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Nedarim 11a 

 גמרא

 The Tanna of Our Mishna - לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן  מִכְּלָל  

 

לַחוּלִּין

  סַבְרוּהָ  

 מַאי  

  לַחוּלִּין 

  לָא לְחוּלִּין לֶיהֱוֵי  

   אֶלָּא קׇרְבָּן 

 מַנִּי 

  מַתְנִיתִין  

  אִי רַבִּי מֵאִיר  

  לֵית לֵיהּ  

  מִכְּלָל לָאו  

  אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן

לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן  מִכְלָל

הֵן  מִכְלָל שׁוֹמֵעַ  אַתָּה  לָאו 

  נַן  דִּתְ 

    רַבִּי מֵאִיר אוֹמֵר 

  כׇּל תְּנַאי  

  שֶׁאֵינוֹ כִּתְנַאי  

  בְּנֵי גָד וּבְנֵי רְאוּבֵן  

  אֵינוֹ תְּנַאי

 
67 When Does R' Meir Not Hold of מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן? 

The Ran points out that even though the Gemara in meseches Shevuos 
tells us that R' Meir agrees that with regard to matters of issur we do say   ל מִכְּלָׁ
ה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן  או אַתָּׁ  'that R (monetary matters) ממון  and it is only with regard to ,לָׁ
Meir holds that we do not say  ה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ  ,with regard to nedarim ,מִכְּלָׁ
R' Meir would still hold that we do not say  הֵן שׁוֹמֵעַ  ה  אַתָּׁ או  לָׁ ל   This is .מִכְּלָׁ

לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן  מִכְלָל

לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן מִכְלָל

 אֶלָּא רַבִּי יְהוּדָה הִיא  

לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן מִכְלָל 

 אֵימָא  

  סֵיפָא 

  רַבִּי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  

because, despite the fact that nedarim are related to issur, as it is assur to use 
something if he made it assur to use it through a neder, there is a ממונות aspect 
as well, i.e., his object is now assur. Therefore, since the effectiveness of 
nedarim involves ממונות, R' Meir will hold that we do not say   ה או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ מִכְּלָׁ
 .שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן
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 הָאוֹמֵר  

  יְרוּשָׁלַיִם 

  לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם  

 מִדְּסֵיפָא  

  רַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

רֵישָׁא 

    לָאו רַבִּי יְהוּדָה הִיא  

 כּוּלֵּהּ  

  רַבִּי יְהוּדָה הִיא  

  וְהָכִי קָתָנֵי 

  הוּדָה אוֹמֵר  שֶׁרַבִּי יְ 

  הָאוֹמֵר יְרוּשָׁלַיִם  

  לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם 

כ

כ 

כ

כ

כ

כ

 

 

R' Yehuda’s Shita with Regard to Saying ‘Like 

Yerusalayim’ 

כ 

כ

 וְכִי אָמַר  

  כִּירוּשָׁלַיִם  

  לְרַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

  מִי מִיתְּסַר  

  וְהָתַנְיָא  

  רַבִּי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  

 הָאוֹמֵר  

  כִּירוּשָׁלַיִם  

  לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם  

  עַד שֶׁיִּדּוֹר  

 בְּדָבָר  

 הַקָּרֵב  

  בִּירוּשָׁלַיִם

 כּוּלַּהּ  

  רַבִּי יְהוּדָה הִיא  

  וּתְרֵי תַּנָּאֵי  

 אַלִּיבָּא דְּרַבִּי יְהוּדָה 
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Nedarim 11b 
The Halachos of Saying חוּלִּין הַחוּלִּין כְּחוּלִּין לַחוּלִּין 

  תַּנְיָא 

 חוּלִּין 

 הַחוּלִּין  

  כְּחוּלִּין 

 

   בֵּין 

  שֶׁאוֹכַל לָךְ  

 וּבֵין 

 שֶׁלּאֹ  

  אוֹכַל לָךְ  

  מוּתָּר  

מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן

 לַחוּלִּין 

 
68 Do We Need to Take Out the Case of the Person Saying “שֶׁאוֹכַל לָךְ לַחוּלִין”? 

The Ran says that we must take out these words from the Baraisa. The 
Baraisa had said that if a person says this, the neder will be effective based on 
the rule of   ה או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן מִכְּלָׁ . But R' Meir does not hold of   ה או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ מִכְּלָׁ
 Because of this problem, the Ran says to delete these words from the !שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן
Baraisa. 

Tosefos, however, explains that the words should stay with one minor 
change. Instead of the person saying ְך  the Baraisa needs to be – לַחוּלִּין שֶׁאוֹכַל לָׁ
changed to read that the person said ְך  Tosefos explains that .ל א חוּלִּין שֶׁאוֹכַל לָׁ
in this case, even R' Meir would agree that the neder is effective. This is 
because when a person says  “ לִּיןל א חוּ ”, it is as if he said explicitly that it should 
be hekdesh, that is, saying the words “ ל א חוּלִּין” is the equivalent of saying the 
words “it should be hekdesh”. And the only time that R' Meir holds that the 

  שֶׁאוֹכַל לָךְ  

  אָסוּר  

לַחוּלִּין לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

 

  מוּתָּר 

 

מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן

 

The Author of Our Baraisa – The Different Implications of 

a Lamed Before a Word 

  רֵישָׁא מַנִּי  

  רַבִּי מֵאִיר הִיא  

  דְּלֵית לֵיהּ  

implication does not work is in the case that he said ‘La’chullin’. In this case we 
must first deduce that the word ‘La’chullin’ means not chullin, and only then 
can we say that by saying this he means to say that it should be hekdesh. 
Therefore, since we must first figure out his words, in this case R' Meir holds 
that the neder will not work.  

Although Tosefos holds of this difference between saying  חוּלִּין  and ל א 
saying  לַחוּלִּין, the Ran rejects it. That is, the Ran also entertains that there is a 
difference between  ל א חוּלִּין and saying  לַחוּלִּין, but he proves that even when 
the person says  ל א חוּלִּין, we must still come on to the rule of   ה או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ מִכְּלָׁ
 in order to make this a neder and therefore accordioning to R' Meir it שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן 
will not work. And therefore, the Ran was left with no other choice but to 
change the of the Baraisa. See the Ran where he brings another possible way 
to explain the Gemara from the Raavad.  
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מִכְּלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵין 

 

ל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵןמִכְלָ 

  אֵימָא סֵיפָא  

 לַחוּלִּין 

  לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

  מוּתָּר  

  וְהָתְנַן  

 לַקׇּרְבָּן  

  לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

  רַבִּי מֵאִיר אוֹסֵר  

 

  וְקַשְׁיָא לַן  

  הָא לֵית לֵיהּ  

מִכְּלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵין 

 

מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן

מִכְלָל לָאו  

אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ  

הֵן

  וְאָמַר רַבִּי אַבָּא  

  נַעֲשָׂה  

 כְּאוֹמֵר  

  לְקׇרְבָּן יְהֵא  

 לְפִיכָךְ  

  לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

 

  הָכָא נָמֵי

   הָכִי קָאָמַר לֵיהּ

 לָא חוּלִּין לֶיהֱוֵי 

 לְפִיכָךְ

 ֹ א אוֹכַל לָךְ ל

 

כְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵןמִ  
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  הַאי תַּנָּא  

 סָבַר לַהּ כְּרַבִּי מֵאִיר  

  בַּחֲדָא  

 וּפְלִיג עֲלֵיהּ  

  בַּחֲדָא  

 סָבַר לַהּ כְּוָתֵיהּ  

 
69 Why is this Not a Case of  ה שוֹמֵעַ הֵן או אַתָׁ ל לָׁ לָׁ  ? מִכְּ

The Ran explains that in this case the word ‘La’chullin’ can be understood 
to mean that it should not be chullin but it should be a korban, even according 
to R' Meir who does not hold of ה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ   .מִכְּלָׁ

This is true because the person ended off his statement with the words 
“that I will not eat from you.” Therefore, you do not need the rule of   או ל לָׁ מִכְּלָׁ
ה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן   to say that the first half of his statement was coming to say that אַתָּׁ
something is assur. That is, it is not the rule of  ה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ  that is מִכְּלָׁ
telling us that the implication of “La’chullin” means a korban but rather it is 

  בַּחֲדָא  

  דְּלֵית לֵיהּ  

  מִכְּלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵין  

 וּפְלִיג עֲלֵיהּ  

 בַּחֲדָא  

 בְּקׇרְבָּן 

אַתָּה   לָאו  מִכְלָל 

הֵןשׁ וֹמֵעַ 

 

  רַב אָשֵׁי אָמַר  

    לְחוּלִין הָא דְאָמַר

  וְהָא דְּאָמַר  

 לָא לְחוּלִּין  

 דְּמַשְׁמַע  

 לָא לֶיהֱוֵי חוּלִּין  

 אֶלָּא כְּקׇרְבָּן 

second half of his statement that says “that I will not eat from you” that tells 
us how to understand the word ‘La’chullin’. Therefore, even R' Meir will agree 
that we can interpret the word ‘La’chullin’ to mean but it should be a korban 

However, in a case that the person says ‘La’chullin, that which I will eat 
from you’, in this case the there is no mention of his not eating, and the only 
way that there is any indication of a neder is if we say ה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ  מִכְּלָׁ
(because then we say that what I eat should be chullin but what I will not eat 
should be hekdesh). Therefore, since R' Meir does not hold of  ִה  מ או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ כְּלָׁ

 .the neder will not be chal ,שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן
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┬

∶

 

עִיקָּרוֹ קָא מַתְפֵּיס אוֹ בְּהֶיתֵּרָא קָא מַתְפֵּיסבְּ   

 טָהוֹר וְטָמֵא  

 נוֹתָר וּפִיגּוּל  

 אָסוּר  

 בָּעֵי רָמֵי בַּר חָמָא  

 הֲרֵי עָלַי  

 כִּבְשַׂר  

 מִים  זִבְחֵי שְׁלָ 

 לְאַחַר זְרִיקַת דָּמִים  

 מַהוּ 

 אִי דְּקָאָמַר  

 
70 How Do We Understand the Gemara’s Question if there Are Parts of the 
Korban Shelamim that Are Assur Even After the Zerika? 

The Ran asks that even if the person is assumed to be referring to the 
korban after its zerika, the neder should still be valid. Even after the zerika, 
people who are tamei cannot eat it, and there are certain parts of the 
shelamim that only the Kohanim can eat. If so, even after the zerika, the 
shelamim still retains some of its issurim, and as such, when the person 
compares this object to it, we should say that the intent of the person is to 
make this object assur by comparing it to the issurim that the korban shelamim 
has right now (i.e., those issurim that remain after the zerika). 

The Ran answers that there is a fundamental difference between the 
issurim that the korban has before the zerika and the issurim that the korban 
has after the zerika. Before the zerika the korban is assur as a result of the 
person’s original actions. That is, he declared this animal to be a korban and 
that is why it is a korban with all of its issurim. Therefore, a person can use this 
korban for his neder.  

 בְּהָדֵין לִישָּׁנָא  

 בְּהֶיתֵּרָא  

 קָא מַתְפֵּיס  

 אֶלָּא כְּגוֹן  

 דְּמַחֵית  

 בְּשַׂר זִבְחֵי שְׁלָמִים 

 וּמַחֵית דְּהֶיתֵּרָא  

 גַּבֵּיהּ  

 וְאָמַר  

 זֶה כָּזֶה  

 מַאי  

 בְּעִיקָּרוֹ  

 קָא מַתְפֵּיס  

 אוֹ בְּהֶיתֵּרָא  
  קָא מַתְפֵּיס 70

However, this that a korban is assur to people who are tamei (and certain 
parts are only mutur to Kohanim) after the zerika, is not as a result of this 
person’s actions.  

The Ran proves that the issurim that apply to only certain people after the 
zerika cannot be the result of this person’s neder because when this person 
made his neder to make this animal hekdesh, he had in mind to do so without 
exception. He did not have in mind any particular people. But if so, why after 
the zerika are there issurim for particular people? The Ran explains that this is 
because once zerika is performed, all of the issurim that came as a result of his 
neder are no longer in effect. And this that the korban is now assur to people 
who are tamei (and certain parts are assur to Yisrayalim), is not as the result 
of what the person said but rather it is only as a result of the Torah saying so. 
Therefore, this animal will no longer qualify as something that a person could 
use for his neder. A neder that works by comparing an object to another object 
that is assur, only works if that second object is assur as a result of someone 
making is assur. But if the reason why that second object is assur is not as a 
result of a person’s actions, then it cannot be used for התפסה. 
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 אָמַר רָבָא  

 תָּא שְׁמַע  

 נוֹתָר וּפִיגּוּל 

 

 

  

 
 
71 Why Do We Not Say that סתם נדרים להחמיר? 

Many of the Achronim asks that since we have a rule that   נדרים סתם 
 this should apply in our case as well. That is, since we are unsure if ,להחמיר
this person means a neder or not, we should be machmir to say that it is a 
neder.  

The Achronim answer that this rule only applies if we are unsure as to the 
person’s intent but in a case where we are not sure if the words that he said 
can be used for a neder, in this case we do not say that we are machmir. That 
is, if we have a case in which we are sure that he means a neder and the 
question is with regard to whether he said enough to make a neder, then we 
are not machmir (as in our case, if he says he wants ‘this to be like this’, and 
the ‘this’ is a korban that is now mutur, do we say that the words can still make 

a korban as we say that his words refer to the korban when it was assur or do 
we say that these words do not have the power to make a neder as the korban 
that he is referring to is now mutur and in order for ה סָׁ  to work, the הַתְּפָׁ
ההַתְּפָׁ  סָׁ  has to be in an object that is now assur). 

The difference between the two would seem to be that if we are not sure 
as to the person’s intent, we say that when a typical person says words that 
seem to be a neder, we assume that he means a neder. That is, the rule of 
 is a rule in how people act. That typically when a person סתם נדרים להחמיר
says words that could be a neder, we assume that he does mean a neder. 
However, if the sofek is if these words could be used for a neder, this sofek is 
not different than any other sofek and as such we are maykil (  ויש להאריך הרבה
 .(בזה, ואכמ''ל

 


