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 Nedarim 7a 

כִי־

יךָ לאֹ תְאַחֵר לְשַׁ  ר לַה' אֱלֹקֶׁ דֶׁ יךָ מֵעִמָךְ וְהָיָה  תִדֹר נֶׁ נּוּ ה' אֱלֹקֶׁ לְּמוֹ כִי־דָרֹשׁ יִדְרְשֶׁׁ

טְאבְךָ חֵ 

 

 מֵעִמָּךְ  

 זֶה  

וּפֵאָה   לֶקֶט שִׁכְחָה 

 

מֵעִמָךְ

עָנִי עִמָךְ  ת הֶׁ אֶׁ

 

Are There Yados with Regard to Tzeddakah? 

 יֵשׁ יָד  

 ה  לִצְדָקָ 

 
36 Understanding the Difference Between Peah and Tzeddakah with Regard to 
Yados? 

The Ran brings that his Rabbayim (teachers) explained that there is a 
difference between peah and tzeddakah and the Gemara is asking in a   אם תמצא
 format. That is, even if there are yados with regard to peah, perhaps that is לומר
only because peah is more chamor as one is forced to give peah. And if so, we 
now have our question, if peah has yados, what is the halacha regarding 
tzeddakah that does not have this chumrah? 

To which the Ran argues and says that there is no such chumrah of peah 
over tzedakah. Just as one is obligated to give peah, one is chayiv to give 
tzedakah as well. And one cannot say that tzedakah has a kulah that one does 

 אוֹ אֵין  

  36יָד לִצְדָקָה 

 הֵיכִי דָמֵי  

 אִילֵימָא 

 דְּאָמַר  

 הָדֵין זוּזָא  

 לִצְדָקָה  

 וְהָדֵין נָמֵי  

 הָהוּא צְדָקָה עַצְמָהּ הִיא  

 אֶלָּא כְּגוֹן  

 דְּאָמַר הָדֵין  

 וְלָא אָמַר נָמֵי  

 מַאי  

 הָדֵין נָמֵי צְדָקָה  

 קָאָמַר  

 אוֹ דִּלְמָא  

 מַאי[ וְהָדֵין )נָמֵי(  ]

 לְנַפְקוּתָא בְּעָלְמָא  

 קָאָמַר  

 ודִבּוּרָא הוּא  

 דְּלָא אַסְּקֵיהּ 

 מִי אָמְרִינַן  

not have to give everything as tzedakah, as this halacha is true with regard to 
peah as well.  

One only has to give the shiur of peah and does not have to give the entire 
field. If so, the chiyuv to give peah is no different than the chiyuv to give 
tzedakah, and if yados work for peah, there should be no reason they should not 
work for tzedakah as well.  

The Ran concludes that indeed this is the case and the Gemara’s questions 
with regard to peah and tzeddakah are independent of each other and the 
answer to one will indeed be the answer to the answer to both. And the reason 
that the question is asked with regard to both of them is not because they are 
being asked in an לומר תמצא   but rather each question was asked אם 
independently of the other. 
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 יוָן כֵּ 

 דְּאִיתַּקַּשׁ לְקׇרְבָּנוֹת  

 דִּכְתִיב  

 בְּפִיךְ  

 זוֹ צְדָקָה  

 מָה קׇרְבָּנוֹת  

 הֶן יָד  יֵשׁ לָ 

 אַף צְדָקָה  

 יֵשׁ לָהּ יָד  

 אוֹ דִלְמָא  

 לְבַל תְּאַחֵר  

 הוּא דְּאִיתַּקַּשׁ 

ר דִבַּרְתָּ  בְּפִיךָ  יךָ נְדָבָה אֲשֶׁׁ ר נָדַרְתָּ לַה' אֱלֹקֶׁ יךָ תִּשְׁמֹר וְעָשִיתָ כַאֲשֶׁׁ מוֹצָא שְפָתֶׁ

בְּפִיךְ

 

 

 
37 What Difference Does It Make it is Hefker or Not?  

One could ask that seemingly there is no difference if there are yados with 
regard to hefker or not. Even if the halacha of yados will not make his declaration 
of hefker effective, what difference will this make? If this person is agreeable to 
let people take his possessions, why would we need his declaration to work?  

The answer is that hefker is patur from terumos and maaser, and as such, 
this could be the halachic ramification of his maaser taking effect or not? 
Additionally, it could be that that this question is relevant to if this person could 
change his mind or not. 

 
38 Why is there No Question with Regard to Shevuos? 

Are There Yados with Regard to Hefker? 

 יֵשׁ יָד לְהֶפְקֵר  

 אוֹ דִלְמָא  

  3738אֵין יָד לְהֶפְקֵר 

 הַיְינוּ צְדָקָה 

 אִם תִּמְצָא לוֹמַר  

 קָאָמַר  

 אִם תִּמְצָא לוֹמַר  

 יֵשׁ יָד לִצְדָקָה  

 דְּאֵין הֶיקֵּשׁ  

 לְמֶחֱצָה  

 הֶפְקֵר  

 מִי אָמְרִינַן  

 הַיְינוּ צְדָקָה  

 אוֹ דִּלְמָא  

 שָׁאנֵי צְדָקָה  

 דִּצְדָקָה לָא חַזְיָא  

   אֶלָּא לַעֲנִיִּים 

 הֶפְקֵר אֲבָל 

The Gemara asks with regard to many different halachos if yados are 
effective or not. And yet, it would seem that the Gemara left out the most 
obvious case that needs to be asked. What is the halchaha with regard to 
shevuos? Do they or don’t they have yados?  

The Ran answers that the Gemara does not ask this as the answer is obvious 
as there is an open (as opposed to just a drasha) hekesh between nedarim and 
shevuos, as the posuk (Bamidbar 30:3) says ה בַע שְׁבֻעָׁ  .אִישׁ כִּי יִד ר נֶדֶר לַה' אוֹ הִשָּׁׁ

 



TALMID BAVLI – GEVURAS AKIVA 
 

 בֵּין לַעֲנִיִּים 

 בֵּין לַעֲשִׁירִים

 

Are there Yados with Regard to the Designation Bathrooms? 

 בָּעֵי רָבִינָא  

 יֵשׁ יָד לְבֵית הַכִּסֵּא  

 אוֹ לָא  

 הֵיכִי דָמֵי  

 אִילֵימָא 

 דַּאֲמַר  

 הָדֵין בֵּיתָא  

 לֶיהֱוֵי בֵּית הַכִּסֵּא  

 וְהָדֵין נָמֵי  

 הַהוּא  

הָוֵה  בֵּית הַכִּסֵּא נָמֵי

 
39 If there is No ‘Halfway-Hekesh’, What is the Gemara’s Question? 
 
The Ran explains that although typically we do not make a hekesh halfway, our 
Gemara is asking that perhaps in this case it is different as the halacha of 

 אֶלָּא כְּגוֹן  

 דְּאָמַר וְהָדֵין  

 וְלָא אָמַר נָמֵי  

 מַאי  

 הָדֵין דְּאָמַר  

 וְהָדֵין נָמֵי  

 בֵּית הַכִּסֵּא  

 אוֹ דִלְמָא  

 מַאי וְהָדֵין  

 לְתַשְׁמִישָׁא בְּעָלְמָא קָאָמַר 

 מִכְּלָל  

 דִּפְשִׁיטָא לֵיהּ לְרָבִינָא  

 דְּיֵשׁ זִימּוּן  

 לְבֵית הַכִּסֵּא  

 

היא מילתא  לאו  הזמנה  או  היא  מילתא  הזמנה 

tzedakah is not spelled out explicitly in the posuk, and as such, perhaps the rule 
that there is never a half-way hekesh should not apply. 
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 וְהָא מִיבַּעְיָא לֵיהּ  

 לְרָבִינָא 

 הִזְמִינוֹ 

 לְבֵית הַכִּסֵּא  

 מַהוּ  

 הִזְמִינוֹ 

 לְבֵית הַמֶּרְחָץ  

 מַהוּ  

 זִימּוּן מוֹעִיל  

 אֵין זִימּוּן מוֹעִיל אוֹ 

 רָבִינָא 

 חֲדָא מִגּוֹ חֲדָא  

 קָמִיבַּעְיָא לֵיהּ  

 זִימּוּן מוֹעִיל  

 אוֹ אֵין זִימּוּן מוֹעִיל  

 אִם תִּמְצָא לוֹמַר  

 יֵשׁ זִימּוּן  

 יֵשׁ  

 יָד 

 אוֹ אֵין יָד  

 תִּיבְּעֵי לֵיהּ 

 
40 What is the Halacha with Regard to All These Cases?  

All of the questions of the Gemara remain unresolved and the Ran will 
explain what the halacha is in each one of them. 

Kiddushin – The Ran explains that in this case you have to go l’chumrah 
similar to every sofek M’Dorayisa that you have to be machmir. 

Peah and Tzedakah – The Ran brings from several Rishonim that in these 
two cases as well the halacha is that one has to be machmir, similar to every 
sofek issur that one has to be machmir.  

The Ramban brings an additional point to explain why with regard to 
tzeddakah one must go l’chumrah. This is based on what the Rambam holds that 
any time the Gemara says לומר תמצא  לומר we hold like the ,אם  תמצא   .אם 
Therefore, since the Gemara said   תמצא לומראם   tzedakah has yados…, we 
pasken (hold) that tzedakah does have yados. 

On the first point that the Rishonim say that the sofek regarding peah and 
tzedakah is l’chumrah similar to every sofek, the Ran vehemently disagrees. The 
Ran goes to great lengths to show that in reality the question if you owe gifts to 
the poor, is in reality a monetary question, that is, does the money belong to the 
baal habayis or does it belong to the aniyim. And just like in any other monetary 
dispute, the one demanding the money has to prove his case, so too regarding 
peah and tzedakah. Since it is the aniyim who are trying to take the peah and 

תֵּיקוּ 

לשון נדרים משונה היא

40 

 

Understanding the Shita of R' Akiva Regarding Someone 

Who Says  לָךְ אֲנִי  מְנוּדֶּה  

 מְנוּדֶּה  

 אֲנִי לָךְ וְכוּ'  

 אָמַר אַבָּיֵי  

 מוֹדֶה רַבִּי עֲקִיבָא  

 ת  לְעִנְיַן מַלְקוֹ

 שֶׁאֵינוֹ לוֹקֶה  

 דְּאִם כֵּן  

 נִיתְנֵי 

רַבִּי עֲקִיבָא מַחְמִיר 

ה אֲנִי לָךְ מְנוּדֶׁ

ה אֲנִי לָךְ מְ  נוּדֶׁ

tzedakah away from the bal habayis, they are the ones who have to prove that 
they are owed the money, and until they do so, the bal habayis will not have to 
give it to them. 

In other words, in a case that the Torah says to give money to someone else, 
is this viewed a monetary chiyuv, or is it just like every other mitzvah that 
happens to involve giving money to another person? 

This is the machlokes the Ran and the other Rishonim. The Ran does 
concede however, that with regard to tzeddakah it could be that you have to be 
machmir, not because it is a sofek issur but because of the rule of the Rambam 
that we always go like the אם תמצא לומר. 

Hefker – Regarding hefker, the Ran says there is no doubt that you are able 
to be maykil (lenient) as this is definitely only a monetary discussion, and as such, 
the people trying to take this person’s money will not be able to do so unless 
they can prove that it belongs to them. 
Bais Hakisay - Regarding using yados to designate an area as a bathroom, the 
Ran says that in this case you can definitely be maykil as the whole concept of 
hazmana with regard to a bathroom is only M’Drabbanan, and as such, just like 
in every sofek M’Drabbanan you can be maykil, in this case as well you will be 
able to be maykil. 
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The Shita of R' Akiva and the Chachamim Regarding 

Someone Who Says  ְמִינָּךְבִּנְדִינָא  ,מְנוּדֶּה אֲנִי לָך , or  מִינָּךְמְשַׁמַּתְנָא . 

ה אֲנִי לָךְ מְנוּדֶׁ

ה אֲנִי   מְנוּדֶׁ

לָךְ

 אָמַר רַב פָּפָּא  

 בִּנְדִינָא 

 מִינָּךְ 

 דְּכוּלֵּי עָלְמָא  

 לָא פְּלִיגִי  

 דְּאָסוּר  

 מְשַׁמַּתְנָא מִינָּךְ  

 לְכוּלֵּי עָלְמָא שְׁרֵי  

מִינָּךְבִּנְדִינָא  

וכו'   מוּפְרְשַׁנִי מִמָךְ 

 בְּמַאי פְּלִיגִי 
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Nedarim 7b 

 בִּמְנוּדֶּה אֲנִי לָךְ  

 דְּרַבִּי עֲקִיבָא סָבַר  

 לִישָּׁנָא דְנִידּוּיָא הוּא  

 וְרַבָּנַן סָבְרִי  

 לִישָּׁנָא 

  דִמְשַׁמַּתְנָא הוּא 

 

מִינָּךְ מְשַׁמַתְנָא 

 

 וּפְלִיגָא  

 דְּרַב חִסְדָּא  

 דְּהָהוּא גַּבְרָא  

 דְּאָמַר  

 מְשַׁמַּתְנָא  

 בְּנִכְסֵיהּ 

 דִּבְרֵיהּ  

 דְּרַב יִרְמְיָה בַּר אַבָּא  

 אֲתָא לְקַמֵּיהּ  

 דְּרַב חִסְדָּא  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 לֵית דְּחָשׁ לַהּ  

 לְהָא דְּרַבִּי עֲקִיבָא 

 קָסָבַר  

 בִּמְשַׁמַּתְנָא  

 יפְּלִיגִ 

 

Do You Have to be In Front of the Person When You are 

Matir His Nidui? 

 מַר רַבִּי אִילָא  אָ 

 אָמַר רַב  

 נִדָּהוּ  

בְּפָנָיו  

 אֵין מַתִּירִין לוֹ  

 אֶלָּא בְּפָנָיו  

 נִדָּהוּ  

 שֶׁלּאֹ בְּפָנָיו  

 מַתִּירִין לוֹ  

 בֵּין בְּפָנָיו  

 בֵּין שֶׁלּאֹ בְּפָנָיו 

The Punishment for Someone Who Speaks Out the Name of 

Hashem in Vain 

 אָמַר רַב חָנִין  

 אָמַר רַב  

 הַשּׁוֹמֵעַ  

 הַזְכָּרַת הַשֵּׁם  

 מִפִּי חֲבֵירוֹ  

 צָרִיךְ  

 לְנַדּוֹתוֹ  

 וְאִם לאֹ נִידָּהוּ  

 הוּא עַצְמוֹ  

 יְהֵא בְּנִידּוּי
 

The Punishment for Mentioning the Name of Hashem in 

Vain (the comparison between a poor person and a dead 

person) 
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 שֶׁכׇּל מָקוֹם  

 שֶׁהַזְכָּרַת הַשֵּׁם  

 מְצוּיָה שָׁם  

 עֲנִיּוּת מְצוּיָה 

 מִיתָה  וַעֲנִיּוּת כְּ 

 שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר  

 כִּי מֵתוּ כׇּל הָאֲנָשִׁים  

ר  בְּכָל הַמָקוֹם אֲשֶׁׁ

יךָ וּבֵרַכְתִּיךָ ת שְׁמִי אָבוֹא אֵלֶׁ אַזְכִיר אֶׁ

 
41 How Do We Know that they Became Poor and Not One of the Other People 
Who Are Considered as Dead? 

The Gemara tells us that it must be that a poor person is considered as a 
dead person, because if not, how will we understand the posuk that says that 
Doson and Aviram were dead when they really weren’t. The Gemara 
understands that the intent of the posuk is not to say that they actually died but 
rather that they were considered as dead as they had lost their money. 

The problem is that the Gemara tells us that there are other people who are 
also considered as dead (those who are blind, those who are a metzora, and 
those who do not have children), and if so, maybe Doson and Aviram were in 
one of those categories of people and that was why they were considered as 
being dead.  

The Ran explains that this could not have been the case. That although it is 
true that there are other categories of people who are considered as dead, this 
cannot be what the posuk is referring to.  

He explains that they could not have been blind because during Korach’s 
rebellion (Bamidbar 16:14), they told Moshe that they would not go with him 
even if Moshe would poke out their eyes. If so, we see that they were obviously 
not blind.  

The Ran continues and points out that one cannot say that perhaps they 
blind when Hashem told Moshe to go back to Mitzrayim, but they were cured at 
Har Sinai. The Ran says that this cannot be because even if though it was true 

 וְתַנְיָא

   כׇּל מָקוֹם 

  עֵינֵיהֶם שֶׁנָּתְנוּ חֲכָמִים

 

 אוֹ מִיתָה  

 אוֹ עוֹנִי

 

Being Matir Nidui – Does it Need to be in Front of the 

Person? Can You be Matir it Immediately Afterwards?  

 אָמַר רַבִּי אַבָּא  

 הֲוָה קָאֵימְנָא  

 קַמֵּיהּ דְּרַב הוּנָא  

 שַׁמְעַהּ לְהָךְ אִיתְּתָא  

 דְּאַפִּקָה  

 הַזְכָּרַת הַשֵּׁם לְבַטָּלָה  

 שַׁמְּתַהּ  

 וּשְׁרָא לַהּ לְאַלְתַּר  

 בְּאַפַּהּ  

 שְׁמַע מִינַּהּ תְּלָת  

 שְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  

that everyone was healed at Har Sinai, the sickness of all of these people came 
back during the avayra of the aigel (golden calf). 

And if cannot be that they were considered as being dead on account of 
being a metzora, because the posuk (Devarim 11:6) tells us that as a result of 
being part of Korach’s rebellion, they died in the middle of the Machnah Yisroel. 
If so, it must be that they were not a metzora, because if they were a metzora 
they would not have been allowed to be in the Machnah Yisroel as a metzora is 
sent out of the camps. 

And it cannot be that they were considered as being dead on account that 
they did not have children, because even if it would be true that they were 
considered dead, why would this allow Moshe to return to Mitzrayim. The 
reason Moshe fled was because Doson and Aviram would report him to the 
Egyptian authorities. And if so, what difference would it make if they had 
children or not? The fact that they would be childless would seem to have no 
bearing on their ability to influence the authorities to punish Moshe. 

The Ran concludes that the Gemara understood that the only possibility to 
explain the posuk is that they lost their wealth. And once Doson and Aviram 
would be downgraded to being paupers, we understand very well why their 
word would no longer carry any weight to the Mitzrim. 
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הַזְכָּרַת הַשֵּׁםהַשּׁוֹמֵעַ  

 מִפִּי חֲבֵירוֹ  

 לְנַדּוֹתוֹ צָרִיךְ 

 וּשְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  

 נִידָּהוּ 

 בְּפָנָיו  

 אֵין מַתִּירִין לוֹ  

 אֶלָּא בְּפָנָיו  

 וּשְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  

 אֵין 

 בֵּין נִידּוּי 

 לַהֲפָרָה  

 וְלאֹ כְּלוּם

 

 

 

Can a Person be Matir Himself? (The Halacha and the Case) 

 אָמַר רַב גִּידֵּל אָמַר רַב  

 תַּלְמִיד חָכָם  

 מְנַדֶּה לְעַצְמוֹ  

   42וּמֵיפֵר לְעַצְמוֹ 

 
42 When Can a Talmid Chacham Be Matir Himself? 

The Ran brings the Rashba that says that even though our Gemara says that 
a talmid chacham can be matir himself, this is only in a case that he was not really 
chayiv nidui and only put himself in nidui voluntarily.  

This is the case of our Gemara. The reason that he put himself in nidui was 
only out of the kavod he had to the yeshiva student. But in a case that a talmid 
chacham was really chayiv in nidui, he would not have the power to be matir it.  

On this the Ran asks that if so, how could the Gemara ask that this halacha 
is obvious. According to the Rashba it certainly isn’t, as it is only in certain cases 
that the tamid chacham has the right to be matir himself. And indeed, in the 
typical case of a talmid chacham being in nidui, the talmid chacham cannot be 
matir himself.  

The Ran says that from the Gemara’s question we see that the talmid 
chacham does have the ability to be matir himself under any circumstance. The 
Ran then brings that there are those who have a different girsa (text) of our 
Gemara, and in their text, the question of this halacha being obvious is left out. 
The Ran concludes that according to this girsa, the shita of the Rashba is 
understandable. 
 
43 The Halachic Ramifications of Saying ‘A Prisoner Cannot Free Himself’ 

The Gemara said that one could have thought that a talmid chacham cannot 
be matir himself similar to a prisoner who cannot free himself from jail. And 
indeed, this expression is not just a nice thought, but it is used in halacha. The 
Rosh brings the Gemara in Chagigah (10a) that tells us that a talmid chacham 
cannot be matir his own nedarim, as a prisoner cannot free himself from his own 
jail. That is, the chiddush of our Gemara is that although a talmid Chacham 

פְּשִׁיטָא  

 מַהוּ דְּתֵימָא  

 אֵין חָבוּשׁ מַתִּיר עַצְמוֹ  

 מִבֵּית הָאֲסוּרִין  

 קָא מַשְׁמַע לַן 

 הֵיכִי דָּמֵי  

 כִּי הָא  

 דְּמָר זוּטְרָא חֲסִידָא  

כִּי מִחַיַּיב בַּר בֵּי רַב  

 שַׁמְתָּא  

  מְשַׁמֵּית נַפְשֵׁיהּ בְּרֵישָׁא

 וַהֲדַר  

 ר בֵּי רַב  מְשַׁמֵּת בַּ 

 וְכִי עָיֵיל 

 לְבֵיתֵיהּ  

 שָׁרֵי לְנַפְשֵׁיהּ  

 וַהֲדַר שָׁרֵי לֵיהּ 

cannot free himself from his own nedarim but he can free himself from his own 
nidui. 

 
44 Why Would He First Put Himself in Nidui? 

The Rosh and Tosefos explain that he would first put himself in nidui: either 
to make sure that he would not forget to be matir the talmid, or it was because 
since he was putting a talmid of the yeshiva in nidui, this might have been 
considered an affront to kavod HaTorah, and as such, he would first put himself 
in nidui to act as a kapparah (atonement) for what he was doing. 

 
45 Why Would He First be Matir Himself Before Being Matir the Talmid?  

The Rishonim explain that when he would go up to his house, he would first 
be matir his nidui in order that his family members would not have to stay away 
from him. And then he would be matir the talmid in accordance with the 
expression that says החייב על  ויכפר  הזכאי   ’That the one who is ‘good – שיבא 
should come and bring a kapparah for the one who is still chayiv. 

 
Are a Nidui’s Family (wife) Assur to be Next to Him? 

The Rishonim bring that the reason he would be matir his nidui before going 
into his house was in order that the members of his household would not have 
to be careful around him. The Ran points out that from here we see that when a 
person is in nidui, he is assur not to just the general populace but even to his 
own family.  
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 וְאָמַר רַב גִּידֵּל  

 אָמַר רַב 

 

  

  

 
The Ran then brings the Rashba that holds that this is not true with regard 

to his wife. A nidui is mutur to his wife as  אשתו כגופו – a wife is considered as 
him. 

The Rashba proves this from the fact that the Gemara in meseches Moed 
Katan asks if a person his allowed to have marital relations with his wife. The 
Rashba says that from here we see that it must be that a nidiu’s wife is allowed 
to be around him because if not, the Gemara’s question would obviously be 
regarding a moot point. Even if in theory marital relation would be mutur to a  

However, the Ran disagrees and says that this is not a valid proof. There is a 
concept of person not being totally in nidui but only being in nidui regarding a 

particular city. And if so, if his wife is not from that city, she would be allowed to 
be around him and to have marital relation with him, but only if a person in nidui 
is not assur to have marital relations (the Ran is assuming that if a nidui is assur 
to have marital relations, then this issur would even include a nidui that is not a 
full-fledged nidui but only a nidui regarding a particular city. This is true, because 
if a person in nidui would be assur to have marital relations, then the issur would 
be an ‘issur gavra’ an issur on the person. That is, it would mean that the issur of 
having relations is an issur for this person to benefit from the act of having 
relations, and has nothing to do with the person that he is having relations with). 


