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 Nedarim 24A 

  קוֹנָם שֶׁאֵינִי נֶהֱנֶה לְך 

  אִם אִי אַתָּה נוֹטֵל לְבִנְך  

 כּוֹר שֶׁל חִיטִּין 

  וּשְׁתֵּי חָבִיּוֹת שֶׁל יַיִן  

 

  הֲרֵי זֶה יָכוֹל  

  לְהַתִּיר אֶת נִדְרוֹ  

  שֶׁלּאֹ עַל פִּי חָכָם  

  ר לוֹ  שֶׁיָּכוֹל לוֹמַ 

  כְּלוּם אָמַרְתָּ  

  אֶלָּא בִּשְׁבִיל כְּבוֹדִי  

  זֶה הוּא כְּבוֹדִי 

 
125 Understanding  R' Meir’s Shita  

The Yerushalmi explains that R' Meir, who the Gemara will bring in the next 
case, argues in this case as well (that is, we will see that R' Meir argues in the 
next case, and the Yerushalmi says that he argues here as well). 

However, the Yerushalmi explains that the machlokes between R' Meir and 
the Chachamim is not a machlokes in lomdus (i.e., an intrinsic machlokes in 
halacha) but rather it is simple a machlokes as to what the person means, as 
follows.  

In this case, the other person says to the first person, “Since the only reason 
you made the neder in the first place was to give me kavod, it is as if you gave 
me kavod (even if I don’t actually accept the gift). The Yerushalmi explains that 
the machlokes will depend on what the person making the neder says. If the 
person making the neder agrees that he only made the neder in order to give 
the other person kavod, then everyone agrees that the other person can say that 
it is as if he got the kavod.  

But if the one making the neder disagrees, and he says that it is not true, 
that the reason why he made the neder was not to give the other person kavod 
but rather it was to give himself honor, that is, it would be a kavod for himself if 
the other person accepts the gift from him. In this case, everyone would agree 
that even if the other person would say that it is has if he was honored, this 
would not make  a difference. If the point of the other person accepting the gift 
was to give this person kavod, then unless the other person actually accepts the 
gift, the neder would be chal (this is because it is only considered a kavod to this 
person if the other person actually accepts the gift). 

The machlokes between the Rabbanan and R' Meir is in the case in which 
the one making the neder remains silent. R' Meir holds that in this case, it is as if 

  טַעְמָא  

 דְּאָמַר  

  זֶה הוּא כְּבוֹדִי  

  הָא לָאו הָכִי  

  נֶדֶר הוּא  

  מַנִּי 

 אִי 

  רַבִּי אֱלִיעֶזֶר בֶּן יַעֲקֹב  

  נִדְרֵי זֵירוּזִין הָוֵי 

  אֶלָּא  

  שְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  

  פְּלִיגִי רַבָּנַן עֲלֵיהּ 

נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין

the one making the neder disagrees with the other person and it is as if he is 
saying that he did it for his own kavod, in which case the other person saying 
that it is as if he was kavod will not help. And the Rabbanan hold that it is as if 
the one making the neder is agreeing to the other person that the neder was 
made for the sake of the other person’s kavod, and as such, the other person 
saying that it is as if he was kavod will cause the neder not to be chal. 

 
126 Why Does this Person Not Need a Chacham to be Matir his Neder? 

There are two ways to understand our Gemara in the Rishonim. Many 
Rishonim explain the Gemara as we did above. That the reason why this neder is 
not chal is because it is considered as if the condition for this neder was met. 
That is, the person says that this should become assur if my friend doe not accept 
my gift, and even though in actuality the friend did not accept it, it is still 
considered as if he accepted it as the offer and his refusal still bring him kavod 
(and even more kavod than if would have accepted the gift. 

The Rosh, however, explains differently. He explains that this neder is 
becoming  mutur through a pesach. That is, the person can say that if he would 
have known that his friend would say that it is as if he accepted the gift, this 
person would never have made his neder. The Rosh points out that even though 
typically in order for a pesach to be able to be matir a neder, the person has to 
go to a Chacham, this case is different. In this case, the logic for his pesach is so 
strong (i.e., everyone knows that he would  not have made the neder if he would 
have known that his friend would say this), and therefore he does not have to go 
to the Chacham. 
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  לְעוֹלָם 

  רַבִּי אֱלִיעֶזֶר בֶּן יַעֲקֹב הִיא  

  וּמוֹדֶה רַבִּי אֱלִיעֶזֶר בֶּן יַעֲקֹב  

  בְּהַאי  

  דְּנִדְרָא הָוֵי  

  דְּאָמַר לֵיהּ  

  לָא כַּלְבָּא אֲנָא  

  דְּמִיתְהֲנֵינָא מִינָּךְ  

 וְלָא מִיתְהֲנֵית  

 מִינַּאי

 
127 Why Does this Explanation Not Apply to Our Mishna? 

The Ran explains that this explanation, that the person does not want to 
appear as a dog would not apply to our Mishna. That is, one could ask that 
perhaps the person in our Mishna as well does not want to appear a dog and 
that is why he made the neder. But this cannot be the pshat in the Mishna 
because the Mishna is the case that Reb Eliezer ben Yaakov said is a case of   נִדְרֵי
 If so, we have to understand why the explanation that the person does !זֵרוּזִין 
not want to appear as a dog not apply to our Mishna.  

The Ran explains that it is specifically in our case that we can say like this. In 
the Gemara’s case the person does not want to benefit from the other person if 
that person does not benefit from him. Therefore, he makes a neder that he 
should be assur to benefit from the other person if that other person does not 
accept his gift. This neder assures that this person will not be a person who 
benefits from someone else without that other person benefitting from him.  

But in our Mishna, this is not his neder. In the Mishna, the person says that 
the other person should be assur to benefit from him. Now, if this person’s 
concern is that he should not benefit without giving anything back in return, a 
neder to assur the other person from getting benefit from him does not 
accomplish this. 

 

The Case in Which a Person Can Say that He is Not to be 

Considered as a King 

 

 

  תָּא שְׁמַע  

  הָאוֹמֵר לַחֲבֵירוֹ  

 קוּנָּם 

  שֶׁאַתָּה נֶהֱנֵית לִי  

  אִם אִי אַתָּה נוֹתֵן  

  לִבְנִי 

  כּוֹר שֶׁל חִיטִּין  

  וּשְׁתֵּי חָבִיּוֹת שֶׁל יַיִן  

  רַבִּי מֵאִיר אוֹמֵר  

  עַד שֶׁיִּתֵּן  

  וַחֲכָמִים אוֹמְרִים  

  אַף זֶה  

  יָכוֹל לְהַתִּיר אֶת נִדְרוֹ  

  שֶׁלּאֹ עַל פִּי חָכָם  

  שֶׁיָּכוֹל לוֹמַר  

The Ran then brings that there are those who give another explanation as 
to why the explanation that the person does not want to appear as a dog does 
not apply to our Mishna. They explain that it is specifically in our case that we 
have this concern. This is because if this person is willing to give the other person 
such a large gift, it must be because the other person gave him something. 
Therefore, since the other person gave this person something, this person wants 
to ‘repay’ the other person and that is why he wants to give the other person 
this gift. And this is why this person says that he wants to assur himself from 
getting benefit from the other person if the other person does not want to 
accept this person’s gift. This person wants to make sure that he has the ability 
to pay back what he received from the other person, and that is why he makes 
this neder. 

In our Mishna however, there is no indication that the other person gave 
this person anything. All this person did was to invite the other person to his 
house, something that is not considered a ‘big thing’, i.e., he would do this even 
if the other person did not give him anything. Therefore , since there is no reason 
to assume that this person is trying to pay back the other person, there is no 
reason to assume that he is trying to make sure that he does not appear as a dog 
and that is why in the Mishna R' Eliezer ben Yaakov holds that the neder was only 
made as a  נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין. 
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  הֲרֵינִי כְּאִילּוּ הִתְקַבַּלְתִּי 

 טַעְמָא  

  דְּאָמַר  

  הֲרֵינִי כְּאִילּוּ הִתְקַבַּלְתִּי  

  הָא לָאו הָכִי  

 
128 Can a Person Always Say that it is as if the Condition Has Been Fulfilled (the 
mysterious words of the Rashba)? 

The Ran quotes the Rashba as saying that it is only in a case that is similar to 
ours that a one can say that it is as if he accepted the gift, but one cannot say 
this in all cases. However, the exact reasoning of the Rashba of when one can, 
and when one cannot say this is not clear. In the words of the Rashba as brought 
in the Ran, the Rashba seems to be saying two separate guidelines, as follows. 

At first the Rashba is quoted as saying that the criterion for when one can 
say “it is as if I have accepted” is only with regard to a קיום מעשה and but not 
with regard to a ביטול מעשה. That is, if the person is supposed to do something 
and he doesn’t do, the person can still say that it is as if it was done. However, in 
the case in which the person is not supposed to do something and he does do it, 
then the person cannot say that it is as if he didn’t do it.  

This would seem to be the intent of the Rashba from the end of his words 
as well. The Rashba ends off by saying that the case in which one cannot say that 
it is as if the condition has been fulfilled is the case in which the person is not 
supposed to go to a certain place and he does go there. In this case, the other 
person cannot say that it is as if this person didn’t go there if he really did. 

The Ran ends by saying that although this is the shita of the Rashba, others 
disagree. There are those that say that one can always say that it is as if the 
condition has been fulfilled. The reason for this is because in any case of a neder 
being made on a condition, the reason one must fulfill the condition is because 
this is the desire of the one making the neder. Therefore, the one making the 
neder can say that even though the condition was not fulfilled, the only reason 
it would need to be fulfilled is to satisfy my desire, and therefore I am now saying 
that it is as if my desire has been satisfied even though the condition was not 
fulfilled. 

Although what we wrote as the explanation in the shita of the Rashba (and 
indeed there are those who quote the Rashba this way,), that the entire 
difference between when the person can and when he cannot say this is the 
difference between a קיום מעשה and a ביטול מעשה, the actual words of the Ran 
when he quotes the Rashba seem to indicate that there is a different explanation 
in the Rashba’s shita. 

The Ran quotes the Rashba as saying that the reason the person has the 
ability to say that it is as if he has accepted the gift is because the person can say 
that even if he would actually accept the gift, he could always just return it. 
Therefore, the person can say that why do we need to waste our time by having 
me accept the gift only to return it to you a second later, let it just be considered 
as if I have already accepted it ( דאפוכי מטראתא למה לי).  

However, according to this, the only time a person can say that it is as if the 
condition has been fulfilled even when it hadn’t been, is in the case where the 
person is supposed to receive something. But in a case in which the person has 
to do something, no one can say that it is as if this action has been done even 
though it has not yet been (as the above shevara (logical reasoning) would simply 

  נֶדֶר הוּא  

  מַנִּי 

  אִי רַבִּי אֱלִיעֶזֶר בֶּן יַעֲקֹב  

  נִדְרֵי זֵירוּזִין הָוֵי 

  אֶלָּא לָאו  

  רַבָּנַן  

 וּפְלִיגִי

 

  לָא 

not apply). However, according to this understanding in the Rashba, if a person 
would make a neder on condition that the other person goes to a certain place, 
the person cannot not say that it is as if the person went there, if he really didn’t.  

The problem is that as mentioned before, the end of the Rashba’s words 
seem to indicate otherwise. In the Rashba’s example of a case that does not 
work, he specifically says a case in which the condition was that the person 
should not go to a particular place (and the person ended up going there).  

But according to our second explanation of the Rashba’s shita, the case that 
should have been mentioned as a case in which this does not work should have 
been the case in which the condition was to go to a certain place. And the Rashba 
could have said that even in this case, it cannot be said that it is as if the condition 
has been fulfilled even if the person didn’t go there (that is, if the second 
explanation of the Rashba is the correct one, the Rashba should have said a 
bigger chiddush, that even though this is a case of a קיום מעשה, one can still not 
say that it is as if the condition has been fulfilled). 

And since the Rashba did not give this case, it would seem that the first 
explanation is the correct one, but if so, why would he mention the shevara 
(logical explanation) of “ דאפוכי מטראתא למה לי - why should we waste our time”, 
this seems to be totally irrelevant to what he is trying to say (if the first 
explanation is the correct one). 

At the end of the day, we are left with two different explanations of the 
words of the Rashba, and as such, it would still need further clarification as to 
how to understand the Rashba correctly, וצ''ע ואכמ''ל יותר. 

 
129 Who Has the Ability to Say, “It is as if I Accepted it” (only if his sons rely on 
him (הבנים סוכמים על שולחנו)? 

In the Gemara’s case, the person said that it should for his friend to benefit 
from him if his friend does not give his son this gift. In this case, the Gemara says 
that the person has the ability to say that it is as has if he has accepted the gift. 
The Ran explains that the reason that he can do this is because the point of this 
condition is only to benefit this person, therefore the person has the ability to 
say that he does not need it and it is as if he received that benefit. 

The Ran points out that according to this, this explanation would only work 
in the case that the person’s sons rely on him for their food. That is, since this 
person has to provide for his children’s sustenance, the giving of the gift to his 
children benefits him (as  he will now not have to give his children food as they 
have food from the gift). Therefore, since the point of the gift to his sons his to 
benefit him, he has the ability to say that it is as if he received this benefit. 
However, in the case in which the person’s sons do not rely on him for their food, 
we say that the point of the gift is to benefit them. And that being the case, only 
they would have the ability to say that it is as if they have accepted the gift. 
130  
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 לְעוֹלָם 

  רַבִּי אֱלִיעֶזֶר בֶּן יַעֲקֹב  

 וּמוֹדֶה רַבִּי אֱלִיעֶזֶר  

  בְּהַאי  

  דְּנִדְרָא הָוֵי  

  מִשּׁוּם דְּאָמַר לֵיהּ  

  לָאו מַלְכָּא אֲנָא  

  דִּמְהַנֵּינָא לָךְ  

 וְאַתְּ לָא מְהַנֵּית לִי

 
 

The Case of נִדְרֵי אוֹנָסִין 

 

  אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

  מָר קַשִּׁישָׁא בְּרֵיהּ דְּרַב חִסְדָּא  

  לְרַב אָשֵׁי  

  תָּא שְׁמַע  

  נִדְרֵי אוֹנָסִין 

  הִדִּירוֹ חֲבֵירוֹ  

  שֶׁיּאֹכַל אֶצְלוֹ  

  וְחָלָה הוּא  

  אוֹ חָלָה בְּנוֹ  

  אוֹ שֶׁעִכְּבוֹ נָהָר  

אוֹנָסִין נִדְרֵי 

נִדְרֵי אוֹנָסִי

  הָא לָאו הָכִי  

  נֶדֶר הוּא  

  מַנִּי 

  אִי רַבִּי אֱלִיעֶזֶר בֶּן יַעֲקֹב  

  זֵירוּזִין הָוֵי 

  א לָאו  אֶלָּ 

  רַבָּנַן  

  וּפְלִיגִי

נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין

 

 לְעוֹלָם 

  רַבִּי אֱלִיעֶזֶר בֶּן יַעֲקֹב  

  וּמִי סָבְרַתְּ  

דְּאַדְּרֵיהּ מְזַמְּנָא לִזְמִינָא  

 

 לָא 

 דִּזְמִינָא אַדְּרֵיהּ  
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  לִמְזַמְּנָא  

  דַּאֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 מְזַמְּנַתְּ לִי  

  לִסְעוֹדְתָּיךְ

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

  אִין 

 נֶדֶר זֶה  

 עָלֶיך 

  וְנֶדֶר  

  וְחָלָה הוּא  

  אוֹ שֶׁחָלָה בְּנוֹ  

  אוֹ שֶׁעִכְּבוֹ נָהָר  

 הֲרֵי אֵלּוּ נִדְרֵי אוֹנָסִין

זִיןנִדְרֵי זֵרוּ

The Case in which it is a Bigger Chiddush that R' Eliezer ben 

Yaakov Holds that the Neder is Only Considered as נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין 

  

  תָּא שְׁמַע  

 
131 Is Our Gemara Now Saying that R' Eliezer ben Yaakov Does Not Hold of  the 
Shevara that a Person Does Not What to Appear as a Dog? 

  יָתֵר עַל כֵּן  

  אָמַר רַבִּי אֱלִיעֶזֶר בֶּן יַעֲקֹב  

  הָאוֹמֵר לַחֲבֵירוֹ  

 קוּנָּם 

  שֶׁאֲנִי נֶהֱנֶה לָךְ  

 אִם אִי אַתָּה  

  מִתְאָרֵחַ אֶצְלִי  

  וְתאֹכַל עִמִּי פַּת חַמָּה  

  וְתִשְׁתֶּה עִמִּי כּוֹס חַמִּין  

 וְהַלָּה  

  הִקְפִּיד כְּנֶגְדּוֹ 

  אַף אֵלּוּ  

 נִדְרֵי זֵירוּזִין 

  וְלאֹ הוֹדוּ לוֹ חֲכָמִים  

נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין

נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין

נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין

נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין

נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין

זֵרוּזִין נִדְרֵי 

נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין

According to the way we explained the Gemara, our Gemara is now saying 
that R' Eliezer ben Yaakov does not hold of the shevara that a person does not 
want to appear as a dog. That is, the way we explained why the Baraisa is a bigger 
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 מַאי  

לאֹ הוֹדוּ לוֹ חֲכָמִים  

  לָאו

   

 
chiddush than the Mishna is because in the case of the Baraisa the shevara that 
a person does not want to appear as a dog is applicable and yet R' Eliezer still 
holds that the neder is not chal as it is a  נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין. If so, we see clearly from this 
Baraisa that R' Eliezer ben Yaakov does not hold of this shevara. 

However, although this is the way that the Ran explains the Gemara in his 
first pshat, in the second pshat that he brings, R' Eliezer ben Yaakov could still 
hold of the shevara.  

That is, previously the Ran (see footnote) brought two reasons why the 
shevara of not wanting to appear as a dog does not apply to our Mishna. The 
first reason is because in our Mishna the person is saying that his friend should 
be assur to benefit from him as opposed to the Baraisa in which the person says 
he should be assur to benefit from his friend. That is, according to this, in any 
case that the  person is forbidding himself from benefitting from his friend the 
shevara of ‘not appearing like a dog’ applies, and if R' Eliezer still says that the 
neder is not chal, as it is considered as נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין, this must mean that R' Eliezer 
ben Yaakov does not hold of this shevara. 

However, in the Ran’s second explanation to differentiate between the 
Mishna and the Baraisa, he says that the deciding factor is if we assume that the 
one making the neder received a large benefit from his friend or not. That is, in 
the Mishna we don’t assume that the person received a large gift from his friend, 
and as such, we say that the neder is only a  זֵרוּזִין  as the shevara of ‘not נִדְרֵי 
appearing as a dog’ does not apply. And the reason why in that Baraisa that 
shevara of ‘not appearing like a dog’ does apply, is because in that case we 
assume that the person did receive a large gift from his friend (and that is why 
he demands that his friend accepts a large gift for his son).  

But if that is the case, that in our Baraisa we should also not assume that 
this person received such a large gift from his friend (as the only reason why we 
said that that Baraisa is one in which the person received a large gift is because 
he is demanding that the friend accept a gift). But in the Baraisa that our Gemara 
is now bringing, the person also just wants his friend to eat with him, similar to 
the Mishna. But if this is true, why is our Baraisos a bigger chiddush than our 
Mishna that says that R' Eliezer bar Yaakov holds that it is only a נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין? 

The Ran answers that according to this the reason that our Baraisa is 
considered a bigger chiddush is because in our Baraisa that person is very specific  
in this that he wants his friend to eat with him (i.e., he specifies that he wants 
him to eat warm bread and hot drinks). And therefore, since he was so specific, 
one might have thought that even R' Eliezer ben Yaakov would agree to the 
Chachamim that this is not a case of   זֵרוּזִין נִדְרֵי  but rather it is a ‘real’ neder. 

In other words, the chiddush of our Baraisa is not that R' Eliezer ben Yaakov 
holds what he does even though there is a shevara that ‘he does not want to 
appear as a dog’ but rather the chiddush of our Baraisa is that R' Eliezer ben 
Yaakov holds that this is a  נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין even through the person was very specific 
when he made his neder. 

The Ran concludes that according to this, even at this point of the Gemara, 
it could be that the Gemara sticks by what it said earlier, that it could be that R' 
Eliezer ben Yaakov would agree that in a case in which the shevara of ‘not 
wanting to appear a dog’ would apply, the neder would be chal and it would not 
be considered as a  נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין. 
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 דַּאֲפִילּוּ  

  בְּקַמַּיְיתָא  

  וּשְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  

  פְּלִיגִי רַבָּנַן עֲלֵיהּ  

שְׁמַע מִינַּהּ 

נִדְרֵי 

זֵרוּזִין

 
132 A Different Way to Learn the Gemara 

Although according to the girsa of our Gemara, the Gemara has proven that 
the Chachamim argue on R' Eliezer ben Yaakov even in the case of the Mishna, 
some Rishonim hold that this cannot be the correct girsa as the Gemara has not 
proven this.  

That is, the Baraisa tells us that the case of the Baraisa is a bigger chiddush 
than the Mishna. But if this is really true, that the Baraisa is a bigger, then just 
because the Chachamim argue in this case, how do we know that they argue 
even in the case of the  Mishna? Maybe they just argue in the case of the Baraisa 
but they would agree that in the case of the Mishna it is only considered as   נִדְרֵי
  ?זֵרוּזִין 

As a result of this question, there are those Rishonim that hold that the girsa 
of the Gemara is that the Gemara first says that from the Baraisa there is a proof 
that the Chachamim argue even in the case of the Mishna and the Gemara 
answers that no, there is no such proof (as explained), and it could be that they 
just argue in the case of the Baraisa but in the case of the Mishna they would 
agree to R' Eliezer ben Yaakov, see the Ran (on the previous amud) that has such 
a girsa. 

 
133 How Do We Know that the Halacha is Like R' Eliezer ben Yaakov even in the 
Mishna’s Case? 

In the previous footnote, we brought that there are those Rishonim that 
hold that in reality there is no proof that the Chachamim argue with R' Eliezer 
bar Yaakov in the Mishna’s case.  

The problem is that the sugya started with the Gemara asking if the 
Chachamim argue with R' Eliezer ben Yaakov, and if they do, whom is the halacha 
like. And now the Gemara is saying that from R' Huna’s statement we have the 
answer to our questions. That we see that although the Rabbanan argue with R' 
Eliezer ben Yaakov, the halacha is like him. 

But what is the proof from R' Huna? Perhaps R' Huna was referring to the 
Baraisos case, and if so, there would be no proof to the Gemara’s original 
questions which were in regard to the Mishna’s case. As we just said, one can 
differentiate between the Baraisa and the Mishna, and therefore, if indeed R' 

  

The Halacha with Regard to the Machlokes R' Eliezer and 

the Chachamim 

 

 מַאי הָוֵי עֲלַהּ  

  תָּא שְׁמַע  

  דְּאָמַר רַב הוּנָא  

  הֲלָכָה  

  כְּרַבִּי אֱלִיעֶזֶר בֶּן יַעֲקֹב  

  וְכֵן אָמַר  

  רַב אַדָּא בַּר אַהֲבָה  

  הֲלָכָה  

  כְּרַבִּי אֱלִיעֶזֶר בֶּן יַעֲקֹב 

 

Huna was referring to the Baraisa’s case, there would be no proof to the 
Gemara’s question. 

The Ran gives three explanations: 
1. At first, he quotes his Rabbayim that say that it must be that the 

Gemara knew that when R' Huna said that the halacha is like R' Eliezer 
ben Yaakov, he was referring to the Mishna. And if R' Huna needed to 
say that with regards to the Mishna the halacha is like R' Eliezer ben 
Yaakov, it must be that even in the Mishna the Chachamim argue on 
him. 

2. The Ran continues and says that in reality we do not need to say like 
his Rabbayim that the Gemara just knew that Rav Huna was referring 
to the Mishna but rather this could be inferred from Rav Huna’s words 
themselves. He explains that when the Gemara asked if the 
Chachamim argue with R' Eliezer ben Yaakov in the Mishna, the 
purpose of this question was not to just see when they have their 
machlokes but rather the point of the question was to see if the 
Chachamim argue with him, and if they do, is the halacha like them or 
like R' Eliezer ben Yaakov. But now that Rav Huna said that the halacha 
is like R' Eliezer ben Yaakov even in the Baraisa’s case, we also know 
that the halacha is like him in the Mishna as well. This is for the simple 
reason that the Baraisa is a bigger chiddush that the neder is 
considered as נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין, and therefore, if in the Baraisa we pasken like 
R' Eliezer ben Yaakov then that neder is considered as נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין, then 
certainly in the Mishna’s case the halacha will be like R' Eliezer ben 
Yaakov that the neder is only  זֵרוּזִין  Therefore, once we know .נִדְרֵי 
what the halacha is, it doesn’t make a difference if the Chachamim 
hold that it is just in the Baraisa’s case that the neder is not a  נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין, 
or if they hold that even in the Mishna’s case the neder is a real neder 
and not a  נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין. The Gemara’s question was only with regard to 
figuring out the halacha, and now that we know that the halacha is like 
R' Eliezer ben Yaakov, we no longer need to know the Chachamim’s 
shita. 

3. The third answer that the Ran brings is that since when Rav Huna said 
that the halacha is like R' Eliezer ben Yaakov and he did not specify if 
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 שנהמ

  

Non-Sensical Nedarim 

 

נִדְרֵי  

הֲבַאי

  נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי  

  אָמַר  

 
he was referring to the Mishna or the Baraisa, we assume that he 
meant the Mishna. This is because the majority of the people were 
familiar with the Mishnayos but not the Baraisos. Therefore, if Rav 
Huna made an unspecified statement, we can assume that he meant 
the Mishna as this is what most people would be used to. 

 
134 The Two Types of  רֵי הֲבַאי  נִדְּ

The Ran explains that our Mishna is describing two distinct types of   נִדְרֵי
 two types of non-sensical nedarim. That is, each one of the two cases of – הֲבַאי 
our Mishna represents a different type of  הֲבַאי  and the reason why each נִדְרֵי 
one is not chal is for a different reason.  

1) The first is what is known as א  exaggeration. This person said that – גוּזְמָׁ
he saw that number of people  that left Mitzrayim (600,000 men 
between the age of 20 and 60, and many women, children, and older 
men). Now although in theory it could be that true that he actually saw 
this number of people, in reality we say this is virtually impossible and 
the person’s intent was just to exaggerate the number of people that 
he saw. The Ran explains that the reason this neder is not chal is 
because in reality it was, as follows. The  person makes a neder that 
this should be assur if I did not see the number of people who left 
Mitzrayim. Now although we know that he did not see this number of 
people, we say that he did mean what he said. That is, when he said 
the number of people who left Mitzrayim, we say that he didn’t mean 
that actual number but rather he meant to say that he saw a very large 
group of people, similar to the large group of people who left 
Mitzrayim. Therefore, the reason why the neder is not chal to make 
the thing assur is for the simple reason that we say that he did fulfill 
the condition. 

2) The second type of  נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי is a neder in which he says something 
that is so outlandish that it cannot be true. This is the second case of 
the Mishna. In the second case, the person says that this should be 
assur if I did not see a snake like the board of an olive-press. The 
Gemara will explain that his intent is not to say that the snake is the 
size of the board but rather that it is pitted like the board. This is 
something that is blatantly not true as such a snake does not exist. The 
reason this neder is not chal to assur the object (i.e., in the case that 
he says this should be assur if I did not see this type of snake) is 
because we say that he never meant to make a neder to assur this 
object. This is because if the person really wanted to make a real 
neder, he never would have made it depended on such a ridiculous 
thing. And if he did make this ridiculous neder, we assume that his 
intent was just to use the neder to strength the ridiculous story that 
he was telling his friend but not that he meant to make a serious neder. 
That is, he tells his friend that he saw this amazing sight, and he then 
wants to ‘prove’ to his friend that he actually saw this is by saying that 
if he didn’t, all the fruits in the world should be assur to him. 

  קוּנָּם 

  אִם לאֹ רָאִיתִי בַּדֶּרֶךְ הַזֶּה  

 כְּעוֹלֵי 

  מִצְרַיִם  

הֲבַאי  נִדְרֵי 

  אִם לאֹ רָאִיתִי  

 נָחָשׁ  

  כְּקוֹרַת בֵּית הַבַּד 

 

 גמרא

 

 
The Ran continues and says that according to this we can understand the 

Mishna in meseches Shevuos that describes making shevuos in vain. The Mishna 
there lists two cases: If a person makes a shevuah if he did not see a flying camel 
or if a person makes a shevuah that he did not see a snake like the beam of a 
wine press. And through the Mishna listed these two cases, the Mishna there did 
not list the case of one making a shevuah if he did see the number of people who 
left Mitzrayim. But why not? Our Mishna lists this case as one of the נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי, 
and if so, why did the Mishna over there not list it as well. 

The Ran answers that we can understand this omission very well. There the 
Mishna is listing cases in which the shevuah was made in vain, that is, the 
shevuah cannot be true. If so ,the Mishna there could not list the case of seeing 
the number of people who left Mitzrayim because in reality it could be that he 
did see this. Not that he actually saw this number of people but rather he saw 
the number of people that he meant. When he says these words he is just 
referring to a large group, and if so, his shevuah was not necessarily in vain as it 
is certainly possible that he saw a large group. 

The Ran continues and says that we also understand why our Mishna did 
not list the case of the flying camel. According to the Ran our Mishna is not just 
listing various examples of נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי. Rather the Mishna tells us the two distinct 
types of הֲבַא    נִדְרֵי  . And once the Mishna told us the case of the snake being 
similar to the olive press board (i.e., an actuality that cannot exist), there would 
be no reason to also list the case of the flying camel as this is just another 
example of this type of  הֲבַאי  as opposed to the Mishna in meseches) נִדְרֵי 
Shevuos that is listing various example of the same type of false shevuah). 

 
135 The Way Tosefos and the Rosh Understand the Two Cases of the Mishna 

Although in the previous footnote we brought the shita of the Ran who 
holds that the Mishna represent two distinct cases of הֲבַא  the Rosh and ,נִדְרֵי 
Tosefos say that the reasoning for both cases are the same. The reason why 
these nedarim are not chal is because we assume that the person is just 
exaggerating. That is, although he makes the neder conditional on the seeing the 
number of people who left Mitzrayim, we see that he just means to refer to a 
large number of people. Therefore, if he says that this should be assur unless he 
sees the number of people who left Mitzrayim, the fruit will not become assur 
as it could be that he did see a large number of people. They explain that this is 
the reasoning for the second case as well. The man said that this should be assur 
unless he sees this non-existent type of snake. And we see that this person is just 
trying to exaggerate. That is, he means to say that this should be assur unless he 
sees a strange-looking type of snake. Therefore, even though that he definitely 
did not see as exactly as he said (i.e., to see a snake that is similar to the board 
of a winepress), we say that it could be that he saw as strange looking snake, and 
by his seeing this strange snake this would be considered a fulfillment of his 
condition. 
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 The Difference Between נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי  and  שָׁבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי  

 

  We learned in a Baraisa תָּנָא  

  non-sensical nedarim are mutur נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי מוּתָּרִין  

  שָׁבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי

 אֲסוּרִין

שָׁבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי 

נִדְרֵי  

הֲבַאי שָׁבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי 

  הֵיכִי דָּמֵי  

  שָׁבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי  

  אִילֵימָא 

  דְּאָמַר  

  שְׁבוּעָה  

  אִם לאֹ רָאִיתִי בַּדֶּרֶךְ הַזֶּה  

  מִידַּעַם קָאָמַר 

 Abaye said                                                                                 אָמַר אַבָּיֵי

                                                               that he said (the case is)דְּאָמַר  

 
136 The Case that Abaye is Referring to When He Explains the Case of  שָבוּעוֹת
 הֲבַאי 

The Ran points out on that this is only works if he says the first case of the 
Mishna. But if the person says that he saw a snake similar to an olive press beam, 
in this case the person will get malkus. As the Ran explained (quoted in an earlier 
footnote), a person will not exaggerate by saying he saw this type of snake as 
this snake does not exist (as opposed to seeing the number of people who left 
Mitzrayim, although extremely unlikely, it could be possible and that  is why  a 
person would exaggerate with this number). However, although this is the shita 
of the Ran, the other Rishonim disagree. They hold that a person would 
exaggerate with saying they saw this snake, as his intent is just to say that he saw 
a strange-looking snake, something that is certainly possible. 

 

                                                                                           Shevuah“שְׁבוּעָה  

                                                                               ”…that I sawשֶׁרָאִיתִי 

שָׁבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי

שבועה שוה 

  אֲמַר לֵיהּ רָבָא  

  אִם כֵּן  

  לְמָה לִי לְמֵימַר  

  וְעוֹד  

 דֻּומְיָא דְּנֶדֶר קָתָנֵי  

137 Why is it Mutur to Exaggerate While Making a Neder but Not While Making 
a Shevuah? 

The Rosh explains that the Gemara assumes that it is obvious that a person 
is never allowed to make a shevuah if his words are not perfectly true. That is, 
even if we can interpret his words in a manner in which he is in a sense he is 
telling the truth (as he was only exaggerating), this is still going to be assur. But 
why? What is the different between making a neder that one is allowed to 
exaggerate and a shevuah that one is not allowed to exaggerate? 

Seemingly, the difference is that with regard to making a neder, there is no 
concept of making a ‘false neder’. The problem is only when a person violates 
his neder. 

Therefore, with regard to a neder we are only concerned with his intent. 
And if we understand that his intent is that he exaggerates, then we say that it is 
mutur. Not that the neder is mutur, but rather the subject of the neder is mutur. 
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נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי שָׁבוּעוֹת  

הֲבַאי

 נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי

שָׁבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי

 

  אֶלָּא  

  אָמַר רָבָא  

  בְּאוֹמֵר  

 יֵאָסְרוּ 

  פֵּירוֹת הָעוֹלָם  

  עָלַי בִּשְׁבוּעָה  

  אִם לאֹ רָאִיתִי בַּדֶּרֶךְ הַזֶּה  

 כְּעוֹלֵי 

  מִצְרַיִם

 
That is, the way we understand his neder, his neder does not make this object 
assur. 

But with regard to a shevuah this shevara would not apply. While making a 
shevuah one must make sure that is words are true, and if they are not, then he 
has done an issur (even if he only meant to exaggerate and in a certain sense his 
words are true).  

 
138 The Ran’s Explanation of the Sugya 

In the Ran’s girsa, the Gemara brings a Baraisa that says, not that   נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי and  
בוּעוֹת הֲבַ  אי שָׁׁ  are different but rather that they are the same. That in both cases we 

say that the person is just exaggerating, and as such, when they make either their 
neder or shevuah on the condition that they see something that seems outlandish, 
they don’t actually mean what they say, and as such, it  could very well be that they 
will end up fulfilling their condition. 

According to the Ran, the back-and-forth of the Gemara is as follows. At first the 
Gemara asks to establish the case of   בוּעוֹת הֲבַאי  and Abaye answers that the case is שָׁׁ
one in which the person makes a shevuah that he saw the number of people that went 
up from Mitzrayim.  

According to this, the chiddush of the Baraisa is that even though shevuos are 
more chamor than nedarim, people will exaggerate when they make shevuos, and 
therefore, when the person makes a shevuah that he saw the number of people who 
left Mitzrayim, we don’t say that this is a false shevuah but rather we say that it is a  
בוּעוֹת הֲבַאי    .שָׁׁ

And on this Rava asks two questions. Firstly, what is the chiddush of this Baraisa. 
If a person exaggerates with regard to nedarim, why would we think that he would 
not do the same with regard to shevuos. And secondly, the cases of shevuos are not 
the same as the cases of nedarim. As the Ran previously explained, a person only 
exaggerates about something that is at least theoretically possible. Therefore, since in 
theory a person could see the number of people that left Mitzrayim, when he said that 
he saw that number, we say that he was just exaggerating. However, with regard to a 
person who says that he saw a snake similar to an olive press beam, such an animal 
does not exist. If so, when a person says he saw it, it cannot be that he is exaggerating.  

But according to this, when the Baraisa says that both   נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי and    בוּעוֹת שָׁׁ
 the ,נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי   are mutur, they are talking about different cases. With regard to הֲבַאי 
halacha would be true both in the case in which he said that he saw the number of 
people who left Mitzrayim and it would also be true in the case in which he said he 
saw this snake. However, with regard to  בוּעוֹת הֲבַאי  the halacha would only be true ,שָׁׁ
in the case that the person said that he saw number that left Mitzrayim. This is true 
because in this case we can say that the person was exaggerating, and as such, it 
comes out that in reality he was saying the truth. However, if a person makes a 
shevuah that he saw this snake, in this case his words cannot be interpreted in a way 

  אֲמַר לֵיהּ רָבִינָא לְרַב אָשֵׁי  

  וְדִלְמָא  

  הַאי גַּבְרָא  

  קִינָּא דְשׁוּמְשְׁמָנֵי חֲזָא  

 וְאַסֵּיק לְהוֹן שְׁמָא  

  עוֹלֵי מִצְרַיִם  

  וְשַׁפִּיר מִשְׁתְּבַע 

that results in him telling the truth, and a such, it would be assur to make such a 
shevuah (the reason why with regard to a neder it is mutur even in this case was 
explained previous, footnote ). If so, it comes out that the   נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי and  בוּעוֹת הֲבַאי  שָׁׁ
are not similar. 

And to this Rava answers that the case of the Baraisa is one in which the person 
says that he is making a shevuah that all of the fruits of the world should be assur to 
him if he did not see the number of people that left Mitzrayim or he makes a shevuah 
that all the fruits of the world should be assur to him if he didn’t see this type of snake. 
And with regard to this the Baraisa says that both these shevuos are only considered 
as   בוּעוֹת הֲבַאי   .and the fruits are therefore mutur שָׁׁ

The chiddush of this halacha is that with regard to the case in which the person 
says that he is making a shevuah that all the fruits of the world should be assur to him 
if he didn’t’ see this type of snake, by saying that the fruits are mutur because this is 
only a   בוּעוֹת הֲבַאי  ,a false shevuah ,שבועת שוה it comes out that the person made a ,שָׁׁ
something that is assur to do.  

As follows. When a person says that he is making shevuah that all the fruits of the 
world should be assur if he didn’t see this impossible snake,  there are two possible 
ways to understand his intent of saying these words. 

Either he could mean that he is really trying to make all the  fruits of the world 
assur. That is, since he obviously did not see this non-exist type of snake, his shevuah 
will be chal, and it would come out that he did nothing wrong with making this 
shevuah but the fruits become assur. 

The chiddush of the Baraisa is that we say not this way. Rather we assume that 
he never meant to make the fruits assur. We assume this because if this person would 
really mean to assur the fruits, he would have said it straight. That is, he would have 
simply made a shevuah that says that he is making all of the fruits assur.  

But he did not do that. He decided to make the issur depend on this impossible 
sight. And since he took this unnecessary step, we say that is true intent was not to 
make the fruits assur but rather to prove his shevuah. That is, we understand that he 
is making a shevuah that he saw this type of snake, and to prove it, he says that if he 
is not saying the truth, all the fruits in the world should be assur, in other words a  
בוּעוֹת הֲבַאי   That is, the same way with regard to nedarim we say that he doesn’t .שָׁׁ
really mean to assur the fruits, so too with regard to shevuos we say that he doesn’t 
really mean to assur the fruits. 

The Ran points out that this is definitely a chiddush as one could have said that 
this assumption should only apply to nedarim. A person who makes a false neder has 
done nothing wrong. Therefore, it makes sense that the condition is only trying to 
prove his false neder.  

But if a person makes a false shevuah it is a terrible avayra. Therefore, when faced 
with a choice with explaining a person’s words as either meaning that he wants to 
make the fruits assur or meaning that he is making a false shevuah, one could have 
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said that we would assume that the person would not want to make the false shevuah. 
And if that would be true that we assume that a person would not want to make a 
false shevuah, in this case, since there is a choice between saying that the person 
meant to assur the fruits or he meant to swear on something that is not true, we 

would assume the first choice. And yet the Baraisa says otherwise. The Baraisa says 
that the fruits are mutur even through this results in saying that the person made a 
false shevuah. 


