witnesses remain, the whole testimony is thrown out of court. There is a
NoNN if this applies only to MW »3>7 or also to NN 7.
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MINND YHNKD TON NNIYND NTNND NI NV DTN .44
The measure of good (reward) is greater than the measure of suffering (punishment) 500 times.
When Hashem rewards it says He does so for at least 2000 generations, while punishment is for
only 4 generations.
This connects to the Mishnah where we find that if a third witness joined a group of 2 and then all
3 were proven liars, they are all punished. Even though the third witness could claim that, in
reality, his testimony was (since you had 2 witnesses without him), he is still punished. We learn
from here that joining sinners, and doing like them, even though they could have done it without
you, is still punishable. The above concept teaches us that this would surely be the case if one
were to join those doing a mitzvah, even though he is not needed, he would be rewarded.

397

NMOIN PITNN/ "NTYN DN .45
“And the congregation shall save”, we search for merit.
The Pasuk teaches us that in capital offences the court should actively search for ways to save the
accused.
According to R’ Yosi (according to Rashi) this is why we would apply the rule X¥1D) NVOY N
12702 YMTY 5109 X P DN TNX (concept #48) only to capital cases. He would say that since
the Pasuk that compares 3 to 2 witnesses was found by capital cases, it would not be logical to
apply it to all cases, since only by capital cases are we looking to save the accused by invalidating
all the witnesses if even one is found invalid.

290 TNION NDORY YT - NYT YT TIN 46
Within the time of speech - The time it takes for the student to greet to teacher.
For many Halachik applications, we consider speaking within this time frame to be considered as
if one spoke without interruption.
The gemarah considers a third witness to be considered in the same group as the other two (so that
in concept #47 all three would have to be proven liars for the witnesses to be punished) only if the
third witness actually testified immediately after the other two, or at least 912>7 >7> 7.
Tosafot explain that this applies only to joining the witnesses who are lying. However, joining
true witnesses into one group (for concept #48) would not depend on testifying together, but
rather on intending to testify (for example warning the accused together) at the time they saw the
act.

9T

NTNYH MTY 47
Individual witnesses.
If one witness sees from one window and the other sees from another window, if they do not see
each other, nor do they see the person warning, they cannot be combined. This only applies for
MW 7 but not for MM M.
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The Mishnah taught us that the same would apply for 2 seeing from one window and two seeing
from another. If they see each other, or even if one from one group sees one from the other group,
then they are considered one combined set of witnesses.

YANNN 29D NYMIY PITMO XNN XOW 7DYTY DMWY 9 DY .48
“By the mouth (word) of two witnesses”, the Sanhedrin many not hear (the testimony) through a
translator.
The gemarah explains that there is no problem if the judge understands the language of the
witnesses, and only needs a translator to speak to them.
R’ Yosi used the above pasuk to learn that the witnesses must also be the warners, so that all the
testimony was through them.

S99

12N DN NIIY TN IND MO0 7D Y ON .49
If the borrower does not pay, won’t the lender come after the guarantor?
In a case where the witnesses were not related to the lender or borrower, but were related to the
guarantor, we might have thought that they could testify. The Gemarah uses this idea to explain
why they cannot, for in the end result the guarantor might have to pay, and the witnesses are thus
related to someone directly involved in the case (the guarantor).

DNRIW? XIN DY NNIDT NN .50
Because of the merit of Eretz Yisrael
If a man was convicted in a court outside of Israel and ran away to Israel, the court in Israel must
retry him. The reason for this is that we hope that as a result of the merit of being in Israel the
court will find a reason to find him innocent.

NY P99 PYNN 1N YN
197

oM INT TITAV D5 .51
All that killed in a downward motion go to galut
One who kills unintentionally is sent to the city of refuge only if he kills while in a downward
motion, such as going down a ladder or lowering a barrel. The gemarah learns this concept from
the pasuk which says voy Yo", However, if the killer was using a upward motion, such as going up
the ladder or pulling up the barrel, he would not go to galut.
It is possible to explain that one who is going down should be focusing on what is below him and
therefore held more responsible than one going up.

AN MIN .52
One who says it is permitted.
If a person committed a sin thinking it was permitted some say he is considered 711> 2y7p and
some say he is Mo P.
Our gemarah uses this idea to explain why we needed the pasuk of Nxw2a to exclude a case of
731 from galut (when it should be obvious that 7231 does not go to galut). The gemarah answers
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that we are excluding the case of 9 9N, which is considered 723199 277 and does not go to
galut.

POy TNN NONY NI .53
Going down for the purpose of going up.
(See concept 56) If a person kills while basically going up but is doing a downward motion in
order to go up. The gemarah considers this as is he is going down and does go to galut.
The gemarah uses this to explain the case of one going up a ladder, who is pressing down on the
rung as he goes up. The rung breaks and falls and kills someone. The gemarah decides that if the
rung actually somewhat bent down as he stepped on it (it was weak wood or not well attached) he
would go to galut for the above reason.

NN0NY DX W - XIPNY DX W .54
Primacy is assigned to the way we read the word - Primacy is assigned to the written way we
received the word.
When a word is written in the Torah on way and read another way, which way is to be considered
more primary when understanding the pasuk.
This argument explains the argument in our Mishnah, wether we understand the pasuk of 5w
51720 as meaning the metal ax head slipped off the handle and killed, and only in that case does
he go to galut, or if the ax head caused a wood chip to fly and kill, and only in that case does he
go to galut. If we follow the written word (which would spell out (vnishel) it would mean it
caused the wood chip to fly off. If we follow the reading of the word (vnashal) it would mean the
ax head flew off and killed.

N 91

XY DX NINPNT VI PRSMY” 55
“And it found”, excluding one who presents himself.
The case of galut mentioned in the Torah talks of one chopping wood, where the ax head or the
wood chip (see above) ‘found’ the victim. This would exclude from galut a case where the victim
was not in the path of the projectile when it was launched, but put himself in its path afterwards.
Our gemarah uses this to explain the opinion in our Mishnah which absolves (from galut) one who
threw a rock when no one was in its path, and when it left his hand someone stuck out their head
and was hit and killed.

P2 IR PINIA DD ROW INND VI 'RNNY .56
“And he will find” excluding one who sells are distant field in order to redeem a closer one.
One who sells a NYNNX N7V, a field of inheritance, may redeem it at any time, (the buyer must
sell it back to him). However, this is only if he found new money, not available to him at the time
he sold the field. Therefore, he may not sell a distant field, which was in his possession when he
sold the closer field, in order to redeem the closer field.
The gemarah brings a contradiction between the use of the word XX in this case and its use in
the concept above. Here it seems to mean finding something that was not there before, while in
the above concept it seems to mean something that was there all along. The gemarah answers that
the meaning of the word changes depending on context.
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NN IND ,20IN N DION XN OXY DD - MY DI G MY W NN .57
Just like the forest is a non-mitzvah, so too all are non-mitzvah.- Since if he found it chopped he
would not have to chopp, it is not a mitzvah.
The case of galut mentioned in the Torah talks of one entering a forest to chop wood. The fact that
it used such a case is to teach us that all cases of galut refer to optional acts, such as entering a
forest to chop wood. Therefore if one kills w2 while fulfilling a mitzvah, such as messenger of
the court who whips the accused, he does not go to galut.
The gemarah considers all acts of chopping wood as a NnywA, because even chopping wood for a
1919, is not really a mitzvah, since if he found wood he would have no obligation to cut it
himself.

N 99

TOVAY DY PP YYD DIDY MYV 27y DV ¥OIN DN - MIAYN NP wIN1» .58
TOVWIY INNIND RN¥OY

“From plowing and harvesting shall you rest” - Even the plowing of the 6th year for the 7th, and
harvesting of the 8th year from the 7th.
Sine the pasuk is not needed to tell me you may not plow or harvest on the Smittah year, as |
know that from other pesukim, it rather comes to teach me that I may not even plow on the 6th
year if the purpose of that plowing is for the 7th, and all that grows on the 7th year has kedushat
shviit, even if harvested on the 8th year.

MINN NINY IDIVN PSP XY MY PSP QR MY WIIN NN - 7MIAVN PP ¥INLY .59
“From plowing and harvesting shall you rest” - Just like plowing is a non-mitzvah, so too
harvesting. This excludes the harvesting of the Omer, which is a mitzvah.

This 1s the opinion of R’ Yishmael, who disagrees with the explanation given in #63, and rather
says the pasuk applies not for the Shmittah year, but for Shabbat. It teaches me that the prohibition
of harvesting on Shabbat is compared to the prohibition of plowing. Just like plowing is a non-
mitzvah (as there is never a specific commandment to plow - see end of #62) so too, the only
harvesting that is forbidden is a non-Mitzvah. Therefore, the harvesting of the Omer, can be done
on Shabbat.

17955 MN’ X2 PIN NNV NI9ID NINM 9O NNV .60
An unintentional act, which, if done intentionally would receive 9> (i.e. murder), gets forgiven
(through galut), but if that act would receive PN, it doesn’t receive the forgiveness of galut.
If one would murder his father intentionally, he would deserve 9>>© for murder and Pan for
wounding his father. According to the one who says PN is worse than 9>, he would be
punished by Pin. Therefore, using the above concept, if he killed his father unintentionally he
would not get galut, because galut is reserved for an unintentional act that if done intentionally
would result in 9»0.
The gemarah uses this concept to explain the opinion which argues with our Mishnah and says
that a son who kills his father »>»yw2 does not go to galut.

TRAY NYYN NWIYA - PIRN XD THYL ROV .61
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“ A prince in your nation you shall not curse” - When he acts as one of your nation

The Torah prohibition to curse another Jew is only if the other Jew is acting in accordance with
the Torah.

The gemarah understands from this that if one were to curse a *n12 he would not be punished
since the ©» M5 worshiped idols.

L 99

NPIY NVIND MY I PRY NINRON NN .62
If you strike someone and the damage is not worth a perutah, you get lashes.
Striking someone is a YN and therefore punishable by lashes. However, usually the lashes are
not given, as the monetary punishment for the damages overrides the lashes (as we learned in
concept 36.) However, if there are no monetary damages, such as in our case, the punishment of
lashes would apply.
The gemarah uses this to explain how a Jew could get M5 by something he did to a >m>.

DY XDY DI - 7DYIYN DID PNV .63
“These cities (of refuge) will be for you™ - for you and not for residents
The exclusion of this pasuk refers to a 2wn 93, who does not qualify for the protection of galut if
he kills a Jew. However, if he kills another 2wyn 1) he does go to galut. This is learned from a
second pasuk which says that the cities of refuge will be for Jews and also for 2v N>y 93>
DO,

:0 9%

TRD NI TINOD 1D NPNIY XM NI 1AV JNON .64
From here we learn that a non-Jew is killed, because if should have learned and didn’t.
Ignorance of the law or of obvious circumstances is not an excuse. Since a non-Jew does not
need NXINN he can be killed for killing others or immorality, even if he thought it was
permitted.
The gemarah learns this from the fact that if 751>2aN would have taken N9 he would have
deserved the death penalty, even though he thought she was a single women and merely
DNY2AN’s sister. This is because he should have realized that ©N92X might be lying to save his
life. After all, DN72aN realized the type of depraved, evil, society they were by the fact that
when he came to the city they did not ask him if he needed food or water, but rather, is she your
wife. Therefore, T91>aN plea of innocence is rejected by Hashem.

M2 XON VW INN VIV PN .65
One exclusionary term followed by another exclusionary term, becomes inclusionary.
When the Torah uses 2 exclusionary terms, it is coming to tell us not to exclude more cases,
but, rather, that only these are to be excluded, but others are to be included.
Our gemarah has such a case where the term 9y yNy9 NN X1 IWN seems to include
everyone, even a blind man. Therefore, the following exclusionary term, NX7 X>2, without
seeing, would exclude a blind man (b/c it excludes s/o who could not see in any case). When
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the Torah follows with a second exclusionary term, nyT %23, it comes to tell us that a blind
person is actually included in the laws of galut.

TOVID NIV P PNAND RONX IRIND 7NN ROV .66
Because the need to warn was only given to differentiate between M and 1>30.
This is the opinion of NTYN» 292 >0 /9, who holds that the only reason a person must be
warned in order to get the death penalty, is because they might claim “I didn’t know it was
forbidden.” Therefore, in cases where we know they knew it was forbidden, such as a 7991
DO, there is no need for warning.
Our gemarah uses this to explain the opinion of >©y> 9 in our Mishnah who held that a known
enemy of the victim does not go to galut, but is killed, even though he was not warned. Since
we are sure that he did this on purpose, he does not require warning.

RY.T

NYTO NOW YA NYTY P2 MU OON .67
These protect whether the killer intended such, or whether he did not intend as such.
The 6 cities of refuge mentioned in the Torah, protect the killer whether the killer knew that the
city protected him or even if he did not know. However the additional 42 Levite cities, which
also were cities of refuge, only served as refuge if the killer knew that the city offered refuge.

NNV 7D NNNT YT 7D TAY - 1NV .68
“And he shall live” - provide for him the means to live.
The Torah requires the Rabbis to make sure the cities of refuge have all the necessities for the
Killer to live a normal life. This may include bringing water, job opportunities, Torah education,
etc. In addition, we make sure that it will not be easy for the ©7n SN to find him or kill him in
the city.

mMLP DNY NNIN 2TY .69
Words of Torah provide refuge.
If one learns Torah it protects him from harm. The Gemarah says that this only applies when he
is actually learning Torah. According to one opinion it only protects him from the NN TNON
but not from being killed by humans.
The Gemarah asks why does a Rav who killed have to go to an Vo1 9y if the words of Torah
offer him refuge. The Gemarah answers the above answers.

MINMPN PO NIV NMINN - 70D ¥av> XD G0 AmMN» .70
“One who loves money will never be satisfied with money” - A mitzvah that comes to my
hands, | will fulfill.
The Gemarah tells us that this also refers to one who loves mitzvot will never be satisfied, but
will always look for opportunities to do mitzvot.
The example used in the Gemarah is Moshe. Even though he knew that the three cities of refuge
he would set up in Trans-Jordan would not be effective until the three other cities were set up in
WIS XN, he did not hesitate to set them up anyway.
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D291 N YTMIYNNY DNN N YPANK) XN NTND NN N2 .71
Much Torah have | learned from my teachers, from my friends even more than them, and from
my students | have learned more than from any of them.
The Gemarah uses this to explain a pasuk which they translate to mean only if one teaches
many students he will gain knowledge.

NN OPOIW PIY DIV PIVY NNNDNA YTHYY NI DI N .72
Who helped our feet to be able to stand in war, it was the gates of Yerushalayim, who learned
Torah.
The Gemarah uses this to explain the pasuk DXW17> TIYWA 19X P MTNW

99

ININ PN N T2 NXI DTRY 7172 .73
In the path that a person wishes to go, they (Hashem) guides him.
The Gemarah brings proof to this from Tanach, (one example is ©y>21) that Hashem does not
stop a sinner from following a path that he has chosen.

NONP NPN...ONPT NI PRY PY .74
A city that has no elders...does not offer refuge
The Gemarah learns this from the pasuk which states that the n¥yy must speak to “the Elders of
the city”. (Another opinion holds that this is preferable, but not necessary). The same
requirement applies for sentencing a N7 9o )2 and for bringing an naay Noay.
A possible explanation is that the city must be a place where the nxyy can be taught Torah and
the importance of life, hence the setting aside of o» Y »y. If the city has no elders this will not
take place.

WNY 97

NYP PV MNT 55 .75
The Torah always uses the word 227 to refer to a harsh command.
The Gemarah asks why such a harsh term was used when Hashem instructed yvn» to set up the
vopPn Y. The Gemarah answers either because yvn> delayed or simply because it was a Torah
commandment.

WP NI YNT DY DN WPIAD YD PNV .76
They should have prayed for their generation and they did not.
As leaders of their generation the 5y13 0> is held somewhat responsible for those who kill »wa.
The Torah demands that they pray for the people of their generation so that such deaths should
not occur.
The Gemarah uses this concept to explain why the mothers of the 5y1 yn> would supply food
and clothing to the nxy3s so that they should not pray for the death of the 5y yn> (or pray for
him to live). The Yy1 30> had to worry about the effect of their prayer (or needed their prayer)
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because otherwise he would be held somewhat responsible. The Gemarah (on : 8>) goes so far
as to say that even the 513 y05 who was only active at the time of sentencing (but not at the time
of the murder) is held somewhat responsible, since he should have prayed that the killer should
be found innocent.

N2 NN DINAON DON NOOP .77

N2 NN MNIN DY 1IN 05N NOOP
The curse of a bon even if for naught, it comes true.
The curse of a oon even if conditional, it comes true.
The curse of a oon is considered so powerful that it will come true (even though not necessarily
only because of the curse) even if the person who was cursed complied, and even if it was made
on condition and the condition was fulfilled.
The Gemarah leans this form the story of Achitofel, who was cursed by 77 (and eventually
hanged himself) and from the story of Sxmw who was cursed by »>y (and whose children did
not follow in his path).

N> 99

9N TN ONIN HY N .78
An excommunication on condition needs to be absolved.
When a person is excommunicated on condition, even if the condition was fulfilled, he still
needs the court to absolve him of the excommunication.
See concept 82. The Gemarah learns this from 171> who was whose excommunicated by 2py?
(if he did not return with y2132332) and even though he did bring him back, his bones did not find
rest until Dwn prayed for him.

INNAP RNN OV ... NPT XNN OV 7NNY DN IWN! .79
“That he will flee there”, there will he live, there he will be buried
The nx¥y1 must stay in the Vo1 4y, and cannot leave even if needed for a mitzvah. If he dies
before the 573 Y02 he is buried there.

12V PYON IDIN MDIN 1 T2 .80
“Hashem has blessed his ”, even the challalim.
We learn from this pasuk that if a 55N does NnTyay it is accepted by Hashem.
This concept is used to explain the case of a Cohen who does NT)ay and then finds out he is a
25N, according to ¥ 7 his service is accepted.
The Gemarah explains that it is possible that he holds that in truth we say that he was never
truly a valid Cohen ( meaning that retroactively his status as a Cohen is invalidated, and
therefore, for example, he would not set a nxy1 in a VoPN Y free) but still his service would
be accepted because of the this concept.
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YV NNINI AR NYL NMIYVL NV 81
Two mistakes were made by Yoav at that time.
When Shlomo Hamelech sent to kill Yoav, he ran to the nawn and held onto the corner so that
he would not be killed. However, he made two mistakes: 1. Only the top of the nan offers
protection, and 2. Only the N2 in the wTPNN N> offers protection. »2N adds that another
error he made is that it only protects a Cohen who is doing NnTay.

DTN DRI T°2 MY 7NXIIN DX DTN DRI NN .82
“And the 07N YN0 will kill the n¥1”, the DTN DN is permitted.
This is the opinion of N2>y /7 that since it does not say that the ©T1 YN should kill (nx9),
we learn that he is only permitted to do so but it is not a mitzvah. »>°5)1 %1 holds that it is a
mitzvah.

DTN "2 VWD NN N7 .83
The Torah speaks like people do.
Whenever the Torah uses double words we would create a nw7T from the extra word.
However, this concept argues with that logic and says that the Torah’s double word is simply
for emphasis, like people speak, and not for any new nv 7.
The Gemarah uses this concept to explain the double word XX> XN>, which seems to teach us
that if for any reason the nxy left the V5P Y he loses his protection. The extra word would
tell us even if he left unintentionally. However, another opinion holds that it would not be
logical for his unintentional leaving to earn him death (for even his act of murder, since done
unintentionally, only earned him 12, and not death!) and says that the extra word is just the
Torah talking like people.

YNMDND PIANRD NYDY NWYI 12N PR DI .84
In all instances a son may not be made a messenger (of the court) to strike his father.
Even in cases where a father is to be punished, a son cannot be the one who is appointed to do
so. The only exception is a N>©1n who leads Jews astray, since the Torah commands us to have
no pity on him.
The Gemarah understands therefore, that a son cannot be a D71 DN to kill his father.
However, if a father kills his son w2, the son of the son may become D71 YN a to kill his
grandfather.

A 99

197 NN T2IN 12PN .85
In cases of a tree, you go after the shade.
This is the opinion of NTYN> /7, where if a tree’s trunk is inside the walls of ©Y>WY7> and the
shade (leaves) of the tree is outside (or visa versa), then as regards eating (inside) or redeeming
(outside) »w qwyn we consider the person to be by the shade even if he is standing by the
trunk.
However, the Gemarah explains, we can only assume this to apply 83909, in order to more
stringent. For example, if the trunk was inside and the shade outside and he was by the trunk he

could not eat »w qwyn as if he was standing outside, and yet he still could not redeem the
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MW WY since he is standing inside. Similarly, if the trunk was outside and the shade inside
and he was standing by the trunk outside he could not redeem the »v 9wy as if he were
standing inside, and yet he could not eat the v 9wy since he is standing outside. The same
would apply by an Vo1 Y if the nyyy who would be protected if he is standing by the the
trunk outside an VoM Y and the shade is inside the city (as we consider it as if he is in the
city) and yet if he was by the trunk inside the city and the shade was outside, he could not be
killed, since he is standing inside the city.

An alternative understanding of N7y /9 is that he holds 910 9NN qK, that you go even after
the shade. That is to say that you would certainly go after the trunk (if he was standing by the
shade outside an VY1 9>y and the trunk was inside, he would be protected) but you go even
after the shade, as explained above (and, as above, all the cases are only X2NY).

20 91

D528 95D DOY 7D YN DID PN .86
“And the cities shall be for you” for you, for all your needs
The Gemarah learns from this that the n¥1s who lived in the V91 9>y did not have to pay
municipal taxes (possibly even rent) to the Leviim.
This applies to the six cities specified as the VD1 » Yy, whether it also applies to the other 42
Levite cities is a nponn.

PMIAX IPIINNY NND7 TN IR 2V XIN INNAVNID MNNIVN DN vy .87
“And he shall return to his family”, to his family he returns but not to the status of his family.
This is the opinion of NTYN? 77 regarding an »32y 71y, that when he returns home he loses any
previous status he held in the community. The same applies by a n¥yy who returns from the 9>y
voPN.

£39 41

DWIAIN MPON 5952 NV MM 2MN .88
One who deserves N3 is included in the laws of lashes.
If one committed an offense for which he deserved n95, he would receive mpo1n in addition to
the n1>.
This is because every nwyn X7 is liable for mp5n unless it is overridden by another
punishment. This opinion (X2>py ') holds that N5 does not override MpPoHnN.
The Gemarah explains that this does not contradict the concept of ynywA >3, because if he did
N2ywn for the sin, then he would be forgiven the N33 punishment. Therefore it is not
necessarily a case of 2 punishments. Or, because the problem of 2 punishments only applies to 2
punishments given by the courts.

NYYN R NION DN DN 19 1VN NI DIpn Do .89
Every place where it says the words 539 9nwn it is treated as a negative commandment.
Even when the Torah does not say x9, but rather uses any of the above words, it is to be treated
as a nwyn Y, and it would be punishable by mpbn.
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The Gemarah uses this to explain that the pasuk which says mwyb 1mmwn X5 ox, is not a
commandment not to ignore nwy msn, but rather not to transgress negative commandments, as
the word mmwn refers to nwyn XY,

YYONT INDT NOMIT .90
Similar to the prohibition of muzzling.
In the Torah the pasuk teaching the prohibition of muzzling an ox while it threshes is
immediately proceeded by the laws of mp>1. We learn from this that negative commandments
will only receive lashes if they are similar to the prohibition of muzzling.
The Gemarah learns from this that nwym» 12 PRY IND or NWYY PN IRD will not get MpPON
since they are not similar to the NMYONT IND.

N2 NN N NDY RN N .91
The ‘returning’ and the ‘coming’ are the same.
The laws of the Kohen returning to the house that has leprosy (after one week) are applied to
the Kohen who comes to the house again through a mw n» . This is frequently used as an
example of a mw n 1 that is made between two words that are not similar.
The Gemarah uses this concept to ask why we do not draw a mw n7>% between mpbn and N
even though the words connecting them are not exactly similar.

PPN D ON NONX PYNY PN .92
We do not punish unless we first warn.
This concept applies to the laws of the Torah. It tells us that before the Torah will give a
punishment it will always first say “Do not do...” and then say “If you do you will get..”
This concept will effect the next 2 concepts.

POY PPID PN PT NP2 NN NININD NIV IRD .93
A Nwyn NS which is a warning for a capital punishment (such as N8¥9N X5) does not get
mpon.
A simple YN in the Torah will automatically receive lashes. However, if the 385 was said as a
warning for a capital offense (in which we never punish unless we first warn - see above
concept) then we say that it is not a XD written for mpPYn, but rather a YN written for warning.
Therefore, if someone was to commit a capital offense, but be warned he would receive mp5n
(and not death), he would not receive the lashes even though he would also not die.
The Gemarah uses this to explain that when X2>py 77 said that mMpPo»n 5551 0PR MNdH 21N
he did not mean that you cannot receive both M5 and death (which is obvious because of
NYWI »7D) but that he cannot receive Mo even if he does not receive death.

IININD 77X XD MM 2I»N .94
Sins which are punishable with 195 do not need warning.
Even though in general we say 1°7°111 12 DX XON PYWIW PR, this does not apply to n72. This
is proved from the fact that n©9 and N2’ get N15 even though they do not have an NYNIN
(they are vy MNN).
The Gemarah says this to explain why according to ¥79 (in the concept above) it is possible to
get N1> and still use the N5 for MPYN (because N5 does not need the XD for an NININ).
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Pony .95
To separate
If one would would commit a single offense that is 2>>n multiple DXVN NN2IP, we separate
between them to obligate a nxvVN for each. (A single offense is defined by either one act, or
multiple acts done nNx ©YyN2 - with one forgetting that such acts are forbidden)
We learn this out from pesukim. This holds true in cases where we have DYp>i1nn D)) (even
if there are not ©*P>INN MW - such as a person who lived with 7M7) ©>*w) wHIN) or when we
have DYP2INN NNV (even if we don’t have D¥P5INN O - such as a person who lives with
one woman who is 1IX MNX)Y PIN MINNXY IMNKN).

95 49

POV PRID DUY TPV NYYN XD DI .96
AN that is has an nwy before it gets MpPon.
We have previously (#32) learned that a Y82 with a corrective NWy does not get mpon.
However, this only holds true for an nwy that can only be done if the "> was transgressed
(such as burning the 91 or returning the stolen object). For in such cases we say the nwy was
meant as a corrective measure. But, if the NwY is not contingent on transgressing the N> (such
as a person who became NV while already in the wTpnN N2, we would apply the nwy of
NN Y INOWN (“leave the camp™) to such a person even though they did not transgress the
N> of walking into the wTP1nN M2 when XNV) we would not consider such an NWY as
necessarily corrective, and therefore the person would get mpbn if they transgressed the INY of
walking into the wTpNN N2 when they were XnL.
The gemarah uses this to explain why our Mishnah teaches that if one walked into the n°2
wIPNN when they were X1V, they would get M50, and we would not consider the fact that
there is an Ny to leave, as a NWYD PNIN IND.

0 97

PIVIPN ON .97
If it does not apply.
Words in the Torah that may be extra, are learned as a nw97. If the NWA7T is not needed to teach
any law in the place in which they were written, we say since they do not apply in this place we
apply them to another place.
An example is in our gemarah, when we tried to say (eventually disproved) that the pasuk of 1>
nwNY NN is extra and not applicable to y ow xoxm (b/c we know v ow nox through a bp
71mM) and is therefore applied to o)~ (to try and explain why o)~ who remarries does not get
mpYn even though it is a nwy mTpw NS which should get mpbHn).
1PV R IPVA - PP KN MNP .98
VA XY (DN (2N NYYN NX) 5V - (29N) 91999 KD (DN)Y (VS NYYN NNX) 0P
(MV9)
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If he fulfilled or did not - If he voided or did not

If one fulfilled the nwy he does not get mpbn, if he did not fulfill the nwy he does get mpbn - If
one voided the nwy he does get mpbn, if he did not void it he does not get mpbHn

There is an argument regarding the law of 5y P15 pPX NwyY Py N, According to the first
opinion, the person would not get mo» only if they fulfilled the nwy immediately. If they did
not fulfill the nwy they would get man. According to the second opinion, one would only get
mpon if they voided the possibility of fulfilling the nwy (such as destroying the stolen object so
it could not be returned).

0 99

ININD NNV IND PID NXRIND .99
Warning in doubt is not considered warning.
If one gives warning to someone about to do a sin, but the warning is not decisive, then,
according to this opinion, he is not considered warned, and is not punished.
For example, if one would vow to eat food that day, and had not yet eaten, if he would receive
warning to eat or receive punishment for breaking his vow, that warning would be indecisive,
since he technically does not have to eat at that moment in order to not break his vow. By the
time the day is over and he still has not eaten, he can claim he forgot the warning.

N 9%

IND\NWY ,NWY D051 NAN XD .100
A negative commandment learned through deduction from a positive commandment, is
considered a positive commandment, and does not get lashes. A second opinion says it is
considered a negative commandment.
The gemarah wants to use the second opinion to ask why a kohen who eats from a nxVN before
DTN NP>t should not get MpOn. After all, the Torah allows a kohen to eat from a nXVN only
after NP3, inferring that before NP>91 it is forbidden. The gemarah answers that the first
opinion is correct, that even if it is forbidden, it still only has the power of an Nwy, not a IND.
Therefore, it would not get mpP51. The gemarah proves this from the fact that the Torah tells us
the kosher animals we can eat are those that have split hooves and chew their cuds. | could
deduce that animals that do not have both signs are not kosher, and yet, the Torah continues to
tell us that you may not eat animals that do not have both signs. The Torah, it seems, needed to
repeat this in order to create a YN, proving that the inference from the nwy would not make it a
IND.

N25YN N2 PR N5 MXRIN DI .101
All that could be mixed, mixing is not mandatory.
If one dedicated a NN of 61 )YIvy, he would be obligated to bring 60 in one ¥>5 and 1 in
another »>2. The reason for this is that you may only bring a maximum of 60 in a »>2 since
more than 60 will not mix together (n>>2) with a ya¥ MN>. However, one could ask, why should
the ability to mix bother us? For we know that mixing is not mandatory! To which we answer
that even though the actual mixing is not mandatory, the ability to mix is mandatory.
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The gemarah uses this to explain why it is possible to hold that ©»315*2 N3P is not
mandatory, and yet hold that if one were to bring ©>71512 after Sukkot they would not be
accepted since he could not read ©>715*2 NvA9. The same logic would apply, reading the

parsha is not mandatory, but the ability to read the parsha (bringing before Sukkot) is
mandatory.
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