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Nedarim 26A   

  

 

 וְרָבָא אָמַר  

 דְּכוּלֵּי עָלְמָא  

 כֹּל הֵיכָא דְּאָמַר  

 אִילּוּ הָיִיתִי יוֹדֵעַ  

 שֶׁאַבָּא בֵּינֵיכֶם 

 הָיִיתִי אוֹמֵר  

 פְּלוֹנִי וּפְלוֹנִי  

 אֲסוּרִין 

 וְאַבָּא מוּתָּר  

 כּוּלָּם מוּתָּרִין  

 לאֹ נֶחְלְקוּ  

 אֶלָּא בְּאוֹמֵר  

 אִילּוּ הָיִיתִי יוֹדֵעַ  

שֶׁאַבָּא בֵּינֵיכֶם

 הָיִיתִי אוֹמֵר  

 כּוּלְּכֶם אֲסוּרִין  

 ץ מֵאַבָּא חוּ

 בֵּית שַׁמַּאי סָבְרִי לַהּ  

 כְּרַבִּי מֵאִיר  

 דְּאָמַר  

 תְּפוֹס  

 לָשׁוֹן רִאשׁוֹן 

 וּבֵית הִלֵּל סָבְרִי לַהּ  

 כְּרַבִּי יוֹסֵי 

 דְּאָמַר  

 בִּגְמַר דְּבָרָיו  

 אָדָם נִתְפָּס 
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 אֵיתִיבֵיהּ רַב פָּפָּא לְרָבָא  

 כֵּיצַד  

 אָמַר רַבִּי עֲקִיבָא  

 נֶדֶר 

 שֶׁהוּתַּר מִקְצָתוֹ  

 הוּתַּר כּוּלּוֹ  

 קוּנָּם 

 שֶׁאֵינִי נֶהֱנֶה  

 לְכוּלְּכֶם 

 הוּתַּר אֶחָד מֵהֶן  

 הוּתְּרוּ כּוּלָּם  

: 

 שֶׁאֵינִי נֶהֱנֶה  

 לאֹ לָזֶה וְלָזֶה  

 הוּתַּר הָרִאשׁוֹן  

 הוּתְּרוּ כּוּלָּם  

 הוּתַּר הָאַחֲרוֹן  

 הָאַחֲרוֹן מוּתָּר  

 וְכוּלָּן אֲסוּרִין 

 בִּשְׁלָמָא לְרַבָּה  

 מוֹקֵים לֵהּ לְרֵישָׁא  

 דְּאָמַר לָזֶה וְלָזֶה 

 וְסֵיפָא  

 דְּאָמַר לְכוּלְּכֶם
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 אֶלָּא לְדִידָךְ  

 לָמָא  בִּשְׁ 

 רֵישָׁא  

 מוֹקֵים לֵהּ  

 דְּאָמַר לְכוּלְּכֶם
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 But the sayfa אֶלָּא סֵיפָא  

  that he said דְּאָמַר  

 ’from this one and that one‘ לָזֶה וְלָזֶה  

  it (really just) R' Akiva (is) רַבִּי עֲקִיבָא הִיא  

 why (but) אַמַּאי  

 do the Rabbanan argue on him פְּלִיגִי רַבָּנַן עֲלֵיהּ  

  but you said וְהָאָמְרַתְּ  

  according to everyone it is mutur דִּבְרֵי הַכֹּל מוּתָּר 

 
144144 Why Does the Gemara Switch its Understanding of What the Terms 
Raysha and Sayfa Refer to? 

When the Gemara discuss the shita of Rabbah, the Gemara refers to both 
case one and case two as the raysha and only case three as the sayfa. And yet, 
while discussing the shita of Rava, the Gemara refers to the first case as the 
raysha and the second case as the sayfa. But why is there is difference? If 
according to Rabbah both cases one and two are referred to as the raysha, why 
would there be a difference with regard to Rava? 

The Ran answers that according to Rabbah both cases one and two are the 
same in the aspect that they are both cases in which the person says that he 
would have changed his wording had he known that his father was among the 
group. Therefore, since they are both the same case, i.e., they belong to the 
same group of cases, they are both labeled with the same term, the raysha.  

But as the Gemara says (and will be explained in the next footnote) 
according to Rava, the first case is a case in which the person would not have 
changed his wording and the second one was one in which he would have 
changed his wording. Therefore, they cannot be put together as they are 
different cases. As such, the case is referred to as the raysha and the second case 
as the sayfa. 

 
145 According to Rava, Why Can the Gemara  Not Just Say that Both Case One 
and Case Two Are Cases in Which the Person Does Not Change the Wording of 
the Neder? 

When the Gemara explained the shita of Rabba, the Gemara said that both 
the first case and second cases are cases in which the person would have 
changed his words. In the first case, the person originally said, ‘all of you’ and 
then when he finds out that his father was in the group, he says that had he 
known that he would have said this ‘one and that one’. And the second case is 
also a case in which he says that he would have changed his words had he known 
that his father was in the group, that is, although he originally said, ‘this one and 
that one’, he now says that had he known his father was there, he would have 

said ‘all of you’. And since both cases are cases in which the person changes his 
words, we understand very well why R' Akiva holds that the entire neder is batul. 

But if so, why can’t we say the same approach with regard to Rava? That is, 
why can we not say that both the first and second case of the Mishna are cases 
in which he says that he would not have changed his words and that is why these 
cases are cases  in which only R' Akiva would hold that the entire neder is batul.  

That is, the first case is a case in which he says, ‘all of you’ and when he finds 
out that his father is among them, he says that he would still say ‘all of you’ but 
would have added the words ‘except for my father. And the second case would 
be a case in which he says, “this one and that one’ and even after he finds out 
that his father was among them, he would still say ‘this one and that one’. And 
if so, we understand that since both these cases are cases in which the person 
would not have changed his wording, that it is why it is specifically R' Akiva who 
says that the entire neder is batul, and this would be in accordance with the shita 
of Rava who says that the machlokes is only in a case in which the person would 
not have changed his words. But in a case in which he would have changed his 
words, everyone would agree that the entire neder is batul. 

The Ran answers that the Gemara could not answer this because according 
to this setup, the first case and the second case would be virtually the same, and 
as such, there would be no need to repeat the same halacha twice. That is, 
according to this, both the first case and the second case tell us the halacha that 
when the person says that he would not have switched his words, it is specifically 
R' Akiva who holds that even so, the entire neder is batul. The fact that in the 
first case he said, ‘all of you’ and in the second case he said ‘this one and that 
one’ should not make a difference as the integral point of the halacha is that 
even when the person does not change his words, the entire neder is batul. 
Therefore, it would not make a difference as to what the person said, and as 
such, there would be no need to repeat the cases. 

However, according to Rabbah there is a need to say both cases. As 
explained previously, both in the case that the person changes from his original 
statement of ‘all of you’ to a ‘statement of ‘this one and that one’, or in the case 
in which he changes from ‘this one and that one’ to ‘all of you’, it is considered 
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 אֲמַר לֵיהּ רָבָא  

 רַבָּה  וּלְ 

 לְרַבִּי עֲקִיבָא  

 מִי נִיחָא סֵיפָא  

 בְּמַאי מוֹקֵים לֵהּ 

 דְּאָמַר  

 לְכוּלְּכֶם 

 הֵי דֵין הוּא רִאשׁוֹן  

 וְהֵי דֵין הוּא אַחֲרוֹן 

 אֶלָּא  

 שָׁא  רֵי

 דְּאָמַר לְכוּלְּכֶם  

 
as if the original statement was made in error as he would not have said it had 
he known that is father was there, as the original statement is considered 
disrespectful to this father. That is, when faced with the question of which 
statement is considered more disrespectful, the statement of ‘all of you’ or the 
statement of ‘this one and that one’, one could say either way. This is true 
because each statement has a reason to say why it is the more disrespectful of 
the two (and that is why he now changes to the other statement).  

 וְסֵיפָא  

 כְּגוֹן  

 שֶׁתְּלָאָן זֶה  

 בָּזֶה  

 וְאָמַר פְּלוֹנִי 

 כִּפְלוֹנִי 

 וּפְלוֹנִי כִּפְלוֹנִי

Therefore, since each statement has a reason to say that the person would 
have not said had he known that his father was there, we need both cases to 
teach us that each one of these reasons are correct. In other words, each one of 
these cases has a chiddush that the other one does not, and that is why we need 
both them. 
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 דַּיְקָא נָמֵי  

 דְּתַנְיָא 

 הוּתַּר הָאֶמְצָעִי  

 הֵימֶנּוּ  

 וּלְמַטָּה 

 מוּתָּרִין  

 וּלְמַעְלָה  

 אֲסוּרִין

. 
 

One Who Makes a Neder to Forbid All Onions Because They 

Are Bad for the Heart 

 אֵיתִיבֵיהּ  

 רַב אַדָּא בַּר אַהֲבָה לְרָבָא   

 קוּנָּם 

 בָּצָל שֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם  

 שֶׁהַבָּצָל רַע לַלֵּב  

 אָמְרוּ לוֹ  

 וַהֲלאֹ הַכּוּפְרִי  

 לֵּב  יָפֶה לַ 

: 

 הוּתַּר בַּכּוּפְרִי  

 
146 Is the Gemara’s Question Just on Rava or is it on Rabbah as Well? 

The Ran explains that although the Gemara is asking its question on Rava (as 
explained above), the Gemara is certainly asking on Rabba as well. According to 
Rabbah, in the case in which the person does not change his mind, everyone 
agrees that the neder is not batul, and yet the Mishna says not that way. The 

 וְלאֹ בַּכּוּפְרִי בִּלְבַד  

 הוּתַּר  

 אֶלָּא בְּכׇל הַבְּצָלִים  

 מַעֲשֶׂה הָיָה  

 וְהִתִּירוֹ רַבִּי מֵאִיר  

 בְּכׇל הַבְּצָלִים

. 

 מַאי לָאו  

 דְּאָמַר  

 אִילּוּ הָיִיתִי יוֹדֵעַ  

 פְרִי יָפֶה לַלֵּב  שֶׁהַכּוּ 

 הָיִיתִי אוֹמֵר  

 כׇּל הַבְּצָלִים אֲסוּרִין 

 וְכוּפְרִי מוּתָּר 

Mishna says that even in the case in which the person does not change his mind 
the neder is batul. 

The Ran explains that although this is true, the Gemara still chooses to ask 
its question on Rava, as Rava was the one who brought the shita of R' Meir into 
our sugya. Therefore, since the question is from R' Meir’s shita, he chooses to 
ask the question specifically on R' Meir. Tosefos also explains like the Ran that 
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 לאֹ 

 בְּאוֹמֵר  

 אִילּוּ הָיִיתִי יוֹדֵעַ  

 שֶׁהַכּוּפְרִי יָפֶה לַלֵּב  

 הָיִיתִי אוֹמֵר  

 פְּלוֹנִי וּפְלוֹנִי בָּצָל 

 אֲסוּרִין

 וְכוּפְרִי מוּתָּר  

 וְרַבִּי מֵאִיר  

 אַלִּיבָּא 

 דְּרַבִּי עֲקִיבָא  

 וְאַלִּיבָּא 

 דְרַבָּנַן

 
 

Another Example of a Neder that Becomes Partially Mutur 

(superior figs that are mixed into regular figs) 

 

 אֵיתִיבֵיהּ רָבִינָא לְרָבָא  

 רַבִּי נָתָן אוֹמֵר  

 יֵשׁ נֶדֶר  

 שֶׁמִּקְצָתוֹ מוּתָּר  

 וּמִקְצָתוֹ אָסוּר  

 כֵּיצַד  

 נָדַר 

 מִן הַכַּלְכַּלָּה 

  

 

 

 
the Gemara’s question is certainly a question on Rabbah as well. Tosefos says 
that the reason Rav Ada asked this question on Rava and not Rabbah was  
because Rava was his Rebbi. 


