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Nedarim 19A 

כׇּל שֶׁכֵּן 

דְּלָא מְעַיֵּיל 

לִסְפֵיקָא

 

The Halacha of a Sofek Bechor (the difference between 

kedusha that comes by itself and kedusha that comes as a 

result of a person’s actions) 

 

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ אַבָּיֵי  

 בְּמַאי אוֹקֵימְתָּא  

 לִסְפֵק נְזִירוּת לְהָקֵל  

 כְּרַבִּי אֱלִיעֶזֶר  

 אֵימָא סֵיפָא  

 סְפֵק בְּכוֹרוֹת  

 אֶחָד בְּכוֹרֵי אָדָם  

 וְאֶחָד בְּכוֹרֵי בְהֵמָה  

 
98 Why is the Gemara’s Question Only on R' Zayra (why is there not an 
inherent contradiction in the Mishna)? 

The Ran explains that without R' Zayra there is no contradiction in the 
Mishna (i.e., there is no contradiction between the raysha of the Mishna 
saying that sofek nezirus is l’kulah and the sayfa of the Mishna that says that 
a sofek bechor is assur to benefit from).  

That is, one could answer that there is no contradiction in the Mishna as 
the Mishna could hold that although a person would allow his money to be 
subject to a sofek, he will not allow his body to be subject to a sofek. Therefore, 
in the raysha that discusses him becoming a nazir, the halacha is that we go 
l’kulah (as we are discussing the person himself). But in the sayfa we are 
discussing the person’s money (i.e., the sofek bechor), and if so, it could very 

 בֵּין טְמֵאָה  

 בֵּין טְהוֹרָה  

  הַמּוֹצִיא  

 מֵחֲבֵירוֹ  

 עָלָיו הָרְאָיָה 

  וְתָנֵי 

 עֲלַהּ  

 וַאֲסוּרִים 

 בְּגִיזָּה וַעֲבוֹדָה 

הַמוֹצִיא מֵחֲבֵירוֹ עָלָיו הָרְאָיָה 

well be that the reason the bechor is assur is because the person would agree 
to allow his possessions to be subject to a sofek. 

However, according to Reb Zayra, the one who holds that sofek nezirus is 
l’kulah is R' Eliezer who holds that a ‘koy’ does not become hekdesh. That is, 
R' Zayra holds that our Mishna is R' Eliezer who does not differentiate between 
the willingness of a person to subject himself to a sofek and between the 
willingness of a person to subject his money to a sofek. But if so, we have a 
contradiction in our Mishna with regard to this that the raysha says a sofek 
nezirus is l'kulah, and yet it still says in the sayfa that sofek bechor is l’chumrah. 
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 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 אַמַּאי קָא מְדַמֵּית  

 קְדוּשָּׁה הַבָּאָה מֵאֵלֶיהָ  

 לִקְדוּשָּׁה הַבָּאָה  

 בִּידֵי אָדָם

 

The Shita of R' Eliezer with Regard to the Tumah of 

Liquids 

 

 אֶלָּא אִי קַשְׁיָא  

 הָא קַשְׁיָא  

 סְפֵק  

 מַשְׁקִין

 לִיטָּמֵא 

 טָמֵא  

 לְטַמֵּא אֲחֵרִים  

 טָהוֹר  

 דִּבְרֵי רַבִּי מֵאִיר  

 וְכֵן הָיָה רַבִּי אֶלְעָזָר אוֹמֵר  

 כִּדְבָרָיו

 וּמִי סְבִירָא לֵיהּ לְרַבִּי אֱלִיעֶזֶר  

 לִיטָּמֵא 

 טָמֵא

 וְהָתַנְיָא  

 רַבִּי אֱלִיעֶזֶר אוֹמֵר  

 אֵין טוּמְאָה  

 לְמַשְׁקִין  

 כׇּל עִיקָּר  

 תֵּדַע 

 שֶׁהֲרֵי הֵעִיד יוֹסֵי בֶּן יוֹעֶזֶר  

 אִישׁ צְרֵידָה  

 עַל אַיָּל קַמְצָא  

 דְּכַן  

 וְעַל מַשְׁקִין  

בֵּית מִטְבְּחַיָּא  

 דְּכַן
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 הָנִיחָא לִשְׁמוּאֵל  

 דְּאָמַר  

 דְּכַן  

מִלְּטַמֵּא אֲחֵרִים  

 אֲבָל  

 טוּמְאַת עַצְמָן יֵשׁ בָּהֶן  

 שַׁפִּיר 

 אֶלָּא לְרַב  

 דְּאָמַר דְּכַן מַמָּשׁ  

 מַאי אִיכָּא לְמֵימַר 

 
99 Why is the Gemara’s Question Only Difficult According to R' Zayra (why is 
there not an intrinsic contradiction in the shita of R' Eliezer with regard to 
the tumah of liquids)? 

The Ran explains that without the statement of R' Zayra, we would not 
have a contradiction in the shita of R' Eliezer. It could be that R' Eliezer holds 
that the tumah of liquids is only M’Drabbanan but he could also hold that even 
in a sofek M’Drabbanan we go l’chumrah (that is, although we hold that with 
regard to a sofek D’Rabbanan we go l’kulah, it could be that R' Eliezer goes 
l’chumrah). 

The question only starts with what R' Zayra told us that R' Eliezer holds 
that sofek nezirus is l’kulah. That is, even in a case of an issur M’Dorayisa, R' 
Eliezer still holds that one can be maykil. If so, it is not understandable how he 
could be more machmir with regard to a sofek tumah of liquids if he holds that 
liquids only become tamei M’Drabbanan. 

The Ran points out that one could have argued that there is no 
comparison between the case of nazir and the case of tumas maskin (liquids), 
as the kedusha of a nazir comes from the person, and as such, it could be that 
a person would not want to subject himself to a sofek and that is why sofek 
nezirus is l’kulah. But with regard to sofek tumas maskin, no such reasoning 
could apply as the tumah of maskin comes by itself and does not depend on 
the willingness of a person. And if so, perhaps that is why it will be tamei even 
though it is only tamei M’Drabbanan. 

The Ran says, that although one could have made such an argument, at 
the end of the day it would not make sense to have a sofek involving an issur 

 

Defining the Shita of R' Yehuda with Regard to a 

Person’s Willingness to Subject Himself to a Sofek 

 

 אֶלָּא הָא רַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

 וְהָא רַבִּי שִׁמְעוֹן 

D’oraysa (nezirus) be more chamor that a sofek M’Drabbanan. And if so, if R' 
Eliezer is really the one that holds sofek nezirus is l’kulah, he would also have 
to hold that a sofek with regard to tumas maskin is l’kulah as well. 

The Ran continues and says that even without R' Zayra we should have 
the Gemara’s question. The Mishna quotes R' Eliezer as holding that a sofek 
hekdesh with regard to a ‘koy’ is mutur, even though it is a question of a 
D’oraysa. If so, how could he also hold that a sofek with regard to tumas 
maskin in l’chumrah? The same way we said before that it cannot be that R' 
Eliezer is more machmir with regard to a D’Rabbanan, and is so, if he holds 
that a sofek tumas maskin is l’chumrah, he cannot also hold that sofek nezirus 
is l’kulah, so too we should ask with regard to a sofek ‘koy’. If R' Eliezer holds 
that a sofek tumas maskin is l’chumrah, how could he also hold that a sofek 
hekdesh with regard to a ‘koy’ is l’kulah. 

The Ran answers that one could have said that with regard to a ‘koy’ 
becoming hekdesh R' Eliezer holds that it does not become hekdesh simply 
because a person does not refer to a ‘koy’ as a behayma or as a chaya. 
Therefore, when a person says that his chayos or his behaymos should become 
hekdesh, we know with certainly that he was not referring to the ‘koy’. In other 
words, it could be that R' Eliezer’s opinion with regard to the question of the 
‘koy’ becoming hekdesh as nothing to do with his opinion with regard to what 
the halacha is in the place of a sofek, and as such, we cannot ask on R' Eliezer 
from the case of a koy. 
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 דְּתַנְיָא 

 הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר 

 אִם יֵשׁ בִּכְרִי הַזֶּה  

 מֵאָה כּוֹר  

 וְהָלַךְ  

 וּמְצָאוֹ שֶׁנִּגְנַב  

 אוֹ שֶׁאָבַד  

 רַבִּי יְהוּדָה מַתִּיר  

 וְרַבִּי שִׁמְעוֹן אוֹסֵר 

 וְרָמֵי  

 דְּרַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

 אַדְּרַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

 מִי אָמַר רַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

 לָא מְעַיֵּיל אִינִישׁ נַפְשֵׁיהּ

 לִסְפֵיקָא  

 וּרְמִינְהִי  

 רַבִּי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  

 סְתַם תְּרוּמָה  

 בִּיהוּדָה  

 וּרָה  אֲס

 וּבַגָּלִיל מוּתֶּרֶת  

שֶׁאֵין אַנְשֵׁי הַגָּלִיל מַכִּירִין  

 אֶת תְּרוּמַת הַלִּשְׁכָּה  

 טַעְמָא  

 דְּאֵין מַכִּירִין 
 

 

 

  



TALMID BAVLI – GEVURAS AKIVA 
 

 

Nedarim 19B 

 הָא מַכִּירִין

 אֲסוּרִין

 

The Chumrah of a Sofek Nazir 

 

 

  אָמַר רָבָא  

 גַּבֵּי כְּרִי  

 

  קָסָבַר  

  כׇּל שֶׁסְּפֵיקוֹ  

 חָמוּר  

  מִוַּדַּאי  

 לָא מְעַיֵּיל נַפְשֵׁיהּ  

  לִסְפֵיקָא  

 דְּאִילּוּ גַּבֵּי  

  נָזִיר וַדַּאי 

 
100 The korban chatas is eaten be the Kohanim and the korban shelamim 

is eaten by the nazir (except for certain parts that are given to the Kohanim). 
 

101 Why Does the Nazir Have to Bring a Korban Chatas? 
The Ran asks that seemingly the sofek nazir does have a way out. Although 

it is true that a sofek nazir cannot bring his korban chatas, he can bring his 
other two korbanos, i.e., his korban shelamim and his korban olah. These two 
korbanos can be brought with a condition (as they can be brought as a korban 

  מְגַלֵּחַ  

  וּמֵבִיא קׇרְבָּן  

  וְנֶאֱכָל 

  עַל סְפֵיקוֹ  

 לָא מָצֵי מְגַלַּח 

לַעַזָרָה חוּלִין 

 

  אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 רַב הוּנָא בַּר יְהוּדָה  

  לְרָבָא  

nadava), and therefore it would seem that the sofek nazir could just bring 
these two korbanos. That is, although l’chatchila a nazir brings three korbanos 
(a chatas, shelamim, and olah), we learned previously, that b’dieved if a nazir 
does not bring all three, he can still shave his hair and end his nezirus. If so, 
why can the sofek nazir not just do the same? The Ran answers that although 
this is true b’dieved, l’chatchila he must bring all three. And therefore, with 
regard to this sofek nazir, we cannot l’chatchila tell him to just bring his 
shelamim and olah. 
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  אָמַר  

 הֲרֵינִי 

  נְזִיר עוֹלָם 

 מַאי  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 עוֹלָם נָמֵי  נְזִיר

 סְפֵיקוֹ  

 חָמוּר מִוַּדַּאי  

 דְּאִילּוּ וַדַּאי  

 הִכְבִּיד שְׂעָרוֹ  

 מֵיקֵל בְּתַעַר 

 וּמֵבִיא שָׁלוֹשׁ בְּהֵמוֹת  

 וְאִילּוּ 

 סְפֵיקוֹ  

 לאֹ

 אָמַר  

 הֲרֵינִי נְזִיר שִׁמְשׁוֹן  

 מַאי

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 מְשׁוֹן  נְזִיר שִׁ 

 לָא תַּנְיָא  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 וְהָאָמַר רַב אַדָּא בַּר אַהֲבָה  

 תַּנְיָא נְזִיר שִׁמְשׁוֹן  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 אִי תַּנְיָא  

 תַּנְיָא

The Shita of R' Tarfon that the Acceptance of Nezirus 

Needs to be Done in a Definitive Manner -   שֶׁלּאֹ נִיתְּנָה נְזִירוּת

  אֶלָּא לְהַפְלָאָ 

 

 רַב אָשֵׁי אָמַר  

 הָהִיא רַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

 מִשּׁוּם רַבִּי טַרְפוֹן הִיא  

 דְּתַנְיָא 

 רַבִּי יְהוּדָה  
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 מִשּׁוּם רַבִּי טַרְפוֹן  

 אוֹמֵר  

 אֵין אֶחָד מֵהֶם נָזִיר  

 לְפִי שֶׁלּאֹ נִיתְּנָה נְזִירוּת  

 אֶלָּא לְהַפְלָאָה 

לִנְדֹר  יַפְלִא  כִי  אִשָּׁה  אוֹ  אִישׁ 

 אִי הָכִי  

 מַאי אִירְיָא  

 שֶׁנִּגְנַב אוֹ שֶׁאָבַד  

 
102 Why Did the Mishna Not Want to Teach Us the Chiddush of R' Yehuda?  

Typically, when the Mishna has the choice of picking a case in order to 
teach us a chiddush, the Mishna will pick the case that teaches us the chiddush 
that is l’kulah and not the chiddush that is l’chumrah,  דִיף א עָׁ ה דְהִיתֵּרָׁ חָׁ   .כּ 

This is because by definition it is always considered a bigger chiddush to 
be maykil than it is to be machmir (as one can always be machmir, because 
even if it is not the correct halacha, nothing wrong has happened, as opposed 
to someone being maykil incorrectly). If so, why is the Gemara saying that we 
picked the case in which the grain was lost to teach us the chiddush that even 
in this case R' Shimon is machmir, it should have picked the case in which it 
was not lost in order to teach us the chiddush that even in this case R' Tarfon 
(quoted by R' Yehuda) is maykil? 

 אֶלָּא  

   לְהוֹדִיעֲך

 כֹּחוֹ  

 דְּרַבִּי שִׁמְעוֹן  

 דְּאַף עַל גַּב  

 דְּנִגְנַב אוֹ שֶׁאָבַד  

 קָסָבַר  

 מְעַיֵּיל אִינִישׁ

 102נַפְשֵׁיהּ לִסְפֵיקָא 

Understanding the Halacha of the Sayfa – The Shita of 

R' Elazar bar R' Tzadok 

 רַבִּי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  

 סְתָם תְּרוּמָה  

 בִּיהוּדָה כּוּ

 הָא מַכִּירִין  

 אֲסוּרִין 

 אַלְמָא  

The Ran answers that with regard to the shita of R' Tarfon, there is no 
difference between the cases. Since his shita is that you must accept nezirus 
in a definitive manner, the cases don’t make a difference. As long as we do not 
know how much grain was in the pile at the time that he accepted his nezirus 
the nezirus is not chal.  

However, according to R' Shimon, the case  in which the grain is not lost 
or stolen, only teaches us the halacha that he holds nezirus does not have to 
be accepted in a definitive manner. Therefore, the Baraisa picked the case in 
which the grain was lost or stolen in order to teach us the bigger chiddush that 
he holds that a person is even willing to subject himself to a sofek nezirus (even 
though the sofek nezirus is more chamor than a definite nezirus). 
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 סְפֵיקָא  

 לְחוּמְרָא 

103

 אֵימָא סֵיפָא  

 סְתָם חֲרָמִים בִּיהוּדָה  

 מוּתָּרִין  

 וּבַגָּלִיל אֲסוּרִין 

 הַגָּלִילשֶׁאֵין אַנְשֵׁי  

 מַכִּירִין  

 אֶת חֶרְמֵי  

 הַכֹּהֲנִים  

 הָא מַכִּירִין  

 מוּתָּרִין  

 
103 Why Does the Gemara Not Ask from the Words of the Mishna 
Themselves? 

The Ran asks an obvious question. The Gemara proves from a diyuk from 
R' Yehuda’s words with regard to Galiel, that he must holds that stam nedarim 
are l’hachmir.  

But why do we need to come onto a diyuk? R' Yehuda said that in Yehuda 
if a person makes a neder using terumah, it is assur, as in Yehuda they 
recognize the terumas haliska. But what difference does that make? Even if 
they are familiar with the terumas haliska, they certainly are also familiar with 
the terumah of crops! Therefore, even in Yehuda when they make a neder 
using terumah, it should be no better than a sofek, and yet R' Yehuda says that 
the neder is chal. If so, we see that R' Yehuda holds that a sofek neder is chal, 
and that being the case, why do we need to use a diyuk from the halacha with 
regard to Galiel to prove this?  

This question applies to the last case of the Mishna as well. The Mishna 
said that in Yehuda (a place in which they recognize both the charamim of 
hekdesh and the charamim of the Kohanim), if a person uses charamim to 
make a neder, the neder is not chal. If so, we see that a sofek nedarim are 

 אַלְמָא  

 סְפֵיקָא לְקוּלָּא 

 אָמַר אַבָּיֵי  

 סֵיפָא 

 רַבִּי אֶלְעָזָר בְּרַבִּי צָדוֹק הִיא 

 דְּתַנְיָא 

 רַבִּי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  

 סְתַם תְּרוּמָה בִּיהוּדָה  

 אֲסוּרָה  

 רַבִּי אֶלְעָזָר בְּרַבִּי צָדוֹק אוֹמֵר  

 סְתַם חֲרָמִים בַּגָּלִיל  

  אֲסוּרִין

l’kulah, and if so, why do we need to come to the diyuk from the halacha with 
regard to the people of Galiel. 

The Ran answers that one could have said that from the halacha that is 
said with regard to the people of Yehuda, we cannot know the halacha of sofek 
nedarim. When the Mishna said that when the people of Yehuda use terumah 
to make nedarim it is chal, it could be that this is not because stam nedarim 
are l’chumrah but rather it is because in Yehuda when they refer to terumah, 
they only refer to the terumas haliska (that is, since they are so used to it), and 
when they want to refer to terumah of crops, they will say so specifically. And 
the reverse is true as well. It could be that the reason when people in Yehuda 
use charamim for a neder it is mutur, is not because stam nedarim are l’kulah 
but rather it is because they are so familiar with the charamim of Kohanim 
(and therefore when they use the term charamim without specifying which 
type, we assume that they are referring specifically to the charamim of 
Kohanim and not of hekdesh). 

However, from the halacha that is said with regard to the nedarim of 
those that live in Galiel, we can infer whether stam nedarim are l’chumrah or 
l’kulah (as the Gemara explains). 
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Nedarim 20A 

  משנה
 

A Person’s Ability to Explain His Intentions While 

Making a Neder 

  

 

 נֶדֶר בְּחֵרֶם  

 וְאָמַר  

 לאֹ נָדַרְתִּי  

 חֶרְמוֹ שֶׁל יָם  אֶלָּא בְּ 

 בְּקׇרְבָּן  

 וְאָמַר  

 לאֹ נָדַרְתִּי  

 אֶלָּא  

 בְּקׇרְבָּנוֹת שֶׁל מְלָכִים 

 הֲרֵי עַצְמִי קׇרְבָּן  

 וְאָמַר  

 לאֹ נָדַרְתִּי  

 אֶלָּא בְּעֶצֶם  

 שֶׁהִנַּחְתִּי לִי  

 לִהְיוֹת נוֹדֵר בּוֹ  

עַצְמִי 

ם צֶׁ עֶׁ

עַצְמִי

עַצְמִי     הֲרֵי 

קׇרְבָּן  

 קוּנָּם 

 אִשְׁתִּי נֶהֱנֵית לִי  

 וְאָמַר  

 לאֹ נָדַרְתִּי  

 אֶלָּא בְּאִשְׁתִּי הָרִאשׁוֹנָה  

 שֶׁגֵּירַשְׁתִּי

 עַל כּוּלָּן  

 אֵין נִשְׁאָלִין לָהֶם  

 וְאִם נִשְׁאֲלוּ  

 עוֹנְשִׁין אוֹתָן  

 וּמַחְמִירִין עֲלֵיהֶן  

 דִּבְרֵי רַבִּי מֵאִיר 

 וַחֲכָמִים אוֹמְרִים  

 פּוֹתְחִין לָהֶן  

 פֶּתַח  

 מִמָּקוֹם אַחֵר  

 וּמְלַמְּדִין אוֹתָן  

 כְּדֵי 

 שֶׁלּאֹ יִנְהֲגוּ  

 קַלּוּת ראֹשׁ  

 בִּנְדָרִים


