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Nedarim 5a 

   אֲבָל אָמַר 

   מוּדְּרַנִי הֵימָךְ  

   לְחוֹדֵיהּ  

   שְׁנֵיהֶן אֲסוּרִין  

   כִּי הָא  

   דְּאָמַר  

   רַבִּי יוֹסֵי בְּרַבִּי חֲנִינָא 

הֵימָךְ  מוּדְרַנִי 

    

   שְׁנֵיהֶן אֲסוּרִין 

 תְּנַן

   הֲרֵינִי 

 עָלֶיך חֵרֶם

 הַמּוּדָּר 

   אָסוּר  

   אֲבָל  

   מַדִּיר לָא  

 
24 Understanding the Difference Between Saying ְרַנִי הֵימָך אֲנִי   and saying מוּדְּ שֶׁ
  אוֹכֵל לָךְ

The Ran explains that this halacha is true because the words “I am in a state 
of neder from you” imply that the person is saying that he and his property 
should be assur to benefit from the other person and his property (why this is 
true is not entirely clear). 

But this seems to be an impossibility. How can a person forbid his property 
from getting benefit from someone?! How could inanimate objects benefit from 
a person?!  

Because of this problem, the Ran says that we assume that his intent must 
have been to say that he should not benefit from that person or his property, 
and that person should not benefit from him or his, or in other words they should 
both be assur to benefit from each other (i.e., the objective of including his 
property in the neder is not to say that his property should be assur to benefit 

   כְּגוֹן  

   דְּפָרֵישׁ  

   וְאַתְּ עֲלַי לָא 

   אַתְּ  

 עָלַי חֵרֶם

  הַנּוֹדֵר אָסוּר  

   אֲבָל  

 מוּדָּר לָא 

   כְּגוֹן

 דְּפָרֵישׁ 

   וַאֲנָא עֲלָךְ לָא 

from the other person but rather his objective is to say that the other person 
should be assur in his property). 

However, when the person just says “ְך  this does not imply that ”שֶׁאֲנִי אוֹכֵל לָׁ
‘he wants his property to become assur as well’, and therefore we take his neder 
at face value that all he wants to do is to forbid himself from the other person 
but not that the other person should be forbidden to benefit from him. 

And indeed, this is what the Gemara now says is Shmuel’s shita, that when 
the person just says  ְך הֵימָׁ  both people are assur to benefit from each ,מוּדְרַנִי 
other. But if the person says  ךְ שֶׁאֲנִי  only the one making the neder will be ,אוֹכֵל לָׁ
assur to benefit from the other person, but the other person would be mutur to 
benefit from him. 
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   אֲבָל סְתָמָא  

   מַאי  

   שְׁנֵיהֶן אֲסוּרִים  

 הָא מִדְּקָתָנֵי 

 סֵיפָא

   הֲרֵינִי עָלֶיך 

 וְאַתְּ עָלַי 

 שְׁנֵיהֶן אֲסוּרִים

  הָדֵין הוּא  

 אֲסוּרִין  דִּשְׁנֵיהֶם

   הָא סְתָמָא  

 הוּא אָסוּר 

   וַחֲבֵרוֹ מוּתָּר 

 אֶלָּא הָכִי אִתְּמַר 

   דְּרַבִּי יוֹסֵי בְּרַבִּי חֲנִינָא  

 מוּדָּר אֲנִי 

 לָךְ

 
25 The Gemara’s answer 

The Ran explains that the Gemara at this point is attempting to answer both 
the shita of Shmuel and the shita of R' Yosie bar R' Chanina. The other Rishonim 

  שְׁנֵיהֶם אֲסוּרִין  

 מוּדְּרַנִי הֵימָךְ 

 הוּא אָסוּר 

   וַחֲבֵרוֹ מוּתָּר 

לך 

   הָא מַתְנִיתִין  וְ 

 דְּקָתָנֵי הֵימָךְ 

 וְאוֹקִימְנָא לְמַתְנִיתִין לִשְׁמוּאֵל 

   בְּכוּלָּן  

   עַד שֶׁיּאֹמַר  

   שֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם לָךְ  

 וְשֶׁאֲנִי אוֹכֵל לָךְ 

 הוּא דְּאָסוּר 

 וַחֲבֵרוֹ מוּתָּר 

 אֲבָל

 בְּמוּדְּרַנִי הֵימָךְ 

  שְׁנֵיהֶם אֲסוּרִין

(Tosefos, the Rosh) explain that the Gemara is only answering the shita of R' 
Yosie bar R' Chanina and the shita of Shmuel will be dealt with in the next 
Gemara, and this is how we will explain the Gemara. 
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 אֶלָּא

 מֵעִיקָּרָא דִּשְׁמוּאֵל 

   הָכִי אִיתְּמַר  

 טַעְמָא דְּאָמַר 

   שֶׁאֲנִי אוֹכֵל לָךְ  

 וְשֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם לָךְ 

   הוּא דְּאֵין הוּא אָסוּר

   אֶלָּא בַּאֲכִילָה

 הָא 

 מוּדְּרַנִי מִמְּך 

   אָסוּר אֲפִילּוּ בַּהֲנָאָה 

אֵינָן   יָדַיִם ' שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת

 אִי הָכִי

   לֵימָא שְׁמוּאֵל הָכִי  

 וְאִם

 לָא אָמַר 

 אֶלָּא  

 שֶׁאֲנִי אוֹכֵל לָךְ 

  וְשֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם לָךְ  

   אָסוּר  

   אַפִילוּ בַּהֲנָאָה 

   אָסוּר אֶלָּא בַּאֲכִילָה  ןאֵי 

Shmuel’s Shita that the Mishna Holds that  יָדַיִם שֶאֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  

are not Yadayim 

 אֶלָּא הָכִי אִיתְּמַר 

 טַעְמָא דְּאָמַר 

 שֶׁאֲנִי אוֹכֵל לָךְ 

 וְשֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם לָךְ 

 הוּא דְּאָסוּר 

 אֲבָל אָמַר 

 מוּדְּרַנִי הֵימָךְ 

 לָא מַשְׁמַע 

 דְּאָמַר אָסוּר 

 מַאי טַעְמָא 

  מוּדָּר אֲנִי  

 מִמָּךְ 

לָא מִשְׁתַּעֵינָא בַּהֲדָךְ מַשְׁמַע  

   מוּפְרְשַׁנִי  

   מִמָּךְ  
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דְּלָא עָבֵידְנָא עִמָּךְ מַשָא וּמַתָּן מַשְׁמַע  

   מְרוּחֲקַנִי  

   מִמָּךְ  

דִּילָךְ מַשְׁמַע דְּלָא קָאֵימְנָא בְּאַרְבַּע אַמּוֹת 

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

אֲנִי אוֹכֵל לָךְ שֶׁׁ

מִמָךְ   מוּפְרְשַׁנִי  אֲנִי  מוּדָר  וכו'  מִמָךְ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם  שֶׁ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת יָדַיִם שֶׁ

 
26 Why is the Gemara’s Answer Valid Now If It Wasn’t Before? 

The Ran points out that although previously the Gemara entertained the 
possibility that Shmuel holds that the words  ךְ וכו   מוּפְרְשַׁנִי ךְ מִמָׁ ר אֲנִי מִמָׁ מוּדָׁ ’ do 
not constitute a yad, the Gemara rejected that possibility as two Baraisos clearly 
say that the words  ךְ וכו  מוּפְרְשַׁנִי ךְ מִמָׁ ר אֲנִי מִמָׁ מוּדָׁ ’ do function as a yad to create 
a neder. If so, why does the Gemara now accept the possibility that these words 
do not create a neder if the Baraisos say not that way? 

The Ran answers that there is a fundamental difference between what the 
Gemara proposed before and what the Gemara is now saying. Previously, the 

Gemara thought to say that Shmuel holds that these words are not a yad at all 
and this was disproven from the Baraisos. Now, however, the Gemara is saying 
that they are yados, but יָׁדַיִם  שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת . And therefore, despite the fact that 
two Baraisos say that יָׁדַיִם  שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת work, Shmuel can certainly say that the 
Mishna holds that they do not work, as this question, if יָׁדַיִם  שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת work 
or not is a machlokes Tannaim. If so, it can simply be that the two Baraisos that 
hold that they do work, hold like the shita that   שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹתיָׁדַיִם    work, and 
Shmuel is learning that our Mishna holds like the shita that they do not work. 
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Nedarim 5b 

 לֵימָא

   קָסָבַר שְׁמוּאֵל  

 יָדַיִם שֶׁאֵין מוֹכִיחוֹת 

 לָא הָוְויָין יָדַיִם

 אִין

 שְׁמוּאֵל 

   מוֹקֵים לַהּ לְמַתְנִיתִין  

  כְּרַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

   דְּאָמַר  

 יָדַיִם שֶׁאֵין מוֹכִיחוֹת 

   לָא הָוְויָין יָדַיִם

What Needs to be Written in a Get? The Machlokes R' 

Yehuda and the Rabbanan  

   דִּתְנַן  

   גּוּפוֹ שֶׁל גֵּט 

   הֲרֵי אַתְּ מוּתֶּרֶת  

 לְכׇל אָדָם

 רַבִּי יְהוּדָה 

 אוֹמֵר 

   וְדֵין דְּיֶהֱוֵי לִיכִי מִינַּאי  

   סֵפֶר תֵּירוּכִין  

   וְאִיגֶּרֶת שִׁבּוּקִין 

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹתשֶׁ

דִיבּוּר

מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם אֵינָן  שֶׁ

 
27 Why Does Shmuel hold that the Mishna is All One Case? 

Although the Ran previously ( ד: ד''ה מיתיבי) said that the reason Shmuel 
learned that the Mishna is all one case is because the Mishna said the word 
‘assur’ only once, the Gemara still has its question. That is, at this point the 
Gemara is explaining that Shmuel holds that if one says ְך  ,by itself מוּדְרַנִי הֵימָׁ
it will not be effective as שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת  are not yadayim, in accordance יָׁדַיִם 
with the shita of R' Yehuda. And this is how Shmuel learns the Mishna, that 
when the Mishna says that ְך הֵימָׁ מוּדְרַנִי  works, it means to says that מוּדְרַנִי 
ךְ   .”works but only if he adds the words “that I will eat from you הֵימָׁ

The Gemara now asks that why does Shmuel have to learn this way? Why 
does Shmuel not learn the Mishna to mean that ְך הֵימָׁ  could work by מוּדְרַנִי 

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת   יָדַיִם שֶׁ

  יָדַיִם

אֵינָן   מוֹכִיחוֹתשֶׁ

Why Does Shmuel Learn that the Mishna is in Accordance 

with R’ Yehuda and Not the Rabbanan? 

 אַמַּאי דָּחֵיק שְׁמוּאֵל 

   לְאוֹקוֹמַהּ לְמַתְנִיתִין  

  כְּרַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

  מַהּ כְּרַבָּנַן  לוֹקְ 

   אַף עַל גַּב  

 דְּאֵין יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹת 

מוּדְרַנִי הֵימָךְ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

  יָדַיִם

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת שֶׁ מוּדְרַנִי הֵימָךְ

   אָמַר רָבָא  

itself as מוֹכִיחוֹת שֶאֵינָׁן   are yadayim. That is, why would Shmuel pick to יָׁדַיִם 
learn the Mishna in accordance with R' Yehuda and not the Rabbanan.  

But this question seems hard to understand. The reason that Shmuel 
learns the Mishna as one case is as we started off with. Shmuel learns this way 
because the Mishna says the word ‘assur’ only once. And if the Mishna says 
the word ‘assur’ only once, it must be because indeed saying ְך  does מוּדְרַנִי הֵימָׁ
not work. But why not? Because of this question Shmuel concluded that 
indeed ְך  are not יָׁדַיִם שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת by itself does not work because מוּדְרַנִי הֵימָׁ
yadayim. But if this is all true, how do we understand the Gemara’s question? 
Of course, Shmuel is forced to learn the Mishna like the shita of R' Yehuda, 
because if not, why can the person not just say ְך  ?by itself מוּדְרַנִי הֵימָׁ
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 מַתְנִיתִין קְשִׁיתֵיהּ 

   אַמַּאי תָּאנֵי  

 שֶׁאֲנִי אוֹכֵל לָךְ 

 שֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם לָךְ 

   לִיתְנֵי 

 שֶׁאֲנִי אוֹכֵל 

 שֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם

   שְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  

   בָּעִינַן 

   יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹת 

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם  שֶׁ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יִםיָדַ  שֶׁ אֵינָן    יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת יָדַיִם

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

 
The answer is that there could be another reason why the Mishna had to 

say that the person added the words ‘that I will eat from you’. Earlier the 
Gemara attempted to say that the reason that Shmuel holds that the person 
has to add the words ‘that I will eat from you’ is because if not, both the person 
making the neder and the person to whom the neder is made against are going 
to be assur. But now that he says the words ‘that I will eat from you’, only the 
one making the neder is going to be assur. 

The Gemara rejected this answer but only because Shmuel’s own words 
implied otherwise. That is, the Gemara even then held that this would be a 
perfectly acceptable way to explain why the person has to add the words ‘that 
I will eat from you’ and the only problem was that Shmuel did not hold of it. 

And on this the Gemara now asks why this is so. Shmuel held that the 
Mishna is discussing one case, that is, he holds that from the Mishna we see 
that one must add the words ‘that I will eat from you’. And to explain why 
these words must be added, he had two choices. Either the explanation is 
because without adding these words, both people will be assur, or the 
explanation is that without adding these words, the words ְך הֵימָׁ  מוּדְרַנִי 
themselves are only considered מוֹכִיחוֹת שֶאֵינָׁן   that are not yadayim in יָׁדַיִם 
accordance with the shita of R' Yehuda. 

From Shmuel’s words we see that he picked the second choice and not 
the first. And on this the Gemara asks why he did so. Why would Shmuel 

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת יָדַיִם שֶׁ

The Machlokes Abaye and Rava if שֶאֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם  Are 

Considered Yadayim or Not (and the source that each one 

brings to their shita) 

 אִיתְּמַר 

 יָדַיִם שֶׁאֵין מוֹכִיחוֹת 

   אַבָּיֵי אָמַר  

   הָוְויָין יָדַיִם 

   וְרָבָא אָמַר  

 לָא הָוְויָין יָדַיִם

 אָמַר רָבָא 

   רַבִּי אִידִי אַסְבְּרָא לִי  

 אָמַר קְרָא 

 נָזִיר לְהַזִּיר לַה'

 מַקִּישׁ 

 יְדוֹת נְזִירוּת

 לִנְזִירוּת

 מָה נְזִירוּת 

 בְּהַפְלָאָה 

   אַף  

 יְדוֹת נְזִירוּת

 בְּהַפְלָאָה 

choose to learn the Mishna in accordance with R' Yehuda when he had the 
option to learn it in accordance with the shita of the Rabbanan? 

 
28 The Gemara’s Drasha from the Word ‘‘Hafla’’ 

The Ran explains the Gemara as follows. The Gemara in meseches Nazir 
describes a case in which a person makes a neder and says, “I will be a nazir 
like that person who is now passing by.” R’ Tarfon holds that the person is not 
a nazir under any circumstance. That is, even if the passing person turns out 
to be a nazir, and as such, one would have assumed that there is no reason 
why the person making the neder should not be a nazir (as his condition was 
fulfilled), according to R’ Tarfon, the person is still not a nazir.  

This is true because at the time of the neder it was not clear if this neder 
will be effective or not as they still did not know the identity of the person 
passing by. And the posuk says ‘‘hafla”, that is, it must be clear at the time of 
the neder that the neder is taking effect, and if it isn’t, the neder will not take 
effect no matter what happens later (i.e., the neder will not be chal even if we 
find out later that the condition was fulfilled). 

Based on this, R’ Tarfon makes a hekesh from actual nezirus to the yados 
of nezirus. That just like the actual nezirus has to be made in a clear manner, 
so too the yados of nezirus has to be made in a clear manner as well. And if so, 
this is how R’ Tarfon knows that יָׁדַיִם  שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת will not be effective.  
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 לֵימָא

 בִּפְלוּגְתָּא 

 דְּרַבִּי יְהוּדָה 

   וְרַבָּנַן  

   קָמִיפַּלְגִי  

מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם  אֵינָן  שֶׁ

 

   דִּתְנַן  

 גּוּפוֹ 

 ט שֶׁל גֵּ 

 הֲרֵי אַתְּ מוּתֶּרֶת 

 לְכׇל אָדָם

 אוֹמֵר רַבִּי יְהוּדָה 

   וְדֵין דְּיֶהֱוֵי לִיכִי מִינַּאי  

   סֵפֶר תֵּירוּכִין  

   וְגֵט פִּטּוּרִין  

 וְאִיגֶּרֶת שִׁבּוּקִין 

 אַבָּיֵי

  דְּאָמַר כְּרַבָּנַן  

   וְרָבָא  

   דְּאָמַר כְּרַבִּי יְהוּדָה 

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת 

  יָדַיִם

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת שֶׁ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

 אָמַר לָךְ אַבָּיֵי

   אֲנָא דַּאֲמַרִי  

   לְרַבִּי יְהוּדָה אֲפִילּוּ 

   עַד כָּאן  

   לָא קָאָמַר רַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

 בָּעִינַן יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹת 

 אֶלָּא גַּבֵּי גֵּט 

 ת דְּבָעִינַן כְּרִיתוּ

 ְלֵיכָּא

 אֲבָל בְּעָלְמָא 

 מִי שָׁמְעַתְּ לֵיהּ 

ר   סֵפֶׁ

כְרִיתוּת

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת

 וְרָבָא אָמַר 

 אֲנָא דַּאֲמַרִי 

  אֲפִילּוּ לְרַבָּנַן  

   עַד כָּאן  

 לָא קָאָמְרִי רַבָּנַן 

   דְּלָא בָּעִינַן  

   יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹת  

   אֶלָּא גַּבֵּי גֵּט 

 
The Chachamim, however, disagree with R’ Tarfon and they hold that 

there is no such requirement that the status of a neder has to be determined 
when the neder is made. They therefore hold that if the passing person will be 
discovered to be a nazir, this person’s neder will be effective. Or in other 
words, they do not hold that the word ‘hafla’ in the posuk teaches us that 
nezirus must be made in a clear manner.  

The Ran points out that this does not mean that the Chachamim hold    יָׁדַיִם
 are יָׁדַיִם  שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת are effective. Rather they also agree that שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת
not effective. Rather, they learn this directly from the word ‘hafla’ itself.  

To summarize: R’ Tarfon holds that the word ‘hafla’ is said in reference to 
the actual nezirus, and as such, he holds that the actual nezirus must be made 
in a clear manner. And once the word is used to teach that the nezirus must 
be made in a clear manner, he uses a hekesh that the yadayim of nezirus has 

to be made in a clear manner as well, that is to say יָׁדַיִם  שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת do not 
work.  

The Chachamim however do not hold that the word ‘hafla’ teaches 
anything about the actual nezirus and instead they use the word ‘hafla’ directly 
to teach us that the yadayim of nezirus must be made in a clear manner, or in 
other words to teach us that יָׁדַיִם  שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת do not work. 

The Ran concludes and says that when our Gemara says that our Gemara 
is in accordance with the shita of R’ Tarfon, the intent of the Gemara is not to 
say that it is only like the shita of R’ Tarfon but not the Chachamim, but rather 
the intent of our Gemara is to say that it is even like R’ Tarfon. That is, even 
though R’ Tarfon already uses the word ‘hafla’ to teach that the actual nezirus 
must be said in a clear manner, he still holds that  ִשֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכ יחוֹתיָׁדַיִם    do not 
work as he learn yadayim of nezirus from a hekesh to actual nezirus. 


