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הָיוְּבָּהְּוְ 

נוֹתְשׁוּחְַ בּ 

אָמַרְ ו 

אִילּוְּהָיִיתִיְיוֹדֵעְַ

תוֹכָהְְּ נוֹתְשׁוּחְַבּ  שֶׁבּ 

לאְֹהָיִיתִיְנוֹדֵרְְ

כַּלָּהְְ הַכַּל 

הְאֲסוּרְָ

נוֹתְשׁוּחְַמוּתָּרוֹתְ בּ 

עַדְשֶׁבָּאְרַבִּיְעֲקִיבָאְ

לִימְֵּ דְו 

נֶדֶרְ

צְָ תוְְֹשֶׁהוּתַּרְמִק 

הוּתַּרְכּוּלּוְֹ

ְלָאומַאיְ

אָמַרְְ דּ 

אִילּוְּהָיִיתִיְיוֹדֵעְַ

תוֹכָהְְּ נוֹתְשׁוּחְַבּ  שֶׁבּ 

הָיִיתִיְאוֹמֵרְ

חוֹרוֹתְְ אֵנִיםְשׁ  תּ 

בָנוֹתְ וּל 

אֲסוּרוֹתְ

נוֹתְשׁוּחְַ בּ 

מוּתָּרוֹתְ

רַבִּיְעֲקִיבָאְהִיאְ ו 

לִיגִיְרַבָּנַן ְוּפ 

לָאְ

אוֹמֵרְְ בּ 

אִילּוְּהָיִיתִיְיוֹדֵעְַ

תוֹכָהְְּ נוֹתְשׁוּחְַבּ  שֶׁבּ 

הָיִיתִיְאוֹמֵרְ

כַּלָּהְאֲסוּרָהְְ כּלְהַכַּל 

נוֹתְשׁוּחְַמוּתָּרוֹת וּב 

Another Case of a Neder Becoming Partially Mutur (making 

five people assur at once) 

נָאְמְַ אןְתּ 

הָאְ ל 

תָנוְּרַבָּנַןְְ דּ 

נָדַרְ

נֵיְאָדָםְ מֵחֲמִשָּׁהְבּ 

אֶחָדְ כּ 

אֶחָדְמֵהֶםְְהוּתַּרְ ל 

רוְּכּוּלָּןְְ הוּתּ 

חוּץְ

מֵאֶחָדְמֵהֶןְ

הוּאְמוּתָּרְ

הֵןְאֲסוּרִין ו 



רַבָּהְְ אִיְל 

ְְרֵישָׁאְרַבִּיְעֲקִיבָאְ

סֵיפָאְ ו 

רֵיְהַכֹּלְ דִּב 

רָבָא ְְְאִיְל 

סֵיפָאְרַבָּנַןְְ

רֵישָׁאְ ו 

רֵיְהַכֹּלְ דִּב 

 
1 The Halacha that Comes Out from this Sugya 

At the end of the sugya, the Ran makes the following points: 
1. With regard to the machlokes R' Akiva and the Chachamim, we pasken 

like R' Akiva, and therefore we hold that once part of a neder become 
mutur the entire neder becomes mutur. 

2. However, with regard to the machlokes between Rabbah and Rava, we 
don’t have a determination as to whom the halacha follows, and as 
such, we have to be machmir like both of them. That is, in a case that 
the person changes his words, the halchaha is that the entire neder is 
batul. This is because in this case, everyone agrees that R' Akiva holds 
that neder is batul (and as we just said the halacha is like R' Akiva). 
However, in the case that he does not change his words, then we have 
to be machmir and say that the neder is not batul. This is because 
according to Rabbah, everyone agrees that the neder is not batul, and 
therefore, since we don’t know if the halacha is like Rabbah or Rava, 
we have to be machmir. 

3. The Ran brings a shita that says that this that we pasken that in a case 
in which the person does not change his mind, we have to be machmir 
and say that the neder is not batul, is only in a case that is similar to 
the Mishna. In the Mishna’s case, the person says that had he known 
that his father was among them, he never would have included him. In 
this case, since he is keeping his original words, and he is saying that 
he never had in mind to assur his father, the neder does not become 
batul. This is true because when we say that the father is mutur, this is 
not understood to be true because part of the neder became batul but 
rather we say that the father was never included in the neder in the 
first place. Therefore, since in a sense none of the neder became batul, 
the neder stays in effect with regard to the other people. However, in 
a case in which he made a neder to assur several people and then he 
finds a pesach to matir one of them, in this case the neder will be batul. 
In this case, when the neder was made he had in mind everyone, and 
therefore once he finds a pesach to say that one of them should be 
mutur, we say that since part of the neder is batul, the entire neder 
becomes batul.  

4. The Ran continues and says that although there is such a shita, the 
Ramban does not hold this way. He holds that it does not make a 
difference if the one making the neder never had in mind a particular 
person, of if he only found a pesach afterwards, in both cases if the 
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person says that he would not have changed his words, the neder will 
not be batul, and if he says that he would have changed the words, the 
neder will be batul. The Ran then brings several different proofs to the 
shita of the Ramban עי' שם. 

5. The Ran continues and brings another chiddush of the Ramban that 
holds that even in a case in which the person changes his words, the 
only time we say that since part of the neder is mutur, the entire neder 
is mutur, is in a case in which the Chacham finds a pesach to say that 
had the person known this, he never would have made the neder. But 
in a case in which the Chacham is matir the neder through חרטה – 
regret, only the person who he has regrets about becomes mutur but 
the other people will stay assur. The Ran then quotes those who 
argues on the Ramban and says that at the end of the day, when the 
Chacham is matir with ‘regret’, he is uprooting the neder from the 
beginning, and is so, once part of the neder becomes mutur, this 
causes all of the neder to become mutur. 

6. The Ran continues that this is all true in a case in which a Chacham is 
matir the neder with either a pesach or regret, but in a case in which 
several people are put into chairim (or nidui), and they are then matir 
one of them, the others will stay assur. This is for the simple reason 
that when the Bais Din (or Rav) is matir a person from chairim, they do 
not do so retroactively. Rather they say that although until this point 
the person was in chairim, now he is mutur. Therefore, since we are 
not saying that the chairim was batul retroactively, the fact that this 
particular person becomes mutur does not affect the others (i.e., we 
don’t say that once part of the chairim becomes batul, the entire 
chairim should become batul, because in this case the chairim is not 
becoming batul but rather we are being matir it from this point and 
on). 

7. The Ran concludes with one last halacha. That this last point is true 
with regard to a husband being matir his wife’s nedarim as well. If the 
husband is mayfer part of his wife’s nedarim, the part that he was 
mayfer will not affect the rest of it. The Ran explains that this is 
because we pasken that when a husband is matir his wife's nedarim, 
he is not doing it retroactively but rather he is just ‘cutting it off’, i.e., 
he is only being matir the neder from this point and on. Therefore, 
what the husband now does, does not affect the rest of the neder. 



אונס

רֵיְאוֹנָסִיןְ נִד 

הִדִּירוְֹחֲבֵירוְֹ

לוְֹ שֶׁיּאֹכַלְאֶצ 

חָלָהְהוּאְ ו 

נוְֹ אוְֹשֶׁחָלָהְבּ 

בוְֹנָהָרְְאוְֹ שֶׁעִכּ 

הֲרֵיְאֵלּוְְּ

רֵיְאוֹנָסִין נִד 

גמרא
 

The Different Cases in Which a Condition Was Not Met as a 

Result of an Onus 

רָאְְהְָ הוּאְגַּב 

ווֹתָאְְ פֵּיסְזָכ  אַת  דּ 

בֵיְדִינָאְ בּ 

אָמַרְ ו 

אִיְלָאְאָתֵינָאְ

לָתִיןְיוֹמִין ְעַדְתּ 

ווֹתַאיְ לוּןְהָנֵיְזָכ  לִיבַּט 

נִיסְ אִיתּ 

לָאְאֲתָאְ ו 

אֲמַרְרַבְהוּנָאְ

ווֹתֵיהּ טִילְזָכ  בּ 

אֲמַרְלֵיהְּרָבָאְ

אָנוּסְהוּאְ

רֵיהְּ אָנוּסְרַחֲמָנָאְפַּט  ו 

תִיבְ דִּכ 

לַנַּעֲרָהְ ו 

לאְֹתַעֲשֶׂהְדָבָרְ

כִיְתֵּימָאְ ו 

טָלָאְשָׁאנֵיְְ ק 

נַןְְ הָת  ו 

רֵיְאוֹנָסִיןְ נִד 

הִדִּירוְֹ

חֲבֵירוְֹ

לוְֹ שֶׁיּאֹכַלְאֶצ 

חָלָהְהוּאְ ו 

נוְֹ אוְֹשֶׁחָלָהְבּ 

בוְֹנָהָרְ אוְֹשֶׁעִיכּ 

הֲרֵיְאֵלּוְְּ



רֵיְאוֹנָסִין נִד  רָבָאְ וּל 

נָאְ מַאיְשׁ 

נַןְ מֵהָאְדִּת 

שָׁיוְ הֲרֵיְזֶהְגִּיטֵּיךְְמֵעַכ 

אִםְלאְֹבָּאתִיְ

מִכָּאןְ

נֵיםְעָשָׂרְחֹדֶשְׁ עַדְשׁ 

וּמֵתְ

נֵיםְעָשָׂרְחֹדֶשְְׁ תוֹךְְשׁ  בּ 

הֲרֵיְזֶהְגֵּטְְ

אַמַּאיְ

נִיס הָאְמֵינָסְאִיתּ  ו 

רִיְ אָמ 

מָאְ דִּל 

שָׁאנֵיְהָתָםְ
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אִי יָדַעְהֲוָהדּ 

מִיתְ דּ 

תַּרמִן אַל  ל 

גָּמַרהֲוָהְ

יָהֵיב גִּיטָּאו 

נָאמַאי שׁ 

מֵהָהוּאְ

הוּדַּאֲמַר ל 

אָתֵינָאלָאאִי

לָתִיןעַדמִכָּאן יוֹמִיןְתּ 

גִּיטָּאלֶיהֱוֵי

אֲתָאְ

קֵיהְּ בָּרָאמַעְ וּפַס 

אֲמַרְ

הוּ ל 

דַּאֲתַאיחֲזוֹ

דַּאֲתַאיחֲזוֹ

מוּאֵלוַאֲמַר שׁ 

מֵיהּלָא יָיאשׁ  מֵת 

אַמַּאי

הָאְ אֲנִיסמֵינָסו 

מָא דִּל 

סָא יָאאוּנ  מִיגַּלּ  דּ 

שָׁאנֵי

בָּרָאְ וּמַע 

סֵיהּוּמִיגַּלֵּי אוּנ 

The Problem of ְתָּא מַכ   אַס 

רַב הוּנָאל 

דִי תָּאְמִכּ  מַכ  הִיאאַס 

תָּא מַכ  אַס  ו 

יָא לָאְקָנ 

לָא קָנְיָא אַסְמַכְתָּא

הָכָאְשָׁאנֵי

סָןְ מִיתַּפ  וָתֵיהְּדּ  זָכ 



הֵיכָא ו 

סִין מִיתַּפ  דּ 

לָאו

תָּאְ מַכ   ְ הִיאְאַס 

נַן הָת  ְו 

שֶׁפָּרַעְמִי

צָת חוֹבוֹמִק 

לִישׁ הִשׁ  טָרוֹאֶתו  שׁ 

אָמַר ו 

אֲנִיאֵיןאִם

לוְֹנוֹתֵן

לֹשִׁיםעַדְמִכָּאןְ יוֹםשׁ 

טָרוֹלוְֹתֵּן ְשׁ 

מַןהִגִּיעְַ ז 

לאֹ נָתַןו 

אוֹמֵרְיוֹסֵירַבִּי

יִתֵּן

רַבִּי הוּדָהְו  אוֹמֵרי 

יִתֵּןְלאֹ

אָמַר מָןרַבו  נַח 

אֲבוּהּבַּרְרַבָּהאָמַרְ

רַבְאָמַרְ

רַבִּיְהֲלָכָהְאֵין יוֹסֵיכּ 

 
2 Who Holds on to the Shtar in the Case that the Borrower Pays Back Part of 
the Loan? 

Typically, when someone would borrow money, the borrower would sign a 
document that he owes the money, and the document would then be given to 
the lender to hold. When the time would come for the debt to be paid, the lender 
would present the document to prove that the money was still owed. Once the 
loan would be paid back, the document would be given to the borrower (if the 
lender would be allowed to keep the document, he would be able to collect for 
a second time). 

If the borrower would pay back part of the loan, then there would be two 
options that could be done. The first option is for the lender to hold onto the 
document and to write what is known as a שובר – a receipt. The lender would 

אָמַר תָּאְדּ  מַכ  יָאאַס  קָנ 

הָכָאְשָׁאנֵי

אָמַרְ דּ 

לָן וָתֵיהְּלִבַּט  זָכ 

keep the shtar in order to collect the rest of the loan, and the borrower would 
have to receipt in order to prevent the lender from recollecting the part of the 
loan that he had already paid. 

The second option is for the lender to give the shtar to a third party. The 
third party would hold onto the shtar and not give it to the borrower until the 
entire loan would be paid back. This arrangement would benefit both parties as 
the lender would not be able to collect more than he was entitled to, and the 
borrower would be forced to pay back the rest of the debt. 

 

 



תָא כ  הִל  ו 

תָּאְ מַכ  יָאאַס  קָנ 

הוּאְ ו 

לָא אֲנִיסדּ 

הוּא ו 

נוֹ מִינֵּיהּדִּק 

בֵית חָשׁוּבְדִּיןבּ 

 

 

 
3 When Do We Say that an Asmachta is Koneh?  

1) He was not an onus. That is, if a person says that he will give something 
to his friend if this person does not do a certain action, the person will 
be obligated to give that object to his friend only if the reason why he 
didn’t do that action was because he didn’t want to. But if the reason 
that he didn’t do it was due to circumstances beyond his control, that 
is the asmachta will not be koneh. The Ran explains that when we say 
that he can’t be an onus, this does not mean that he has to be a 
complete onus, but rather even if he was only a partial onus, similar to 
the cases of our Mishna (either he got sick, his son got sick, etc.,). Even 
in these cases we say that the asmachta will not be koneh (that is, even 
though technically when he was sick, he could have forced himself to 
go despite his sickness, if he doesn’t do so, he is still considered an 
onus and the asmachta will not be koneh.) 

2) He has to make a kinyan. That is, they make a kinyan sudar which 
means that he and the other person pick up a sudar (handkerchief) and 
say that if the person does not do a certain action, this sudar should 
function as an act of acquisition to allow the person to be koneh the 
possessions that this person is trying to give his friend. In this case 
there is no problem of asmachta as the kinyan sudar only works  מעכשיו 
(from now). That is, the person makes the kinyan sudar and says that 
if he does not come back within thirty days, the kinyan will make you 
be koneh this object from now, i.e., right away. Therefore, since the 
other person is acquiring the object from now, there is no problem of 
asmachta, as the problem of asmachta is only relevant when he says 
that if he doesn’t do something by a certain time, then at that later 
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רִיןנ וֹד 

לֶהָרָגִין

לֶחָרָמִין ו 

סִין לַמּוֹכ  ו 

רוּמָהְשֶׁהִיא תּ 

רוּמָהשֶׁאֵינוֹפִּיְעַלְאַף תּ 

שֶׁהֵן

הַמֶּלֶךְְבֵּיתשֶׁלְ

פִּיעַלאַף

שֶׁאֵינָן

הַמֶּלֶךְְבֵּיתשֶׁלְ

time the other person should be koneh this object. The Ran explains 
that the kinyan sudar cannot affect a kinyan to take effect as a later 
date for the simple reason that when that later date comes, the kinyan 
is no longer here (that is, at that later point the sudar will have already 
been returned to its owner). Therefore, since the kinyan sudar will 
have to make the kinyan be chal now, there is no problem of asmachta, 
as there is no problem of asmachta anytime the kinyan is happening 
now and not at a later date. 

3) We need that the asmachta to be made in an ‘Honorable Bais Din’. The 
Ran defines an ‘Honorable Bais Din’ as one that has the power to 
extract money from a person. The Ran clarifies and says that if the 
person says that the kinyan should happen from now שָיו  then the ,מִעַכ ְֹ
kinyan will work (if the conditions are not met) even without a Bais 
Din. The Ran explains that the only reason the Gemara says that you 
need a Bais Din is to tell us that if this ‘deal’ was made in an ‘Honorable 
Bais Din’ then the asmachta will be koneh even if the person did not 
say that the kinyan should be chal ‘from now’. If the ‘deal’ was made 
in an ‘Honorable Bais Din’, we say that since the person is making this 
‘deal’ in a Bais Din, he is obviously serious about it and he is only 
making the ‘deal’ because he wants it to work. Therefore, even if he 
doesn’t actually say the words ‘from now’ it is as if he has said them, 
as this is the only way the ‘deal’ that he made will be chal. (In other 
words, we don’t ‘really’ need an ‘honorable Bais Din’ but if we have 
one, then we know that a kinyan was done. 

4)  
 



 
4 If One is Willing to Kill, Why Will he Not be Willing to Eat Terumah? 

The Rishonim ask the obvious question on the Gemara. If we are dealing 
with people who are willing to kill people in order to steal from them, how can 
the issur of eaten terumah be a reason for them not to do so?  

Tosefos and the Rosh say simply that even through these people are willing 
to kill and steal, they are still not going to eat terumah which is assur to a non-
Kohen.  

The Rosh adds that they will not steal as terumah is worth very little.  
Other Rishonim say that they will not eat the terumah as it carries a  חיוב
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There is a famous line from the Kotzker Rebbe who said that it is a shame 
that the Aseres HaDibbros were not included in the tzava (will) of R' Yehuda 
Chassid. The Kotzker was lamenting the fact that we find those people who are 
very makpid on certain things and yet when it comes to things that are truly 
chamor, they are not as makpid (an example might be someone who is makpid 
on certain segulos but not on shmiras Shabbos). 

Although it was the Kotzker who publicized this problem, in reality this 
distortion of values was already in play during the times of the Mishna, as we see 
from the previous Rishonim. They explain that there were people who would be 
willing to kill someone and yet they would not be willing to do other less chamor 
avayros. 


