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Nedarim 15a 

 כִּי לָא מִזְדְּהַיר  

 בִּתְנָאָה  

 אֲבָל בְּאִיסּוּרָא  

 מִזְדְּהַר 

 

Establishing the Case of the Mishna  -  How Can One 

Make a Neder Not to Go to Sleep? 

 

 תְּנַן  

 קוֹנָם 

 שֶׁאֲנִי יָשֵׁן  

 שֶׁאֲנִי מְהַלֵּךְ  

 שֶׁאֲנִי מְדַבֵּר וְכוּ'  

 מֵי  הֵיכִי דָ 

 אִילֵּימָא 

 כִּדְקָתָנֵי  

 שֶׁאֲנִי יָשֵׁן  

 מִי הָוֵי נִדְרָא  

 וְהָתְנַן  

 חוֹמֶר בַּשְּׁבוּעוֹת 

 שֶׁהַשְּׁבוּעוֹת  

 חָלוֹת עַל דָּבָר  

 שֶׁיֵּשׁ בּוֹ מַמָּשׁ  

 וְעַל דָּבָר  

 שֶׁאֵין בּוֹ מַמָּשׁ  

 מַה שֶּׁאֵין כֵּן  

 בַּנְּדָרִים 

 וְשֵׁינָה  

 דָּבָר  

 שֶׁאֵין בּוֹ מַמָּשׁ הוּא  

 אֶלָּא  

 דְּאָמַר  

 קוֹנָם עֵינַי בְּשֵׁינָה 

 וְאִי דְּלָא יָהֵיב  

 שִׁיעוּרָא  

 מִי שָׁבְקִינַן לֵיהּ  

 עַד דְּעָבַר  

 אִיסּוּר בַּל יַחֵל  

 וְהָאָמַר רַבִּי יוֹחָנָן  
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 שְׁבוּעָה  

 שֶׁלּאֹ אִישַׁן  

 שְׁלֹשָׁה יָמִים  

 מַלְקִין אוֹתוֹ  

 וְיָשֵׁן לְאַלְתַּר 

 אֶלָּא  

 דַּאֲמַר  

 קוֹנָם עֵינַי בְּשֵׁינָה  

 לְמָחָר  

 אִם אִישַׁן הַיּוֹם  

 
84 The Difference Between Making an ‘Impossible Shevuah’ and an 
‘Impossible Neder’ 

Although with regard to both to shevuos and nedarim, if they are made 
without the possibility to fulfill them, they are not effective, the Ran points out 
an important difference between them. In the case of making a shevuah that 
cannot possibly be fulfilled, the person will receive malkus. This is because he 

 הָא אָמְרַתְּ  

 כׇּל בְּאִסּוּרֵיהּ  

 מִזְדְּהַר 

 אֶלָּא פְּשִׁיטָא  

 דְּאָמַר  

 קוֹנָם עֵינַי בְּשֵׁינָה הַיּוֹם  

 אִם אִישַׁן לְמָחָר  

 וְאִי לָא נָיֵים הַיּוֹם 

 כִּי נָיֵים לְמָחָר  

 מַאי בַּל יַחֵל דְּבָרוֹ  

 אִיכָּא  

 אֶלָּא לָאו בִּדְנָיֵים  

 אַלְמָא אִיתֵיהּ דְּנָיֵים 

 וּתְיוּבְתָּא  

 דְרַב יְהוּדָה 

said the name of Hashem in vain. As opposed to making nedarim ‘in vain’. 
Although a neder that is impossible to fulfill is not valid, there is nothing wrong 
with making such a neder as he did not mention the name of Hashem. Making 
such a neder is simply a waste of time and the person will not receive malkus 
for doing so. 
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כִּי קָתָנֵי  

 דְּאִי נָיֵים 

 רָבִינָא אָמַר  

 לְעוֹלָם כִּדְקָתָנֵי  

וּמַאי בַּל יַחֵל  

 
85 Why Can the Mishna Not Be Referring to a Case in Which the Person Says 

“My Eyes are Assur to Sleep Tomorrow if I Sleep Today? 
The Ran asks that according to R' Yehuda, why can we not say that the 

case of the Mishna is one in which the person says, “My eyes are assur to sleep 
tomorrow if I sleep today”. And if this is the case, then the Mishna will be 
telling us that one is allowed to go to sleep today even though he is putting 
himself into a sofek if he will transgress “Baal Yachel” by going to sleep 
tomorrow. And the reason why he would be allowed to do this is because of 
what the Gemara said, that everyone one agrees that a person is careful not 
to sleep on the day of issur (when it would be assur to do so). 

The Ran answers that if the Mishna was really referring to a case in which 
the person says that one day should be assur if he sleeps on the other, then 
the Mishna could not be telling us that the case of having the ‘issur day’ being 
on the second day and that it is mutur to sleep on the first day.  

The reason this cannot be the case of the Mishna is because the Tanna 
always wants to say the bigger chiddush. And according to R' Yehuda, although 
there are two possibilities the Mishna could have picked to discuss, the Mishna 
picked the smaller chiddush.  

מִדְּרַבָּנַן 

 וּמִי אִיכָּא יַחֵל 

 בַּל  

מִדְּרַבָּנַן 

 אִין 

 וְהָתַנְיָא  

 דְּבָרִים הַמּוּתָּרִין  

  וַאֲחֵרִים 

 נָהֲגוּ בָּהֶן אִיסּוּר  

 אִי אַתָּה רַשַּׁאי  

 לְהַתִּירָן בִּפְנֵיהֶם  

 שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר  

 לאֹ יַחֵל דְּבָרוֹ 

  

According to R' Yehuda, there are two halachos. The first is the halacha 
that a person is careful in the ‘issur day’ and the second is that a person is not 
careful in the ‘condition day’.  

The first halacha is not such a chiddush as everyone agrees to it. The 
second halacha, that a person is not careful in the ‘condition day’ is a far 
greater chiddush. Firstly, because this concern is only M’Drabbanan, and 
secondly, it is obviously not so simple to say that a person is not careful in the 
‘condition day’ as we find that R' Nachman argues on this.  

If so, if the Mishna was really R' Yehuda, there would be no reason why 
the Mishna would pick to say the case in which the ‘issur day’ is second day. In 
this case, everyone holds that you can sleep on the first day. If the Mishna was 
really R' Yehuda, then the Mishna would have said the bigger chiddush, that if 
the ‘condition day’ is second, then it would be assur to eat on the first day. 
Therefore, concludes the Ran, we cannot answer the Mishna by saying that it 
is the shita of R' Yehuda and discussing a case in which the ‘issur day’ is second, 
because this is something that the Mishna would never do, as the  Mishna 
always tries to say the bigger chiddush. Therefore, the Gemara says that it 
must be that our Mishna is not R' Yehuda and the Mishna is saying that even 
when the ‘condition day’ is second, one can still eat on the first day (i.e., the 
‘issur day’). 
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 Further Questions on the Shita of R' Yehuda that a 

Person is Not Careful with Regard to the ‘Condition’ Part 

of a Neder 

 

 תְּנַן  

 שֶׁאַתְּ  

 נֶהֱנֵית לִי עַד הַפֶּסַח  

 אִם תֵּלְכִי לְבֵית אָבִיךְ  

 עַד הֶחָג  

 סַח  הָלְכָה לִפְנֵי הַפֶּ 

 אֲסוּרָה בַּהֲנָאָתוֹ 

 עַד הַפֶּסַח 

 הָלְכָה  

 לִפְנֵי הַפֶּסַח  

 אֲסוּרָה  

 לאֹ הָלְכָה  

 לָא

 
86 If a Woman Violates a Neder that the Husband Made, Who Receives the 

Malkus, the Husband or the Wife (the Machlokes the Ran and the Rambam)? 
The Ran says that in the case that the wife received benefit from the 

husband that was assur, since she violated the neder, she will be the one to 
receive malkus. And the husband will not receive any malkus as he did not do 
anything wrong, i.e., he was not the one who violated the neder. 

 אָמַר רַבִּי אַבָּא  

 ח  הָלְכָה לִפְנֵי הַפֶּסַ 

 אֲסוּרָה  

 וְלוֹקָה  

 לאֹ הָלְכָה  

אֲסוּרָה בְּעָלְמָא 

 ימָא סֵיפָאאֵ 

אַחַר הַפֶּסַח  

The Ran quotes the Rambam who disagrees and holds the opposite way, 
that it is only the husband who receives malkus and not the wife. The husband 
receives malkus as he is the one who caused his words to be violated. And the 
wife will not receive malkus as she was not the one who made the neder, and 
as such, it is impossible to give her malkus for transgressing the lav of “ Baal 
Yachel Divaro” if she never said anything., i.e., it is not her neder and therefore 
she cannot receive malkus for violating it. 
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בְּבַל יַחֵל דְּבָרוֹ  

 וְאִי דְּלָא אִיתְהֲנִי

לִפְנֵי הַפֶּסַח 

 מִי אִיכָּא בַּל יַחֵל  

 אֶלָּא פְּשִׁיטָא  

 דְּאִיתְהֲנִי  

 אַלְמָא  

 מִיתְהֲנֵי

 

 

Nedarim 15b 

 ּתְיוּבְתָּא  

 דְרַב יְהוּדָה 

 כִּי קָתָנֵי  

 דְּאִי אִיתְהֲנִי  

 הֲרֵי זֶה בְּבַל יַחֵל דְּבָרוֹ 

 
87 What is the Chiddush that She is Allowed to Go After Pesach? 
The case of the Baraisa is that if she goes to her father’s house before 

Pesach, then it will be assur to benefit from her husband until Sukkos. And on 
the Mishna on this said that if she did not keep ‘the condition part’, that is, if 
she did go to her father’s house before Pesach, then she will be assur to benefit 
from her husband until Sukkos, but she will be allowed to go to her father’s 
house from then until Sukkos.  

The problem is that seemingly this last part of this halacha is obvious and 
seems unnecessary. Of course, she can go to her father’s house after Pesach. 
The whole issue of going to her father’s house was only before Pesach. And 
once she went, all this did was to say that it is now assur to benefit from her 
husband, but it has no relevance to her going to her father’s house after 
Pesach. That is, there seems to be absolutely no reason she should not be 

 תְּנַן  

 שֶׁאַתְּ  

 נֶהֱנֵית לִי

 עַד הֶחָג  

 אִם תֵּלְכִי לְבֵית אָבִיךְ  

 עַד הַפֶּסַח  

הָלְכָה לִפְנֵי הַפֶּסַח  

 תוֹ  אֲסוּרָה בַּהֲנָאָ 

 עַד הֶחָג  

 וּמוּתֶּרֶת לֵילֵךְ  

 אַחַר הַפֶּסַח 

 הָלְכָה אֲסוּרָה  

 לאֹ הָלְכָה  

 לָא

allowed to go to her father’s house after Pesach, and if so, we are going to 
need an explanation as to why the Mishna felt it necessary to write this. 

The Ran answers that one could have thought that in this case the 
Chachamim would make a gezirah that she is assur to go to her father’s house 
then. Because if we say that she is allowed to go to her father’s house she 
might forget that she went to her father’s house before Pesach and caused the 
neder to take effect (i.e.,  if we allow her to go now, she might forget that as a 
result of her going to her father’s house before Pesach, she is now assur to 
benefit from her husband). Therefore, one could have thought that to prevent 
this mistake from happening, they said that it would be assur for her to go to 
her father’s house after Sukkos. The Mishna therefore comes to teach us 
otherwise, that after Sukkos, the only issur  in affect is that she is not allowed 
to benefit from her husband, but she is allowed to go to her father’s house. 
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 אָמַר רָבָא  

 הוּא הַדִּין  

 דַּאֲפִילּוּ לאֹ הָלְכָה  

 אֲסוּרָה  

 הָלְכָה  

 אֲסוּרָה  

 וְלוֹקָה  

 לאֹ הָלְכָה  

 אֲסוּרָה בְּעָלְמָא 

 מֵיתִיבִי 

 כִּכָּר זוֹ  

 עָלַי הַיּוֹם  

 אִם אֵלֵךְ  

 לְמָקוֹם פְּלוֹנִי 

 לְמָחָר  

 אָכַל  

 הֲרֵי זֶה בְּבַל יֵלֵךְ 

 מִי קָתָנֵי אוֹכֵל  

 אָכַל קָתָנֵי  

 דְּכִי אֲכַל  

 הֲרֵי זֶה בְּבַל יֵלֵךְ 

בַל יֵלֵךְ

 הָלַךְ  

 הֲרֵי זֶה  

 בְּבַל יַחֵל דְּבָרוֹ 

 מְהַלֵּךְ  

 לָא 

 וְקַשְׁיָא לְרַב יְהוּדָה 
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 אָמַר לָךְ רַב יְהוּדָה  

 ין  הוּא הַדִּ 

 דְּלִיתְנֵי מְהַלֵּךְ  

 אַיְּידֵי דְּקָתָנֵי רֵישָׁא  

 אָכַל  

 דְּלָא מִיתְנֵי לֵיהּ אוֹכֵל  

 י סֵיפָא הָלַךְ תָּנֵ 

 
88 The Halacha if the Person Ate the Bread on the First Day Without 
Remembering the Neder 

The Ran explains that the reason the raysha could not of said a   case of 
לַךְ  is because if it would have done so, the מְהַלֵּךְ and the sayfa a case of הָׁ
implication would be that there is a case that he is allowed to go even though 
he ate the day before. And although this would seem to be an incorrect 
implication, as his going on the second day means that retroactively the bread 
he ate on the first day was assur, the Ran continues and says that this is not 
necessarily true. If on the first day the person ate the bread without realizing 
that it was part of the neder, then it will be mutur for the person to go on the 
second day. This is because there is a rule that nedarim that are made  בשוֹגֵג 
are not considered nedarim. Therefore, since when he ate the bread he forgot 
that his going will now become assur, the neder does not take effect.  

The Valid Way to Forbid One’s Wife on Himself 

 

 הָאוֹמֵר לְאִשָּׁה  

 קוֹנָם שֶׁאֲנִי מְשַׁמְּשֵׁךְ  

 הֲרֵי זֶה  

 בְּבַל יַחֵל דְּבָרוֹ  

 וְהָא מִשְׁתַּעְבַּד לָהּ  

 מִדְּאוֹרָיְיתָא  

 דִּכְתִיב  

 שְׁאֵרָהּ כְּסוּתָהּ וְעֹנָתָהּ  

 לאֹ יִגְרָע

 בְּאוֹמֵר  

 הֲנָאַת תַּשְׁמִישֵׁךְ  

 עָלַי 

 וְהָא לָא קָא נִיחָא לֵיהּ  

In other words, the Baraisa would be assumed to be referring to two 
cases. The first case would the case in which he ate the bread on the first day 
with the full knowledge that this eating will cause that it will now be assur to 
go on the next day. And in this case, if he goes on the second day, he will be 
violating the lav of “Baal Yachel”.  

And we would also know the second case in which the person eats the 
bread without the awareness that this will cause his going the next day to be 
assur. But although this implication would reflect a true halacha, the Ran 
explains that since the Baraisa was not discussing this halacha of making a 
neder without full knowledge, the Baraisa did not want to imply this halacha. 
and for this reason, the Baraisa had to say a case of ְלַך  .מְהַלֵּךְ and not הָׁ
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 בְּתַשְׁמִישׁ 

 דְּאָמַר רַב כָּהֲנָא  

 תַּשְׁמִישִׁי  

 עָלֶיך 

 כּוֹפִין אוֹתָהּ  

  וּמְשַׁמַּשְׁתּוֹ  

דְּשַׁעְבּוֹדֵי מְשׁוּעְבֶּדֶת לֵיהּ  

 הֲנָאַת תַּשְׁמִישְׁך  

 עָלַי 

 אָסוּר  

 לוֹ לְאָדָם   שֶׁאֵין מַאֲכִילִין

 
89 How Can One Assur Tasmish on Himself if Tasmish is not a Tangible Object? 

The Ran asks that this that the Mishna says that there is  a lav of “Baal 
Yachel” with regard to one that assurs tasmish on himself, is only saying that 
there is as issur of “Baal Yachel” M’Drabbanan but not M’Dorayisa.  

The Ran says that it has to be this way because M’Dorayisa a neder is not 
effective on something that is not tangible. If so, how could this neder work? 
The answer is that although it is not a neder M’Dorayisa, it is a neder 
M’Drabbanan.  

But the Ran then asks that if it is not effective M’Dorayisa, how could the 
Chachamim say that it works if by doing so they are uprooting two mitzvohs. 
Since this person cannot live with his wife, he will not be able to do the  
mitzvah of ‘Onah’ (the mitzvah of living with one’s wife) and he will also not 
be able to do the mitzvah of פְרִיָׁה וּרְבִיָׁה (the mitzvah to have children).  

The Ran answers that there is a rule that the Chachamim have the power 
to uproot a mitzvah min HaTorah בְשֵב וְאַל תַּעֲשֶה. That is, the Chachamim can 
never tell you to do an action that goes against the Torah, but they are able to 
tell you that you do not have to do something that the Torah says to do (i.e., 
they can tell you do rest and not to do).  

If so, in our case as well. The Chachamim have the power to say that the 
person must abide by this neder, even though by doing so, the person will not 
be able to do two mitzvohs that are min HaTorah. 

The Ran points out that one cannot answer that the case of the  Mishna 
is simply that he assured his body from getting benefit, and if so, the neder 
would be effective M’Dorayisa (as the neder is taken effect on a tangible 
object, i.e., on him). The Ran explains that one cannot answer this way because 
the Mishna compares this case to the case of making a neder to forbid sleep. 
And Ravina answered that in all of these cases the issur is only an issur 
M’Drabbanan. If so, we have the question of how the Rabbanan could make 
an issur if this causes him not to do two mitzvohs. 

 
The Fundamental Machlokes HaRishonim with Regard to   לֵיהָנוֹת לַאו  וֹת  מִצְּ
נוּ  (?is Incidental Benefit Included in this Rule) נִיתְּּ

The Gemara says that if one assurs the benefit of tasmish on himself, the 
neder would be effective. But the Ran asks that seemingly the husband should 
still be allowed to have tasmish with her, the neder notwithstanding. There is 

 דָּבָר הָאָסוּר לוֹ 

  משנה
 

Various Shevuos that are Effective and Various 

Shevuos that Are Not Effective 

 

 שְׁבוּעָה  

 שֶׁאֵינִי יָשֵׁן  

 שֶׁאֵינִי מְדַבֵּר  

 שֶׁאֵינִי מְהַלֵּךְ  

 אָסוּר  

a rule is Shas that says ּנוֹת נִיתְּנו  that the benefit of a mitzvah is ,מִצְוֹת לַאו לֵיהָׁ
not considered benefit. Therefore, since there is a mitzvah to be with one’s 
wife, he should be allowed to be with her even though he made this neder. 
That is, since the tasmish is a mitzvah, the benefit that he gets from it is not 
considered a benefit, and if so, living with her would not be in violation of his 
neder. 

The Ran answer that when the Gemara says  ּנִיתְּנו נוֹת  לֵיהָׁ לַאו   this ,מִצְוֹת 
means that the actual benefit of getting the mitzvah is not considered a 
benefit, but any side benefit that he might receive as a result of doing this 
mitzvah would be considered a mitzvah.  

The Ran brings the example of someone who has a mitzvah to go into a 
mikva. The Gemara tells us that if a person makes a neder not to get benefit 
from a mikva, then he would be allowed to into it during the winter but not 
during the summer. During the summer, his going into the mikva would be 
beneficial, not just as a result of his getting a mitzvah for going to the mikva, 
but he will be benefiting by cooling off in it.  

If so, in our case as well, since he gets physical benefit from the tasmish, 
that will cause him to be assur to have tasmish with her. 

The Rashba disagrees and he holds that any benefit that one gets from 
doing a mitzvah is not considered as benefit, even if this benefit is a “side-
benefit”. 

And the reason he is not allowed to have tasmish with her, is because the 
only time there is a mitzvah for him to have tasmish with her is when he is 
obligated to do so, but once this neder takes effect, that obligation goes off. If 
so, once he makes a neder, he no longer has a mitzvah to have tasmish, and 
therefore it will be assur for him to do so.  

The Rashba points out that even though there is a mitzvah of פְרִיָׁה וּרְבִיָׁה, 
and as such, if he has tasmish with her, the benefit of the tasmish should be 
mutur as he is doing a mitzvah, he will still be assur to have tasmish with her. 
This is because although he does have a mitzvah of וּרְבִיָׁה  there is no ,פְרִיָׁה 
reason he would have to fulfill this mitzvah with her specifically. 
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יֵשׁ בּוֹ מַמָשׁ    דָבָר שֶׁׁ

 קׇרְבָּן  

 לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

 הָא קׇרְבָּן  

 שֶׁאוֹכַל לָךְ  

 לאֹ קׇרְבָּן  

 לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

 מוּתָּר 

אוֹכַל לָךְ הָא קׇרְבָּן שֶׁׁ אוֹכַל לָךְ הָקׇרְבָּן שֶׁׁ

הָקׇרְבָּן  

לאֹ קׇרְבָּן לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ

מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן 

מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן

מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן

מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן

 
 

 

  


