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Nedarim 4A 
The Various Cases of a Nazir Transgressing the Lav of “Bal 

T’acher” 

  רַב אַחָא בַּר יַעֲקֹב אָמַר 

    כְּגוֹן  

   דִּנְדַר  

   וְהוּא בְּבֵית הַקְּבָרוֹת 

  הָנִיחָא

  לְמַאן דְּאָמַר 

  לָא חָיְילָא עֲלֵיהּ נְזִירוּת  

    מֵאַלְתַּר  

    אֶלָּא לְמַאן דְּאָמַר  

   מֵאַלְתַּר חָיְילָא עֲלֵיהּ  

  מִי אִיכָּא בַּל תְּאַחֵר 

 

    וְעוֹד  

    הָאָמַר מָר בַּר רַב אָשֵׁי  

   חָיְילָא נְזִירוּת עֲלֵיהּ  

    מֵאַלְתַּר  

   וְכִי פְּלִיגִי

   לְעִנְיַן מַלְקוֹת פְּלִיגִי

    פִילּוּ הָכִי  אֲ 

   קָם לֵיהּ  

  בְּבַל תְּאַחֵר 

 מִשּׁוּם דְּקָא מְאַחַר 

 נְזִירוּת דְּטָהֳרָה 

 

    אָמַר רַב אָשֵׁי  

   הוֹאִיל וְכֵן  

 נָזִיר 

 שֶׁטִּימֵּא עַצְמוֹ בְּמֵזִיד

 עוֹבֵר מִשּׁוּם בַּל תְּאַחֵר 

   טָהֳרָה תדִּנְזִירוּ
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   רַב אַחָא  

    בְּרֵיהּ דְּרַב אִיקָא אָמַר  

 עוֹבֵר 

 בְּבַל תְּאַחֵר 

   תִּגְלַחְתּוֹ 

  וְלָא מִיבַּעְיָא 

  לְמַאן דְּאָמַר 

  עַכֶּבֶת תִּגְלַחַת מְ 

   אֶלָּא אֲפִילּוּ  

    לְמַאן דְּאָמַר  

  תִּגְלַחַת אֵינָהּ מְעַכֶּבֶת 

   מִצְוַת גִּילּוּחַ  

   מִיהָא לָא מְיקַיֵּים

 

 מָר זוּטְרָא 

  בְּרֵיהּ דְּרַב מָרִי אָמַר 

 עוֹבֵר בְּבַל תְּאַחֵר 

    קָרְבְּנוֹתָיו 

 

The Chiddush of Nezirus 

  וּמִן הָכָא נָפְקָא לֵיהּ 

   מֵהָתָם  

    נָפְקָא לֵיהּ  

 כִּי

   דָרֹשׁ יִדְרְשֶׁנּוּ 

   אֵלּוּ חַטָּאֹת  

    וַאֲשָׁמוֹת 

נּוּ כִי דָרֹשׁ יִדְרְשֶׁׁ
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    מַהוּ דְּתֵימָא  

 א חִידּוּשׁ הוּ

 שֶׁחִידְּשָׁה תּוֹרָה 

   בְּנָזִיר 

  מַאי חִידּוּשׁ 

    ילֵּימָא אִ 

 דְּלָא מַתְפֵּיס לַיהּ 

   לְחַטַּאת נָזִיר 

 בְּנֶדֶר

חֵלֶב  הֲרֵי חַטַּאת

 שֶׁאֵין מַתְפִּיסָהּ 

 בְּנֶדֶר

 וְעוֹבֵר 

   בְּבַל תְּאַחֵר 

ר דֶׁ מַתְּפִיס בְּנֶׁ

  אֶלָּא מַאי חִידּוּשֵׁיהּ 

   סָלְקָא דַּעְתָּךְ אָמֵינָא 

    הוֹאִיל  

    וְאִם אָמַר  

  הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר 

   אֲפִילּוּ  

    מִן חַרְצָן  

   הָוֵי נָזִיר 

    לַכֹּל 

    אֵימָא  

   לָא לַיעֲבוֹר עֲלֵיהּ  

    ל תְּאַחֵר  מִשּׁוּם בַּ 

   קָא מַשְׁמַע לַן 

    הָנִיחָא 

  לְמַאן דְּאָמַר 

   כִּי 

   נָזִיר 

    מִן חַרְצָן 

    זִיר לַכֹּל  הָוֵי נָ 

 אֶלָּא

   לְרַבִּי שִׁמְעוֹן  

    דְּאָמַר  

   אֵין נָזִיר 

   עַד שֶׁיַּזִּיר  
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    מִכּוּלָּן  

    מַאי אִיכָּא לְמֵימַר  

   וְעוֹד  

   הַאי חִידּוּשׁ  

   לְחוּמְרָא הוּא 

 

  אֶלָּא מַאי חִידּוּשֵׁיהּ 

    דְּסָלְקָא דַּעְתָּךְ אָמֵינָא  

   הוֹאִיל
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Nedarim 4B 

   וְאִם גִּילַּח 

 עַל אַחַת 

   מִשְּׁלׇשְׁתָּן  

   יָצָא 

לָא לַיעֲבוֹר עֲלֵיהּ  

   בְּבַל תְּאַחֵר  

   קָא מַשְׁמַע לַן 

 וְאִיבָּעֵית אֵימָא 

   מַאי חִדּוּשֵׁיהּ  

 מִשּׁוּם דְּלאֹ מַתְפִּיסוֹ 

   בְּנֶדֶר  

   וְהָא דְּקָא קַשְׁיָא לָךְ  

   חַטַּאת חֵלֶב  

   חַטַּאת חֵלֶב  

 קָאָתְיָא לְכַפָּרָה 

 חַטַּאת נָזִיר

   לְמַאי אָתְיָא 

 
20 Why Does the Gemara Assume that the Chatas of a Yoledes is Subject to ‘Bal 
t’acher’? 

The Gemara asks that the chiddush of nazir cannot be a reason for its 
korbanos not to be subject to ‘bal t’acher’ because we find not this way with 
regard to the chatas of the yoledes. This korban can also not be brought with a 
neder and yet it is subject to ‘bal t’acher. If so, we see that having this chiddush 
is not a reason to be patur from ‘bal ‘t’acher’.  

Reb Akiva Eiger asks that this question is difficult to understand. Perhaps 
this is indeed the case. That is, perhaps a chatas of a yoledes in also not subject 
to ‘bal t’acher because of the chiddush that it cannot be brought with a neder. 
In other words, the same way we are trying to determine if the korbanos of a 
nazir are subject to ‘bal t’acher, we should also have this question regarding the 
chatas yoledes as well. Regarding a chatas yoledes we should also say that since 
it is a chiddush, this should be a reason it should not be subject to ‘bal t’acher. 

The Poras Yosef gives a brilliant answer. That once we find another example 
of this chiddush, it ceases to be a chiddush (as by definition a chiddush cannot 
appear more than once, see Gemara Chullin 64), and as such, there should be no 
reason why the korbanos of a nazir should not be subject to ‘bal t’acher’. See 
also the Keren Orah. 

   וַהֲרֵי  

   חַטַּאת  

   יוֹלֶדֶת  

   דְּלָא אָתְיָא  

   לְכַפָּרָה  

 וְעָבַר עֲלַהּ 

 מִשּׁוּם בַּל תְּאַחֵר 

 
21 The Shita of Rebbi Shimon with regard to the Korban Chatas of a Woman 
Who Has Given Birth 

Once we are discussing the shita of Rebbi Shimon, we will print what the 
Chanukas HaTorah says with regard to this, and even though this does not have 
much relevance to our Gemara, we bring it here in the hope that the reader will 
enjoy it. 

The Gemara in Niddah (31b) relates that the students of Rav Shimon asked 
him, “Why does a lady who gave birth have to bring a korban?” Rav Shimon 
answered that a woman who is giving birth hurries and swears that she will never 
be with her husband again. Her intention is that she should never again have to 
go through the agony of childbirth. This Gemara is difficult to understand for two 
reasons: 

1. The connotation of the Gemara is that the students specifically asked Rav 
Shimon this question. But why would they not ask someone else this question as 
well? Everyone agrees that a woman who gives birth has to bring a korban, as 
our posuk clearly tells us. 

2. What does Rav Shimon mean when he says, “The woman hurries and 
swears”? What difference does it make if she hurries or not? The point is that 
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   הָהִיא  

 קָא שָׁרְיָא לַהּ 

   לְמֵיכַל בְּקָדָשִׁים

The Source for the Halacha that A Person Can be Mayfir his 

Wife’s/Daughter’s Nedarim and Nezirus 

 
she did something wrong by swearing, and therefore she has to bring her korban. 
The question if she hurried or not appears to be irrelevant. 

The Chanukas HaTorah gives a remarkable answer; that indeed. the 
question is only on Rav Shimon and the obligation to bring the korban is only as 
a result of the woman hurrying to swear.  

The Rambam (Bechoros 8:2) says that a woman who gives birth with a 
Cesarean-section can no longer have children. If that is true, it would seem 
logical to say that a woman who gave birth with a Cesarean-section would not 
have to bring a korban. The reason that she would normally bring a korban is 
because of the vow that she made. But she only swore in order to prevent herself 
from having more children. A lady who had a Cesarean cannot have more 
children, and therefore there would be no reason for her to swear. In such a case, 
she should not have to bring a korban. 

Yet, we find that Rav Shimon (Niddah 40a) holds that even such a woman 
has to bring a korban. This is what the students could not understand. How could 
Rav Shimon hold that this lady has to bring a korban if the reason for the korban 
does not apply? 

Rav Shimon answers this question beautifully. The lady has to bring a korban 
because she hurried to swear. What does it mean she hurried? It means that as 
soon as the birthing process started, even before she knew that she would need 
a Caesarean, she already swore, in which case even she would have to bring a 
korban. 

 
22 Why Does the Gemara Not Ask this Question with regard to Yados? 

Our Gemara asks regarding the necessity of the hekesh to teach us that the 
same way that a father/husband can be mayfer his daughter’s/wife’s nedarim, 

   אָמַר מָר  

  וּמָה נְדָרִים  

   הָאָב מֵיפֵר 

   נִדְרֵי בִתּוֹ  

 וּבַעַל מֵיפֵר 

   נִדְרֵי אִשְׁתּוֹ  

   אַף נְזִירוּת  

 הָאָב מֵיפֵר 

  נְזִירוּת בִּתּוֹ  

   וּבַעַל  

   מֵיפֵר  

 נְזִירוּת אִשְׁתּוֹ 

   לְמָה לִי הֶיקֵּשָׁא  

   תֵּיתֵי  

 בְּמָה מָצִינוּ 

   מִנְּדָרִים

so too he can be mayfer her nezirus. Why do we need a hekesh if this halacha 
could be learned out of a ‘mah matzinu’?  

The Ran explains that this question only applies to the halachos of hafarah 
(uprooting) but not to the halachas of yados. That is, earlier on in the Gemara, 
the halacha of yados for nezirus was learned from the yados of nedarim through 
a hekesh. But why did the Gemara not ask as it does with regard to hafarah? That 
why do yados need a hekesh if they could be learned out of a ‘mah matzinu’. 

The Ran answers with the rule that we find throughout Shas that says   אֵין
הַדִין  מִן  שִין   One cannot punish ‘based on a ‘logical thought’. That is, we“ – עוֹנ ְ
cannot learn a halacha that involves punishment from a ‘mah matzinu’, kal 
v’chomer’ etc.  

Therefore, with regard to yados, where the question revolves around when 
the person’s words create a neder or nazir, one needs a hekesh and cannot rely 
on a ‘mah matzinu’. This is because once a person makes a neder or becomes a 
nazir, if he violates it, he will be punished with malkus. Therefore, yados (which 
creates a situation in which the person can be punished because of them) cannot 
be learned from a ‘mah matzinu’ and would need a hekesh.  

The parsha of hafarah, however, does not involve punishment, and as such, 
it can be learned with a ‘mah matzinu’ and if so the Gemara questions why we 
need a hekesh to teach us this halacha. 
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   דִּילְמָא  

   גַּבֵּי נְדָרִים 

   הוּא דְּמֵיפַר  

   מִשּׁוּם  

   דְּלָא אִית לֵיהּ קִיצּוּתָא  

   אֲבָל גַּבֵּי נְזִירוּת  

 דְּאִית לֵיהּ קִיצּוּתָא 

 דִּסְתַם נְזִירוּת

   שְׁלֹשִׁים יוֹם  

 אֵימָא לָא 

   קָא מַשְׁמַע לַן 

 

What Qualifies as a Yad to a Neder (the yados of our 

Mishna)? 

יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹת

מוֹכִיחוֹת שֶאֵינָן  יָדַיִם

   הָאוֹמֵר  

   לַחֲבֵירוֹ  

 מוּדָּר אֲנִי וְכוּ' 

   אֵל  אָמַר שְׁמוּ

   בְּכוּלָּן  

 עַד שֶׁיּאֹמַר 

 שֶׁאֲנִי אוֹכֵל לָךְ 

  שֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם לָךְ 

   מֵיתִיבִי

 מוּדָּר אֲנִי 

   מִמָּךְ  

     מוּפְרְשַׁנִי

   מִמָּךְ  

 מְרוּחָקֵנִי מִמָּךְ 

 הֲרֵי זֶה אָסוּר 

 שֶׁאֲנִי אוֹכֵל לָךְ 

 שֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם לָךְ 

   הֲרֵי זֶה אָסוּר  

   הָכִי קָתָנֵי 

   בַּמֶּה דְּבָרִים אֲמוּרִים  

   מֵר  בְּאוֹ

   שֶׁאֲנִי אוֹכֵל לָךְ  
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  שֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם לָךְ 

 וְהָתַנְיָא

 אִיפְּכָא 

    שֶאֲנִי אוֹכֵל לְך 

   שֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם לָךְ 

  אָסוּר  

 מוּדְּרַנִי מִמָּךְ 

 וּמוּפְרְשַׁנִי מִמָּךְ 

 מְרוּחֲקַנִי מִמָּךְ 

   הֲרֵי זֶה אָסוּר  

   תָּנֵי הָכִי  

 וּכְבָר אָמַר 

   מוּדְּרַנִי

 

   אִי הָכִי  

   הַיְינוּ רֵישָׁא  

   וְעוֹד  

  אָסוּר אָסוּר  

   לְמָה לֵיהּ לְמִתְנֵי 

מִמָךְ מוּדְרַנִי  מִמָךְ וּמוּפְרְשַׁנִי  מִמָךְ מְרוּחֲקַנִי 

אֲנִי טוֹעֵם לָךְ שֶׁׁ אֲנִי אוֹכֵל לָךְ שֶׁׁ

מִמָךְ  מוּדְרַנִי 

מִמָךְ וּמוּפְרְשַׁנִי  מִמָךְ מְרוּחֲקַנִי 

The Various Possibilities to Explain Shmuel’s Shita 

   אֶלָּא אָמַר שְׁמוּאֵל  

   טַעְמָא  

 דְּאָמַר 

 שֶׁאֲנִי אוֹכֵל לָךְ 

   שֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם לָךְ  

 הוּא דְּאָסוּר 

   וַחֲבֵירוֹ מוּתָּר 

  
  

 
23 Why is the First Baraisa Called the  א  ? רֵישָׁ

The Ran explains that although the term א  typically refers to the first part רֵישָׁׁ
of a particular Mishna or Baraisa, here the Gemara is calling the first Baraisa the 

א  of the second Baraisa. The reason this is done is because the first Baraisa רֵישָׁׁ
comes right before the second Baraisa, and therefore, in a sense it is its א  .רֵישָׁׁ

 


