TALMID BAVLI — GEVURAS AKIVA

Nedarim 17A

The last daf ended off with the Gemara bringing
another source that a shevuah is not effective to forbid someone

from doing a mitzvah. The Gemara now brings the end of that
drasha.

(Therefore) it comes to say 1Y YN
(the posuk) that says “for bad yany
or for good” 20909 N
just like the good(is in regard) aF-h)

to a reshus (something that he has the choice to do or not) ¥4

so too the bad nYIn N
(is in regard) to a reshus mYn
this excludes NY?
one who swears yay

to uproot a mitzvah MYNN NN Hvay

and he does not uproot it Y123 N9
for the reshus (the choice to do it or not) isnot ~ $MY1D PrY
in his hand (i.e., it is not up to him to do it or not) 13

The posuk (Vayikra 5:4) says DMowa X901 ya¥n > ¥a) iN
YNY X ¥INY — “Or if a person will swear with the saying of
his lips to do bad or to do good”. The Gemara (Shevuos 27a)
understands that the ‘good’ and the ‘bad’ does not refer to
something that is good or bad, but rather swearing to do ‘good’
is understood as meaning that he is swearing to do something
and swearing to do ‘bad’ is understood as meaning that he
swears not to do something.

The Gemara there learns that one can only make a shevuah
to do something if the thing that he is swearing about is
something that is up to him to do or not. But a shevuah to do
something that you must do, i.e., a mitzvah, is not valid.

Based on this drasha, our Gemara now says that since the
shevuah to do something is next to the shevuah not to do
something, we say that just like with regard to doing something,
the shevuah only works on something that is up to him to do,
so too with regard to a shevuah not to do something, it is only
effective if the shevuah is with regard to something that is up to
him to do, i.e., a shevuah that says that he will not do a mitzvah
will not be a valid shevuah.

The Gemara now comes to its question. Why do we need
two separate sources to teach us the same halacha? If on the

previous daf we already have a source that one cannot make a

shevuah to uproot a mitzvah, why would we now need another
source for a halacha that we already know?

The Gemara answers:

(We need) one posuk) NP 1N
to exempt him for a ‘korban shevuah’ 3y y29pn Mr9090Y
and (we need) one (posuk) m
to exempt him 9909y
from the lav (prohibition) INY )19
of making a shevuah nPAYY

The Gemara answers that the posuk of 2007 X yInb
comes to teach us that although normally if a person violates a
shevuah »iva (inadvertently) he must bring a korban, if a
person violates his shevuah not to do a mitzvah, he will not have
to bring a korban.

And the posuk of 1127 5> N comes to teach us that if a
person violates his shevuah not to do a mitzvah, this person does
not transgress the lav of “Baal Yachel” and he will not receive
malkus.

In other words, we need both drashos to teach as that this
shevuah is not chal at all, not with regard to bringing a korban
and not with regard to receiving malkus. Tosefos points out that
although this person will not receive malkus for violating his
shevuah, he will receive malkus for making the shevuah in the
first place as it is a shevuah in vain but he will not receive malkus

for violating the shevuah.

MIVN I

The Case of 913 7902 972 (that Works) and the

Case of hyay 7902 nyay (that Does Not Work)

The Mishna now lists another chumrah of nedarim over
shevuos.
There is a neder 1392
“in the middle” of a neder 1 N3
(but) there is no shevuah nP2Y PN
‘in the middle’ of a shevuah nPAY PN
how is this 183
(if) he says “I am a nazir 9983 2390 MN
if I eat Y9N ON
I am a nazir if | eat” Y9N DN 913 29%9D

and he (then) ate YaN)
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he is chayiv 290
on each one (i.e., on each acceptance of nNX) NNN Y2 Yy
nezirus)

The Ran explains that even if the person would have just
said “I am a nazir, I am a nazir”, this declaration would also
obligate him to keep two separate terms of nezirus, and the only
reason why the Tanna made this person’s nezirus depend on his
eating, is to make this case similar to the case of a shevuah (and
in the case of a shevuah the person mentions that he will not
eat).

The Ran continues and explains that when a person accepts
two terms of nezirus, he has to keep thirty days as a nazir, (as
the minimum term of a nazir is thirty days), and he then bring
the korbanos that a person brings when he completes a nezirus
term. And after he brings these korbanos, he counts another
thirty-day nezirus.

The Ran explains that this is called ‘a neder in the middle
of a neder’ as the second neder is in reality ‘chal’ (takes effect)
simultaneously with the first neder. That is, when the person
accepts the nezirus for the second time, it is ‘chal’ right away,
but since a person cannot count the days of his second nezirus
as he is counting days for the first nezirus, he has no choice but
to count the second nezirus after he has finished the first (the
halacha is that a person cannot count one day for two
obligations of nezirus).

The Ran continues and explains that one cannot explain
that the second nezirus is ‘chal’ after thirty days as the person
did not accept the nezirus then. He accepted the second nezirus
at the beginning of the first thirty days. And if we are going to
say that the second nezirus is not ‘chal’ then (as the first nezirus
is then ‘chal’), how could it be ‘chal’ later? Nezirus can only be
‘chal’ at the time that it was accepted.

The Ran says that it must be as the Mishna is telling us, that
in indeed, with regard to nezirus, one neder can be ‘chal’ in the
middle of another neder (for our purposes, nezirus is referred to
as a neder as the way one becomes a nazir a by making a neder
to do so).

The Mishna continues with the halacha that a shevuah is
not ‘chal’ in the middle of a shevuah.

(If a person says) Shevuah nMayY
that I will not eat Y9N NYY
shevuah that I will not eat” Y9N NYY DAy

and he then ate YaN)

he is only chayiv once NHN NON 2990 N

The Mishna tells us that although a neder is ‘chal’ in the
middle of a neder, with regard to shevuos it is not this way, and
therefore, even if the person made two shevuos not to eat, if he
does eat, he will only be chayiv once (as the second shevuah was

not chal on the first one).

| N9) I

The Ran has a girsa of a back-and-forth in the Gemara that

is not printed in our Gemara, W »y.

The Machlokes Rav Huna and Shmuel if this that >
NN PPN is only if the Person Added a Day to His
Nezirus or Not

Rav Huna said NN 29 9N
we did not learn this halacha VY NS
only (in a case) that he said MINT NON
“I am a nazir today 9N 991 93299
I am a nazir tomorrow” NP 913 99999
that since N
he added an extra day NYH? NDY 901NN NPT
nezirus is ‘chal’ on nezirus MY%3 DY 1) NN
but if he said N Yan
“I am a nazir today 9N 991 93999
I am a nazir today” 9N 991 93999

(in this case we say) nezirus is not ‘chal’ I NN PN

on nezirus M%) DY
and Shmuel said 9 ININY)
even (if) he said N IDaN

“I am a nazir today 9N 991 93299

I am a nazir today” 099 971 *99
the (second) nezirus is ‘chal’ on it M9Y M 19N
The Ran explains that R' Huna holds that this that
nezirus is chal on nezirus is only if he added a day to the nezirus
but if the second nezirus is an exact replica of the first (i.e., the
second nezirus doesn’t add anything to the first), then it will not
be chal.
Therefore, when a person says that he accepts a nezirus
today and a nezirus tomorrow, the second nezirus is adding one

more day and is therefore chal.
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That s, a standard term for nezirus is thirty days. Therefore,
when the person accepted his first nezirus, the next thirty days
become assur. When the person then goes ahead and accepts a
new nezirus starting the next day, what is he saying is that he
wants the second nezirus to start on the next day and go until
day thirty-one (thirty days from the next day). And since his
second nezirus adds ‘day thirty-one’, he will have to count thirty
days from then, as we have a rule that a nezirus is not ‘chal’ for
less than thirty days. That is, since a nezirus is not ‘chal’ for less
than thirty days, he will have to count a full thirty-day nezirus
from then (i.e., even though he only wanted to be a nazir until
day thirty-one, since his declaration creates a new nezirus on
day thirty-one, he has to count a full nezirus from then).

According to Rav Huna, there is a case in which nezirus is
‘chal’ in the middle of a nezirus (i.e., if the second nezirus starts
from the next day), and there is also a case in which nezirus will
not be ‘chal’ in the middle of a nezirus (i.e., the case in which
he just repeats that he wants to be a nazir). And on this the

Gemara asks:

And according to Rav Huna NN 299
instead of the Tanna teaching NIDTN
there is not shevuah nPAY PN

in ‘the middle’ of a shevuah nPAY PN

it should teach Ny
there is a neder 913 ¥
in ‘the middle’ of a neder 13 03

and there is a neder that is not in ‘the middle’ 97 7903 973 3
of a neder

The Gemara now describes when a neder is ‘chal’ in ‘the
middle’ of a neder and when it is not.
(If a person says) “I am a nazir today LR FRIA T
I am a nazir tomorrow” NP 991 23999
(in this case) there is a neder M
in ‘the middle’ of a neder 913 N3
(but if he says) “I am a nazir today 099 %) 290

I am a nazir today” 9N 991 9399
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There is no neder PN
in “the middle of a neder” 91 N3
this is difficult 92NVP

According to Rav Huna, even with regard to nezirus,
there is a case in which we say that nezirus is not ‘chal’ on
nezirus. If so, why did the Mishna have to refer to shevuos as
the case to contrast with a neder being ‘chal’ on a neder? The
Mishna could have just said that although there is a case in
which a neder is ‘chal’ on a neder’ there is a case in which it is
not chal on a neder. The Gemara leaves this as an open question
on Rav Huna (see footnote where we explain the Gemara’s

question at length).

‘What is the Case of a Shevuah Not Being Chal on a
Shevuah (according to Rav Huna)?

We learned in a the Mishna "N
there is a neder in 513 ¥
‘the middle’ of a neder 413 P03

and there is no shevuah APAY PN

in ‘the middle’ of a shevuah YAy na
what is the case (of the halacha we just said) M1 999

if you say NDYDIN

9 Understanding the Gemara’s Question

The Ran explain asks that seemingly the same question that the Gemara
is asking on Rav Huna could have been asked on Shmuel as well. Even
according to Shmuel not every neder is ‘chal’ on a neder. If a person makes a
neder that this bread should become assur and then repeats his neder and
says that the bread should become assur, the second neder is not ‘chal’. That
is, it is only with regard to nezirus that we say that a neder can be ‘chal’ on a
neder’.

If so, even according to Shmuel we also have the question of why the
Mishna needed to refer to a case of shevuos in order to find a case to contrast
with the case of the neder that is ‘chal’ on a neder. The Mishna could have just
said that a neder that is ‘chal’ on a neder is the case of becoming a nazir. And
the case that the neder is not ‘chal’ on a neder is the case of a regular neder
(i.e., not nezirus). If so, why is the Gemara only asking this question on Rav
Huna and not on Shmuel?

The Ran answers that in reality this question on Shmuel would not be
difficult at all. Of course, the Gemara wanted to mention both nedarim and
shevuos as the point of the Mishna is to say that nedarim are more chamor
than shevuos.

The question on Rav Huna was not simply why the Mishna felt the need
to mention shevuos. This would not be a question as we just said. The Mishna
would specifically want to mention shevuos in order to have the contrast
between shevuos and nedarim. The question on Rav Huna is that according to
him the Mishna is misleading. The Mishna said that a neder is ‘chal’ on a neder
with regard to nezirus. This statement would seem to imply a blanket rule, that
nezirus is always ‘chal’ on nezirus. Because if not, why would the Mishna not
say so? The Mishna should have said the specific case in which nezirus is ‘chal’

that the person said 9MINT

“I am a nazir today 0999 991 "0

I am a nazir tomorrow” 9NNY 91 990

that like it with regard to shevuah nPAY *2) AONY

(he said shevuah) “I will not eat figs DIIND YN NYY

and he then ‘returned’ and said 1K) 9t

“Shevuah Ny

that I will not eat grapes” 022y Y9I NOY

why is the shevuah not ‘chal’ NPAY NYN XY ONPANR

on the shevuah nyaY by

The Mishna contrasted the halacha of a neder being chal on
a neder, and a shevuah that is not chal on a shevuah. In order
for the contrast to be valid, the cases must be the same, and once
the cases are the same, only then can we say that there is a
chumrah with regard with nedarim that it is chal even on a
previous neder. (If the cases were not the same, then the
comparison would not be valid).

The first possibility the Gemara says is that the person made
a neder to become a nazir today and a nazir tomorrow. In this
case, the person made two different nedarim (one for today and
one for tomorrow). The problem is that the parallel case with
regard to shevuos is one in which the person also made two
shevuos on two separate objects. That is, he made a shevuah not
to eat figs, and an additional shevuah not to eat grapes. But if
this is really the parallel case to nedarim, why is it not chal?

on nezirus and then told us when it is not ‘chal’. And once it would tell us this,
the Mishna would go ahead and explain that nedarim are more chamor than
shevuos as nedarim have at least one case in which a neder is ‘chal’ on a neder,
as opposed to shevuos where there is no such case.

But since the Mishna did not do this, this implies that indeed in all cases
of nezirus, a second nezirus can be chal on the first and it does not make a
difference if he added a day or not.

The Ran concludes by saying that one cannot ask that seemingly this
question applies on Shmuel as well. After all, the Mishna said that neder is chal
on a neder. But how could it make such a blanket statement. By saying that a
neder is chal on a neder, the Mishna seems to imply that a neder is always chal
on a neder, even if it is a regular neder and not nezirus. This is not true, and as
such, why are we only asking our question on Rav Huna if this question
seemingly applies to everyone.

The Ran answers that no one would ever make this mistake. No one will
say that our Mishna holds that any neder can be chal on a neder. Because if
this was really true, why would the Mishna need to bring the case of nezirus
to explain the case of a neder being chal on a neder. The Mishna should have
picked the classic case of nedarim. That is, if the halacha would really be that
even a regular neder is chal on a neder, the Mishna would never pick a case of
nezirus to demonstrate this halacha. And if the Mishna does pick nezirus, it
must be that it does so because only nezirus is chal on a nezirus and a regular
neder is not chal on another neder.

That is, it is specially according to Rav Huna, who differentiates between
the cases of nezirus, that we have this question that the Mishna is open for
misinterpretation, but according to Shmuel there is no room for such a
mistake.
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These are two separate shevuos, and if so, there would seem to
be no reason why both of them would not be chal.

The Gemara gives another possibility for the case of the
Mishna.
But rather what is the case 9134 9991 NON

that a shevuah is not chal APAY Non Ny

on a shevuah WY Yy
for example NEF]
that he said “INT

“Shevuah that I will not eat figs”
and he then ‘returned’ and said

02N YN NHY N¥ay

R 9N
“Shevuah that I will not eat figs” DIND VN NOY Nay
that like it with regard to nezirus Y13 %23 AINYT
what is the case 179950
(it must be) that he said Nt
“I am a nazir today 0910 971 99

I am a nazir today” RO R FRIE T

and (yet) we learned in the Mishna NN
there is a neder 13 ¥
in ‘the middle’ of a neder 1 N2

this is difficult to Rav Huna 890 279 200p

The simple case of a shevuah not being chal on a shevuah,
is the case in which he simply repeated the shevuah. But if this
is really the case with regard to shevuos, then the Mishna is
saying not like Rav Huna. The Mishna said that a neder is chal
on a neder, and if this is the case with regard to shevuos, then
its parallel case with regard to nedarim will also be a case he
which the person just repeats his neder, i.e., the case of a person
saying, “I am a nazir today, I am a nazir today”. And the Mishna
says that this case works. If so, we see not like the shita of Rav
Huna.

The Gemara answers:

Rav Huna would say to you

our Mishna (i.e., its case is)

that the person said “I am a nazir today

I am a nazir tomorrow”

that like it with regard to shevuah
(is the case) that he said
(“Shevuah) that I will not eat figs”
and he then ‘returned’ and said
“Shevuah

that I will not eat figs and dates”
that this is not chal

NN 29 79 MmN
POINN

o1 91 2191 N
INRT 912190
NPAY 222 NINIY
N

02NN YIIN NYY
) N

nPaY

023 02NN YN NHY
NZN N2T

The Gemara answers that Rav Huna could answer that
really the Mishna is referring to a case in which the person says,
“I am a nazir today, I am a nazir tomorrow”. And since the
person added a day, the second nezirus is chal (as per his shita).
And the parallel case with regard to shevuos is not like we
assumed before, that the second shevuah includes just objects
that were not included in the first shevuah, but rather the
second shevuah includes what the first shevuah included but
adds something else (i.e., the first shevuah include just figs, and
the second shevuah includes figs and adds grapes). This is
similar to the case of neder. In the case of neder, he also
included what he said in the first neder but added to it. In the
second neder, he included twenty-nine days of the first neder
(i.e., the days from the next day until the end of the thirty days),
and he added day thirty-one.

The contrast between the two cases is now understood very
well. With regard to shevuos, the second neder is not chal at all.
Since the second neder includes both figs and grapes, and the
shevuah on the figs is not chal, as figs were already assur from
the first shevuah, the grapes do not become assur as well.

This is not true with regard to the case of nezirus. In the
case of our Mishna, even though the first twenty-nine days are
not chal, the thirtieth day is chal (i.e., the thirtieth day of the
second neder, which is day thirty-one overall) as it adds to his
nezirus.

The main point of the Gemara’s answer is that with regard
to shevuos, even when the person adds something with his
second shevuah, ,the second shevuah is not chal. And on this

the Gemara asks.

But Rabbah said 1129 98
(if a person says) “Shevuah MY
that I will not eat figs” DN YN NHY

and he then ‘returned’ and said 99N 9N

“shevuah that I will not eat Y9N NYY Nay
figs and grapes” D239 0NN
and he then ate figs DN YON)
and separated VoM
a korban (for violating his shevuah) 1297
and he then ‘returned’ and ate grapes 0223 YN 91
the grapes are considered 05239 Y19 NN
‘chatzei shiur (half a measurement)” QUL RN
and one does not bring a korban 1297 DONN PN

on a ‘chatzei shiur’ NPV s8N Y

we see (from this) NYN
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where (i.e., in the case) N2
that he said “Shevuah
that I will not eat figs”

nPAY MNY
02NN YN NYY

and he then “returned” and said 1) 9t

“Shevuah that I will not eat Y9N NYY DAy
figs or grapes” 0229 0NN
since Ab7)

the (second) shevuah was chal APaY SNt
with regard to grapes 0523y Yy
it is also chal on figs DIND JY 5193 NIIN

Rav Huna had answered that even if the person adds
something in his second shevuah, the second shevuah is not
chal. However, from what Rabbah said we see not this way.
Rabbah said that if one made these two shevuos, then if the
person ate figs, separates a korban (for eating the figs), and then
goes ahead and eats grapes, he will be patur from bringing a
korban. And the reason that Rabbah gives for not bringing a
korban is not simply because the second shevuah is not chal, but
rather he gives a different reason. Rabbah holds that the second
shevuah is chal, but this person does not bring a korban for
violating the second shevuah as he did not violate it completely.
The second shevuah said that the person will not eat figs and
grapes, and this person just ate grapes. And even though this
person did eat figs, the eating of the figs is considered separated
from the eating of the grapes as the separation of a korban
‘breaks’ his eating into two actions, the action of eating the figs
and the action of eating the grapes. As such, since the action of
eating the grapes is separated from the eating of the figs, it is
considered a separate action, and therefore such it does not
obligate him in a korban as it is only considered as a ‘chatzei
shiur’ (half of the required amount for the korban).

The bottom-line from this discussion is that Rabbah holds
that when one adds to the second shevuah, this allows the

shevuah to be chal, and if so, how could Rav Huna answer the

way he did.

The Gemara answers simply that:
Rav Huna NN 29
does not hold like Rabbah 112499 MY N0 NY

The Gemara answers that Rav Huna does not hold like
Rabbah. And although we have proven that Rabbah holds that
the second shevuah is chal, R' Huna argues on him and holds
that the second shevuah is not chal.

One Who Accepts Two Sets of Nezirus and then
Uproots the First Nezirus — Does He Still Have to be a
Nazir for Another Thirty Days?

We ask from a Baraisa Y59
One who accepts two sets of nezirus 1) INY MY M
(and) he counted the first one MIYNRID NN NI

and he separated a korban 1297 VoM

and he ‘asked’ on it oY HNUN
the second one counts for him 1Y W NnYyY
with (this that he counted) the first one NNYNI2

When one makes a neder, he can then go to a Chacham (or
a Bais Din of three) and ask him/them to be mevatul (uproot)
the neder. If the Chacham is able to find a ‘pesach’- an opening
(i.e., a reason to say that the neder was made under false
pretense), then the neder is uprooted. This is what happen in
this case. The person accepted two sets of nezirus on himself.
He counted the first nezirus (i.e., he counted the first thirty
days), and he then had the first nezirus uprooted. The Baraisa
says that since in this case the first nezirus is voided
retroactively, the days that he counted for this first nezirus will
now count for the second nezirus, and as such, the person will
not have to count another thirty days.

And on this the Gemara asks:

What is the case 3194 9959
if you say (that the case is one in which) NRIDON
that he said N1

“I am a nazir today 9N 991 93999

I am a nazir tomorrow” anY 991 93999
why ININ
does the first count for the second NHYNIA NP 1D Yy
but there is an extra day N1 NI NIIN N

The Baraisa implies that the first thirty days completely
cover the second nezirus. But why? The second nezirus
obligated him to count an extra day more than the first nezirus.
That is, the first nezirus obligated him to count thirty days, and
when the person added the second nezirus by saying that he is
accepting another nezirus from the second day, this obligated
him in one more day (i.e., in day thirty-one). If so, how can the
Baraisa say that what he counted for the first nezirus will
exempt him from his second nezirus?

The Gemara therefore concludes:

Rather it is obvious NOIYD NYN
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that he said Nt
“l am a nazir today PN 1 M9

I am a nazir today” 0999 9% 2190



