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The Translation 

 

The translation is structured in the format of a daf yomi shiur. In a typical shiur, the maggid shiur will first 
introduce a new topic. He will then read the Gemara inside for a couple of lines and then stop to explain 
what was just read. He will then continue to read the next Gemara and then stop to explain the new 
material. And this goes on for the duration of the shiur. This translation mimics this approach, as will 
quickly become apparent as one reads through the Gemara. 

Often in order to understand the translation, words had to be added that are not the actual meaning of 
the words being translated. These ‘extra’ words are included in parentheses. At times, the translation of 
a particular phrase will not be the actual meaning of the words. For example, the words  היורד לתוך הקדירה 
means what goes into a pot, despite the fact that the actual word  היורד means what goes down. To 
indicate this, the words ‘goes into’ will be surrounded with quotation marks as follows; what ‘goes’ into a 
pot. 

Any explanation that is needed to understand the Gemara is included in the translation. Other information 
that is not needed in order to understand the actual Gemara is included in the footnotes. 

 

 ידוע מאמר החכם כשם שאי אפשר לבר בלי תבן, אי אפשר ספר בלי שגיאות 

As this sefer is being printed through Kindle Direct Publishing (an on-demand publishing company), 
changes and corrections can be easily made in ‘real-time’ and will be included in all future copies of the 
Gemara that are printed. As such, if one finds any mistakes, typos, etc., please let us know and they will 
be corrected in future printings  

 

Note: Due to time and budgetary constraints, the text of the translation was not edited as well as it could have been. This being the case, we 
were faced with the following choice. Do we publish the Gemara the way it is, or do we wait until it could be perfected? The choice seemed 
obvious. The advantage of the hundreds of people learning with an unprecedented level of clarity would seem to vastly outweigh the 
disadvantage of learning with an ‘imperfect’ product. As was famously quoted at the Siyum Hashas’ “We cannot let perfection be the enemy of 
the good”. As such, we have gone ahead with the publication of this meshecta despite any shortcomings in might have. That being said, with the 
proper funding we do hope to reedit and republish this meshecta in the future. 
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Introduction 

 

There are four types of expressions with which one can make something assur (forbidden). They are nedarim, charamim, shevuos, 
and nezirus (see footnote where each one of these is explained). The Mishna will tell us that each of these expressions can be used in 
one of three ways. They can be used in their fully stated form, its ‘kinui’ form, or its ‘yados’ form. We will explain each one of these 
terms with regard to nedarim, and they will apply to the other expressions as well.  

1) One can make a fully stated neder by saying, “This bread is assur (forbidden) to me” or by saying “This bread is a korban 
(sacrificial offering) to me”. A korban is assur to a person, and by saying that this bread should be like a korban, he is in effect 
saying that this bread should be assur to him. Both these cases are examples of fully stated nedarim.  

2) Although this is the standard text of a neder, a person can also substitute some of the words of the neder for other words. For 
example, instead of saying that the bread is a ‘korban’ to him, he can say that the bread is a ‘konam’ to him. This is known as 
the kinui or nickname of the neder (the colloquialism of the neder). Just like a person’s nickname refers to the person but by a 
different name, so does the kinui of a neder. Instead of saying the proper words of the neder, you use these words instead.  

3) The third way of making a neder is to use yados, lit. hands. That is, instead of saying the full neder, you say just part of a neder. 
The Mishna teaches us that this is good enough to affect a neder as these few words serve as the yad, i.e., the handle (hand) of 
the neder. That is, just like a handle holds a utensil, so too, these few words will create the neder.  

The Mishna tells us that with regard to nedarim, charamim, shevuos, and nezirus, the full expression, a kinui of the expression, or a 
yad of the expression can be used. 

 

 משªה

   All kinuie nedarim  כָּל כִּינּוּיֵי ªְדָרִים 
   are like nedarim  כªְִּדָרִים

 And (all kinuie) charamim (a form of neder, seeוַחֲרָמִים  
footnote)  

   are like charamim   כַּחֲרָמִים  
    and (all kinui) shevuos  וּשְׁבוּעוֹת  

 
1 The Definitions of Nedarim, Charamim, Shavous, and Nezirus 

Nedarim - The Ran explains that in reality there are two distinct types of 
nedarim. The first type of neder is when a person makes a neder (promise, vow) 
to give an object to the Bais Hamikdosh ( יתבדק הב ) or to the mizbayach (as a 
korban). These types of nedarim are known as ש  and can only be made נִדְרֵי הֶקְדֵֹ
on one’s own property. However, our Meshecta will be discussing the second 
type of nedarim known as אִיסוּר  nedarim that make something, or – נִדְרֵי 
someone, assur. A person can make a neder by saying that this object is assur to 
him. This would work even if the object does not belong to him. Or a person can 
make a neder and say that it is assur for a certain person to get any benefit from 
him or from his possessions. In this case, when he is saying that a different 
person should become assur to get benefit, he can obviously only do so on his 
own possessions. That is, a person could decide that his possessions should 
become assur on whoever he wants but he cannot affect the possessions of 
others (except with regard to making someone else’s possessions assur on 
himself). 

Charamim – These are vows similar to nedarim. The first type of chairim is 
where a person says that this object or animal is chairim, and by doing so, the 
object or animal would become hekdesh and belong to the Bais Hamikdosh. 
There is a second type of charamim, and those are the ones mentioned in our 
Mishna. A person can say that this object is chairim to him. By doing so, the 

 are like shevuos  כִּשְׁבוּעוֹת 
   and (all kinui) nezirus  וªְּזִירוּת 
  1are like nezirus  כªְִּזִירוּת

The Mishna teaches us that regarding nedarim, charamim, 
shevuos, or nezirus, it does not make a difference if you use their 
standard form or if you use their kinuyim. In either case, they are 
effective. 

The Mishna will now describe one who uses yados 
(hands/handles) to make a neder. That is, he will not say the 

object will become assur to that person. This is because by saying that the object 
is chairim, in essence, he is saying that the object should be like hekdesh (see 
Mishna :מז and the Rishonim there). That is, just like hekdesh is assur to him, so 
too this object should become assur as well. Additionally, a person could say that 
a different person is chairim to him. And once again, by doing so he will be in 
effect doing the same thing as if he would have made a neder that the other 
person should be assur to him. This is because by saying that the other person 
should be chairim, he is saying that the other person should be like hekdesh 
which is forbidden to benefit from. 

Shevuos – A shevuah (promise, oath) is similar but different from a neder. A 
neder makes the object assur, that is, he says that the object should be forbidden 
to him. A shevuah on the other hand does not relate to an object but rather to 
the person. That is, a person can make a shevuah that it is forbidden for him to 
eat that loaf of bread. This is different than a neder in which the person does not 
say that he is forbidden to eat but rather that the loaf of bread should become 
assur. In other words, the difference between a shevuah and a neder is with 
regard to what is affected, the person or the object. 

Nezirus - A person has the ability to make himself into a nazir by saying that 
he wants to be one.  
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    הָאוֹמֵר לַחֲבֵרוֹ  

    מוּדְּרַנִי מִמָּךְ  

  מוּפְרְשַׁנִי מִמָּךְ 

   מְרוּחֲקַנִי מִמָּךְ  

    שֶׁאֲנִי אוֹכֵל לָךְ   

    שֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם לָךְ  

   אָסוּר

 מְנוּדֶּה אֲנִי לָךְ 

   רַבִּי עֲקִיבָא  

 זֶה הָיָה חוֹכֵךְ בָּ 

   לְהַחְמִיר 

 

 

 
2 What Are the Kinuyim? 

The Mishna told us that if a person substitutes certain words known as 
kinuyim instead of the proper neder, the neder still works. And not only can one 
use kinuyim for nedarim, but they can be used for charamim, shevuos, and 
nezirus, as well. These kinuyim (substitute words) will be listed later on daf 10. 
 
 
 

The Meaning of the Word ‘Chochaik’ 
The Ran (7a) gives two possible explanations for this word. It could be that 

it comes from the word חוכך which means to rub, that is, Rebbi Akiva was like a 
person who rubs himself when he does not understand something. The Ran then 
says that it could be that the word comes from the word חיך – palate, that is, it 
was tasteful to his palate to be machmir. 
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Nedarim 2B 

 ראמג

 

 Why do we List Charamim, Shevuos, and Nezirus in our 

Mishna and Not Just Nedarim?  

   כָּל כִּינּוּיֵי נְדָרִים 

   כִּנְדָרִים 

   מַאי שְׁנָא  

 גַּבֵּי נָזִיר 

 דְּלָא קָתָנֵי 

   לְהוּ לְכוּלְּהוּ  

   וּמַאי שְׁנָא  

   גַּבֵּי נְדָרִים 

   דְּקָתָנֵי לְכוּלְּהוּ 

   מִשּׁוּם  

   דְּנֶדֶר  

  וּשְׁבוּעָה 

   כְּתִיבִי גַּבֵּי הֲדָדֵי  

   תָּנֵי תַּרְתֵּין  

   וְכֵיוָן דְּתָנֵי תַּרְתֵּין  

   תָּנֵי לְכוּלְּהוּ 

Why is the Case of Kinui Shevuos Not Right After the Case 

of Kinui Nedarim? 

   וְלִיתְנֵי 

 כִּינּוּיֵי שְׁבוּעוֹת  

   בָּתַר נְדָרִים  

   אַיְּידֵי דִּתְנָא נְדָרִים 

   דְּמִיתְּסַר  

   חֶפְצָא עֲלֵיהּ  

 תְּנָא נָמֵי חֲרָמִים

 מִיתְּסַר דְּ 

 חֶפְצָא עֲלֵיהּ 

   לְאַפּוֹקֵי שְׁבוּעָה  

 דְּקָאָסַר נַפְשֵׁיהּ 

   מִן חֶפְצָא 

גברא  איסור  היא  ושבועה  חפצא  איסור  הוא  נדר 

 

Why Does the Mishna First Mention Kinuyim and then 

Explain Yados? 

   פְּתַח בְּכִינּוּיִין 

   כָּל כִּנּוּיַי נְדָרִים 

   וּמְפָרֵשׁ יָדוֹת  

   הָאוֹמֵר לַחֲבֵירוֹ  

   מוּדָּר אֲנִי מִמָּךְ  

   וְתוּ  

   יָדוֹת אִינְּשִׁי 
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   אַיְירִי בְּהוֹן  

   י מִיחַסְּרָא  וְחַסּוֹרֵ 

 וְהָכִי קָתָנֵי

   כָּל כִּינּוּיֵי נְדָרִים 

   כִּנְדָרִים 

   וִידוֹת נְדָרִים  

   כִּנְדָרִים

 

Does the Tanna First Explain the First Case of the Mishna or 

the Last Case of the Mishna? 

 וְלִיפְרוֹשׁ 

   בְּרֵישָׁאכִּינּוּיִין 

   הָהוּא  

 סָלֵיק מִינֵּיהּדְּ 

   הָהוּא  

   מְפָרֵשׁ בְּרֵישָׁא  

 
 The Language of Meshecta Nedarim is Different – לשון נדרים משונה 3

There is a famous expression that is found many times in the Rishonim,  לשון  

 that the language of Meshecta Nedarim is different. That is, the – נדרים משונה
expressions and wordings of this meshecta are different than the other mesectos 
in Shas. The Rosh points out that our Gemara is one such example. The Gemara 
is asking that the Tanna is explaining something that was not yet mentioned in 
the Mishna. The typical way to ask this question is to say “ ידות מאן דכר שמייהו” - 
“Yados, who mentioned them”. However, the expression our Gemara uses is that 
the Tanna forgot to mention yados. And this is an illustration of how meshecta 
in written in a different syntax that the rest of Shas. 

 
4 Which Materials Can You Use to Make Wicks for Shabbos Neiros (Shabbos 
Lamps)? 

The Gemara in Meshecta Shabbos discusses which materials you are 
allowed to use for making the wicks of Shabbos neiros and which materials you 
cannot use. The Chachamim were concerned that if you use materials that do 
not produce a good, steady flame, the person might tip the oil-lamp (in order to 

   כְּדִתְנַן  

 בַּמֶּה 

   מַדְלִיקִין  

 וּבַמָּה 

   אֵין מַדְלִיקִין  

 אֵין מַדְלִיקִין כּוּ' 

   בַּמֶּה  

   טוֹמְנִין 

   וּבַמָּה אֵין טוֹמְנִין  

אֵין טוֹמְנִין כּוּ'  5

And another example: 

 בַּמָּה 

 אִשָּׁה יוֹצְאָה 

   וּבַמָּה  

 אֵינָהּ יוֹצְאָה 

לאֹ תֵּצֵא אִשָּׁה 

strengthen the flame) and by doing so he will transgress the issur of מעביר – the 
issur to light a fire on Shabbos. 

 
5 The Issur of Hatmana (Insulating) 

The Chachamim said that in certain cases it is assur to insulate your pots of 
food with certain materials. The Mishna is describing which materials are a 
problem.  

 
6 What Can a Woman Wear Outside on Shabbos? 

One is not allowed to carry objects in a public place on Shabbos. There is a 
concern with certain jewelry that if a woman would wear them outside, she 
might come to take them off and to carry them in a public place. To prevent this, 
the Chachamim said that she cannot wear them in a public place on Shabbos at 
all (i.e., it is assur to wear them even if she is not carrying them). This Mishna 
discusses which pieces of jewelry is problematic in light of this concern. 
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   וְכׇל הֵיכָא  

   דְּפָתַח 

 לָא מְפָרֵשׁ 

   בְּרֵישָׁא  

   וְהָתְנַן  

   יֵשׁ נוֹחֲלִין  

   וּמַנְחִילִין

   נוֹחֲלִין 

  וְלאֹ מַנְחִילִין 

   וְאֵלּוּ  

   נוֹחֲלִין 

   וּמַנְחִילִין7

 יֵשׁ

  לְבַעֲלֵיהֶן   מוּתָּרוֹת

   וַאֲסוּרוֹת לְיִבְמֵיהֶן  

 מוּתָּרוֹת 

   לְיִבְמֵיהֶן  

 וַאֲסוּרוֹת לְבַעֲלֵיהֶן 

 וְאֵלּוּ

 מוּתָּרוֹת 

   לְבַעֲלֵיהֶן  

   וַאֲסוּרוֹת לְיִבְמֵיהֶן 8

 
7 People Who Inherit and People Who Give Over to Inherit 

This Mishna discusses those who inherit each other, those who just inherit, 
and those who give over to inherit but do not inherit. For example, a father and 
son inherit each other. If a son dies, the father inherits him. And if the father 
dies, the son inherits him. A son inherits his mother, but if the son dies the 
mother does not inherit him. Therefore, it can be said that the son inherits but 
does not give over to inherit to his mother. And the mother is the opposite. She 
gives over to inherit to her son but does not inherit him. 

 
8 Those Who Are Mutur to Their Husbands but Not to Their Yevamin and Those 
Who Are Mutur to Their Yevamin but Not to their Husbands 

If a man dies without children, there is a mitzvah for his brother (called the 
yavam) to marry his wife, this is the mitzvah of yibum (if they do not want to get 
married, they do chalitzah). The Mishna tells us that there are certain cases in 
which the woman is assur to the yavam although she was mutur to her husband, 
and there are even cases in which she is mutur to her yavam, although she was 
assur to her husband. 

The Ran explains these cases as follows. A Kohen Gadol is assur to marry an 
almanah (widow). Therefore, if a Kohen Gadol’s brother dies without children, 
although this woman was mutur to her husband, she is now assur to her yavam, 
i.e., to the Kohen Gadol (as she is now an almanah).  

And if the Kohen Gadol married an almanah b’issur (i.e., he married her even 
though he was not allowed to do so), then when he dies without children, 
although she was assur to her husband, she will be mutur to his brother, the 
yavam (a regular Kohen is mutur to marry an almanah). 

 

   יֵשׁ  

  טְעוּנוֹת  

   שֶׁמֶן וּלְבוֹנָה  

 שֶׁמֶן 

   וְלאֹ לְבוֹנָה 

   וְאֵלּוּ  

 טְעוּנוֹת

 שֶׁמֶן וּלְבוֹנָה 9

 יֵשׁ

 טְעוּנוֹת הַגָּשָׁה 

 וְאֵין טְעוּנוֹת תְּנוּפָה 

   תְּנוּפָה  

 וְלאֹ הַגָּשָׁה 

  וְאֵלּוּ

   טְעוּנוֹת הַגָּשָׁה 10

 יֵשׁ בְּכוֹר לְנַחֲלָה 

   וְאֵין בְּכוֹר לְכֹהֵן  

 בְּכוֹר לְכֹהֵן 

  וְאֵין בְּכוֹר לְנַחֲלָה  

   וְאֵיזֶהוּ 

   בְּכוֹר לְנַחֲלָה  

   וְאֵין בְּכוֹר לְכֹהֵן 11

9 The Different Types of Korban Minchos 
There are many distinct types of Korban Minchos. Some require both oil and 

levona (commonly translated as frankincense), some require just one of these, 
and some require none of these. The Mishna goes through all the different 
possibilities. 

 
10 Hagasha and T’nufa 

Certain korban minchos require hagasha, this is the procedure in which the 
mincha is brought close to the southwestern corner of the mizbayach. Other 
minchos require t’nufa – waving, this is a procedure in which the Kohen places 
his hands under the person’s hands and together they pick it up and wave it. This 
Mishna tells us which minchos require what. 

 
11 The Different Types of Bechorim (firstborns) 

A Bechor (firstborn) receives a double inheritance and a Bechor must be 
redeemed from a Kohen. The Mishna tells us that one could be a Bechor for both 
these dinin or for just one of them. This is because in order to receive a double-
portion in the inheritance, one must be a Bechor from the father, and in order 
to be chayiv to be redeemed, the child must be the firstborn of the mother. 
Therefore, a firstborn from both the father and mother would be a firstborn for 
both inheritance and for the Kohen, a firstborn of only the father (i.e., the father 
married a woman that had already had children) is only a Bechor for inheritance, 
and a child who is only a firstborn from the mother (i.e. the father who already 
had children married a woman who did not yet have children) will be a bechor 
for only the Kohen and not for inheritance. 
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   הָלֵין  

 מִשּׁוּם דְּאָוְושׁוּ לֵיהּ 

 מְפָרֵשׁ 

   הָהוּא  

   דְּפָתַח  

   בְּרֵישָׁא 

   וְהָא  

 בַּמֶּה 

   בְּהֵמָה יוֹצְאָה  

   וּבַמָּה  

 אֵינָהּ יוֹצְאָה 

 דְּלָא אָוְושָׁא 

 וְקָתָנֵי

   יוֹצֵא גָּמָל 12

  

 
12 What Is an Animal Allowed to Go Out with On Shabbos? 

A Jew is not allowed to have his animal do melacha (work) on Shabbos. As 
such, it would be assur to allow an animal to go outside carrying things. 
Therefore, it must be determined which things on an animal are considered its 

‘regular clothing’ (accessories), and which things would be considered as if the 
animal is carrying. This is the subject of this Mishna. 
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Nedarim 3a 

 
The Order of Listing and Explaining the Cases of the Mishna 

 אֶלָּא

  לָאו דַּוְוקָא  

 זִימְנִין 

   מְפָרֵשׁ הָהוּא  

   דִּפְתַח  

   בְּרֵישָׁא  

   זִימְנִין 

   הָהוּא  

 דְּסָלֵיק

   מְפָרֵשׁ בְּרֵישָׁא  

 וְאִיבָּעֵית אֵימָא 

 יָדוֹת

  דְּאָתְיָין מִדְּרָשָׁא  אַיְּידֵי

   מְפָרֵשׁ לְהוֹן בְּרֵישָׁא 

 
13 Why Does the Tanna Not Have a Standard Procedure for Explaining the Cases 
of the Mishna? 

The Gemara tells us that the Tanna does not have a specific order in which 
he explains the Mishna? But why not? Even if there is intrinsically no reason why 
he should do one way or the other, it would still seem that the Tanna should be 
consistent in what he does? The Ran answers that the Tanna specifically did not 
want to be consistent. The posuk in Iyov (15:5) says וְתִבְחַר לְשׁוֹן עֲרוּמִים – “And 

   וְלִיפְתַּח הָדֵין  

 בְּרֵישָׁא 

   פָּתַח  מִיפְתָּח 

   בְּכִינּוּיִין 

   דְּאוֹרָיְיתָא  

   בְּרֵישָׁא  

 וַהֲדַר מְפָרֵשׁ יָדוֹת 

  דְּאָתְיָין לֵיהּ מִדְּרָשָׁא 

   הָנִיחָא 

   לְמַאן דְּאָמַר  

   כִּינּוּיִין  

   לְשׁוֹן  

   נָכְרִים הֵן  

 א לְמַאן דְּאָמַר אֶלָּ 

you should choose the language of the shrewd”. Therefore, if the Tanna would 
pick one way to always explain the cases of the Mishna, one could mistakenly 
think that he did so for a particular reason. Therefore, in order to avoid this 
mistake, and to make sure that no one ascribes a mistaken reason to why the 
Tanna always explains the cases in the Mishnayos in a particular order, the Tanna 
switches the order from Mishna to Mishna. 
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   לָשׁוֹן  

   שֶׁבָּדוּ לָהֶן חֲכָמִים  

   לִהְיוֹת נוֹדֵר בּוֹ  

   מַאי אִיכָּא לְמֵימַר 

 מִי קָתָנֵי יָדוֹת 

וְלָאו חַסּוֹרֵי קָא מְחַסְּרַתְּ לַהּ  

   אַקְדֵּים נָמֵי  

 וּתְנִי יָדוֹת 

   כָּל יְדוֹת נְדָרִים  

   כִּנְדָרִים 

   וְכׇל כִּינּוּיֵי נְדָרִים 

   כִּנְדָרִים 

 וְאֵלּוּ הֵן יָדוֹת 

   הָאוֹמֵר לַחֲבֵירוֹ  

   וְאֵלּוּ הֵן כִּינּוּיִין 

   קוּנָּם קוּנָּח קוּנָּס

 

The Two Ways to Understand How the Tanna Lists and 

Explains the Cases of the Mishna 

 

The Source for the Halacha of Yados 
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   וְיָדוֹת  

   הֵיכָא כְּתִיב  

   אִישׁ  

 כִּי יַפְלִא

   לִנְדֹּר נֶדֶר

 נָזִיר לְהַזִּיר לַה'

 וְתַנְיָא

 נָזִיר לְהַזִּיר

   לַעֲשׂוֹת  

 כִּינּוּיֵי נְזִירוּת

 כִּנְזִירוּת

 וּת וִידוֹת נְזִיר

   כִּנְזִירוּת

 אֵין לִי אֶלָּא

 בִּנְזִירוּת

   בִּנְדָרִים 

   מִנַּיִן 

 

The Hekesh Between Nezirus and Nedarim and the Halachos 

that Are Learned One from the Other 

 תַּלְמוּד לוֹמַר 

   אִישׁ כִּי יַפְלִא  

   לִנְדֹּר נֶדֶר  

   נָזִיר לְהַזִּיר לַה'  

  מַקִּישׁ נְזִירוּת  

   לִנְדָרִים 

 וּנְדָרִים לִנְזִירוּת

 
14 Do We Need a Posuk to Know that the Kinuyim of Nezirus Are Like Nezirus? 

The Gemara says that from this posuk we know that the kinuyim of nezirus 
are like nezirus and the yados of nezirus are like nezirus. However, the Ran says 
that it cannot be that this is the correct text as you do not need a posuk to teach 
us the halachos of kinuyim. As we previously said, kinuyim are either foreign 
words or they are words that were created by the Chachamim. Now, if they are 
foreign words, we do not need a posuk to teach that they are effective as all 

 מָה נְזִירוּת 

   עָשָׂה בּוֹ  

 יְדוֹת נְזִירוּת כִּנְזִירוּת 

   אַף נְדָרִים  

   עָשָׂה בָּהֶם  

   יְדוֹת נְדָרִים כִּנְדָרִים

 וּמָה נְדָרִים 

 עוֹבֵר 

 בְּבַל יַחֵל

 וּבְבַל תְּאַחֵר 

 אַף נְזִירוּת

   עוֹבֵר  

 בְּבַל יַחֵל

 וּבְבַל תְּאַחֵר 

   וּמָה נְדָרִים  

 הָאָב 

   מֵיפֵר  

   נִדְרֵי בִתּוֹ  

   וּבַעַל  

 מֵיפֵר 

   נִדְרֵי אִשְׁתּוֹ 

   אַף נְזִירוּת  

   הָאָב  

languages are effective. And if they are words that were created by the 
Chachamim, then certainly the posuk is not coming to include them. Therefore, 
the Ran says that you have to take out the word ‘and kinuyim of nezirus are like 
nezirus. The Rosh and Tosefos both bring this point of the Ran, that the posuk 
cannot be teaching us the halacha of kinuyim. However, they both keep the text 
the way it is and just say that kinuyim were just mentioned in passing. 
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 מֵיפֵר נְזִירוּת בִּתּוֹ 

 וּבַעַל

   מֵיפֵר נְזִירוּת אִשְׁתּוֹ 
 

The Difference Between the Wording that is Said in Context 

of Nezirus and the Wording that is Said in Context of 

Nedarim 

נָזִיר לְהַזִּיר

   מַאי שְׁנָא  

   ירוּת גַּבֵּי נְזִ 

 דִּכְתִיב נָזִיר לְהַזִּיר 

   נְדָרִים נָמֵי 

 הָא כְּתִיב לִנְדֹּר נֶדֶר 

   וְהֶיקֵּישָׁא  

   לְמָה לִי 

   אִי כְּתַב  

 נֶדֶר לִנְדֹּר

   כְּדִכְתַב נָזִיר לְהַזִּיר  

 כִּדְקָאָמְרַתְּ 

   לָא צָרִיךְ  

   הֶיקֵּישָׁא  

   הַשְׁתָּא  

 דִּכְתִיב לִנְדֹּר נֶדֶר 

   דִּבְּרָה תוֹרָה  

   כִלְשׁוֹן בְּנֵי אָדָם

נַפְשׁוֹ אִסָּר   עַל לֶאְסֹר   –

. In Sefer Rus (4:7) it says   לְקַיֵּם כָּל

 to establish any manner. In both these cases, the verb comes - דָּבָר

before the noun, yet with regard to nezirus, we find not that way. 

There, the posuk says נָזִיר לְהַזִּיר

Regarding

 

If You Hold that the Torah Does Not Talk כִּלְשׁוֹן בְּנֵי אָדָם , How 

Do You Learn the Drashos? 

   הָנִיחָא

 לְמַאן דְּאִית לֵיהּ 

   דִּבְּרָה תּוֹרָה  

 כִּלְשׁוֹן בְּנֵי אָדָם

   אֶלָּא לְמַאן  

   דְּלֵית לֵיהּ  

 דִּבְּרָה תּוֹרָה 

   כִּלְשׁוֹן בְּנֵי אָדָם  

 הַאי לִנְדֹּר נֶדֶר 

 מַאי עָבֵיד לֵיהּ 
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 דָּרֵישׁ לֵיהּ 

   לַעֲשׂוֹת  

  יְדוֹת נְדָרִים כִּנְדָרִים  

   וּמַקִּישׁ  

   נְזִירוּת לִנְדָרִים 

   נָזִיר לְהַזִּיר 

 דָּרֵישׁ לֵיהּ 

   מְלַמֵּד 
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Nedarim 3b 

  שֶׁהַנְּזִירוּת 

   חָל עַל הַנְּזִירוּת 

  וּלְמַאן דְּאָמַר 

  דִּבְּרָה תּוֹרָה 

    כִּלְשׁוֹן בְּנֵי אָדָם  

  וְנָזִיר לְהַזִּיר

   דָּרֵישׁ  

  לַעֲשׂוֹת יְדוֹת נְזִירוּת 

    כִּנְזִירוּת 

  שֶׁהַנְּזִירוּת 

  חָל עַל הַנְּזִירוּת 

 מְנָא לֵיהּ 

Regarding

    הָנִיחָא 

    אִי סְבִירָא לֵיהּ  

    כְּמַאן דְּאָמַר  

  אֵין נְזִירוּת חָל

  עַל נְזִירוּת

    אֶלָּא  

    אִי סְבִירָא לֵיהּ  

    כְּמַאן דְּאָמַר  

  נְזִירוּת חָל עַל נְזִירוּת 

   לֵיהּ מְנָא 

 
15 Is Nezirus ‘Chal’ on Nezirus? 

If one says that he is becoming a nazir and does not specify for how long, he 
is a nazir for thirty days. But what happens if a person says that he wants to be a 
nazir, and then again he says that he wants to be a nazir, that is, he says that he 
wants to be a nazir at a time that he is already a nazir? One shita holds that 

    נֵימָא קְרָא  

  לִיזּוֹר

  מַאי לְהַזִּיר 

   שָׁמְעַתְּ מִינַּהּ תַּרְתֵּי

 בְּמַעְרְבָא 

  אָמְרִי

  אִית תַּנָּא 

 that learns out yados יהּ לְיָדוֹת דְּמַפֵּיק לֵ 

 ’from ‘lindor neder מִן לִנְדֹּר נֶדֶר 

  וְאִית תַּנָּא 

  דְּמַפֵּיק לֵיהּ 

 מִן

 כְּכׇל

   הַיֹּצֵא מִפִּיו  

   יַעֲשֶׂה 

nezirus is chal on nezirus. Therefore, even though the person is already a nazir, 
the second declaration of nezirus will be effective and he would therefore have 
to be a nazir for sixty days. However, there are those who hold that nezirus 
cannot be ‘chal’ on nezirus, and therefore if one declares that he wants to be a 
nazir at a time that he is already a nazir, this proclamation will have no effect. 
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ככל היוצא מפיו

ככל היוצא מפיו

 

The Issur of בל יחל  (do not desecrate your words) with 

Regard to Nedarim and With Regard to Nezirus 

  אָמַר מָר 

  וּמָה נְדָרִים 

 
16 Summary of the Different Sources for the Halachos of Yados of Nedarim 
 

1) If you hold that the Torah talks in the way of people than the yados of 
nezirus are learned from the words ‘nazir l’hazir’. That is, since the 
posuk changes from the typical fashion of putting the verb before the 
noun and instead the posuk put the noun before the verb, we learn 
out that the yados of nezirus are like nezirus. This shita holds that the 
double expression will not teach you anything as it is the way of people 
to use a double expression and the Torah talks in the way of people. 
Therefore, yados of nedarim cannot be learned out of the double 
expression of ‘lindor neder’ and instead yados of nedarim are learned 
out of a hekesh to nezirus. That is, just like the yados of nezirus are like 
nezirus, so too the yados of nedarim are like nedarim.  

2) However, according to the one that holds that the Torah will not talk 
in the way of people, yados are learned from the double expression of 
‘lindor neder’. And according to this, the fact that there are yados 
nezirus is learned out of the hekesh, that is just like nedarim have 
yados, so does nezirus have yados.  

3) But if so, why do we need the double expression of ‘nazir lizar’? To 
which the Gemara answered that these words teach you that nezirus 
is ‘chal’ on nezirus.  

4) But according to the one who holds that the Torah does talk in the 
language of people, how does he know that nezirus is chal on nezirus? 
He cannot say that it is learned from the posuk of ‘nazir lizor’ because 
he already used the posuk to teach that nezirus has yados. The Gemara 
answers that one can learn two halacha from the word ‘nazir lizor’ as 
these words encompass two changes from the way they ‘should’ have 
been written. Firstly, the verb should have been before the noun. 
Secondly, the posuk should have said ‘nazir lizor’ in order to match the 
words that are written with regard to nedarim. Therefore, we can 

   עוֹבֵר  

  בְּבַל יַחֵל וּבַל תְּאַחֵר 

 בִּשְׁלָמָא 

    בַּל יַחֵל דִּנְדָרִים  

  מַשְׁכַּחַתְּ לַהּ 

   כְּגוֹן  

 דְּאָמַר 

  זוֹ אוֹכַלכִּכָּר 

  וְלאֹ אֲכָלָהּ 

  עוֹבֵר 

  מִשּׁוּם 

  דְּבָרובַּל יַחֵל

  אֶלָּא בַּל יַחֵל דִּנְזִירוּת 

  הֵיכִי מַשְׁכַּחַתְּ לַהּ 

   כֵּיוָן דְּאָמַר  

  הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר 

learn two halachos from these words. The halacha of yados and the 
halacha of nezirus being ‘chal’ on nezirus.  

5) In Eretz Yisroel, they had a different version of the one who holds that 
the Torah talks in the language of people. They hold that this shita 
learns yados from the posuk of  מפיו היוצא   and the halacha of הכל 
nezirus being ‘chal’ on nezirus from the posuk of ‘nazir l’hazir’. 

 
17The Question of Rebbi Akiva Eiger 

The Gemara tells us that the case of ‘bal yachel’ with regard to nedarim is 
the case that the person makes a neder to eat a certain food and he doesn’t. But 
Rebbi Akiva Eiger asks that seemingly this is not a neder! A neder is on an object, 
not the person. And if so, how can a person make a neder to do something? 
Rebbi Akiva Eiger points out that if a person would make a neder not to eat a 
particular food, then this would work. Not as a neder but a as a yad to a neder. 
That is, although in this case as well he is referring to himself and not the object, 
we ‘interpret’ his words to mean that what he is really trying to do is to make 
the food assur.  

But as Rebbi Akiva points out, this would only work with regard to a person 
who says that he will not eat food, but this would not help with regard to a 
person who says that he is making a neder that he will eat a particular food. In 
this case there is no way to ‘interpret’ his words to be referring to an actual 
neder, and if so, it is hard to understand how this could be considered a neder. 
Rebbi Akiva Eiger leaves this as an open question. 

The Rashash answers that the Gemara could be referring to the case in 
which the person said that that this loaf of bread should be assur to him if he 
doesn’t eat a different loaf, and the person goes ahead and eats the first loaf. 
Now if the person does not eat the second loaf, the first loaf will be determined 
to have been assur which means this person would have transgressed ‘bal ochel’ 
as a result of a lack of an action. That is, because he did not do something (i.e., 
because he did not eat the second loaf), he transgresses the lav of ‘bal ochel’. 
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  הָוֵה לֵיהּ נָזִיר

    אֲכַל  

 קָם לֵיהּ 

    בְּבַל יאֹכַל 

  שְׁתָה 

 קָם לֵיהּ 

 בְּבַל יִשְׁתֶּה 

 

  אָמַר רָבָא 

 יו לַעֲבוֹר עָלָ 

   בִּשְׁנַיִם

 
18 Why is there No Issur of ‘Bal Yachel’ with regard to Nedarim? 

The Ran asks that once there is a hekesh between nedarim and nezirus, and 
this is why the lav that is said with regard to nedarim ‘bal yachel’ applies to 
nezirus as well, why do we not say that hekesh in the reverse? That is, we should 
say that the same way that that there is a lav of ‘bal ochel’ – ‘do not eat’ with 
regard to nezirus, there should be this lav with regard to nedarim as swell. And 
if so, if someone breaks his neder, not only should he transgress the lav of ‘bal 
yachel’, but he should also transgress the lav of ‘bal ochel’ as well. 

 

 בַּל תְּאַחֵר 

  דִּנְזִירוּת

  כִי מַשְׁכַּחַתְּ לַהּ הֵי

  כֵּיוָן דְּאָמַר 

  הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר 

  הָוֵי לֵיהּ נָזִיר

  אֲכַל

   קָם לֵיהּ  

  בְּבַל יאֹכַל 

    בְּאוֹמֵר  

 לִכְשֶׁאֶרְצֶה אֱהֵא נָזִיר

  וְאִי אָמַר כְּשֶׁאֶרְצֶה 

   לֵיכָּא בַּל תְּאַחֵר 

The Ran answers that we cannot say this way because the lav of ‘bal ochel’ 
with regard to nezirus just says that he cannot eat products from the grapevine, 
and if so, this lav is not applicable to nedarim. A person can make a neder on all 
foods and not just on grapevine products.  

As opposed to the lav of ‘bal yachel. This lav just says not to disgrace your 
word, i.e., do not go against what you said. This lav can apply to both nedarim 
and nezirus and this is why the hekesh can tell us that indeed this is true. That 
the same way we have this lav with regard to nedarim, it applies to nezirus as 
well. 
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  אָמַר רָבָא 

    כְּגוֹן  

    דְּאָמַר לאֹ אִיפָּטֵר  

  מִן הָעוֹלָם

  שֶׁאֱהֵא נָזִיר 

  דְּמִן הָהִיא שַׁעְתָּא 

  הָוֵה לֵיהּ נָזִיר

    מִידֵּי דְּהָוֵה  

  הָאוֹמֵר לְאִשְׁתּוֹ 

   הֲרֵי זוֹ  

  גִּיטֵּיךְ 

    שָׁעָה אַחַת  

  קוֹדֶם מִיתָתִי

 אֲסוּרָה 

 לֶאֱכוֹל בִּתְרוּמָה 

  מִיָּד

  אַלְמָא 

   אָמְרִינַן  

  כֹּל שַׁעְתָּא וְשַׁעְתָּא 

  דִּילְמָא מָיֵית 

    הָכָא נָמֵי  

  לְאַלְתַּר 

  הָוֵי נָזִיר

    דְּאָמְרִינַן  

   דִּילְמָא הַשְׁתָּא מָיֵית 

 

  

 
19 Why Would a Person Give Such a Get? 

The reason a person would give his wife a get to take effect an hour before 
he dies is in order to avoid his wife falling to yibum. If a man dies without any 
children, there is a mitzvah for the man’s brother to either do yibum (‘marry’ her 
or to give her chalitzah). Until one of these two things happens, the woman is 

assur to marry anyone else. Therefore, in the case that we do not know where 
the husband’s brother is, it would be advantageous for the husband to give his 
wife such a get. Only a widow falls to yibum and not a divorcee. Therefore, by 
giving his wife such a get, he will be able to stay married to her for as long as 
possible and he will also be able to ensure that she does not fall to yibum. 
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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

    אֲפִילּוּ הָכִי  

   קָם לֵיהּ  

  בְּבַל תְּאַחֵר 

 מִשּׁוּם דְּקָא מְאַחַר 

 נְזִירוּת דְּטָהֳרָה 

 

    אָמַר רַב אָשֵׁי  

   הוֹאִיל וְכֵן  

 נָזִיר 

 שֶׁטִּימֵּא עַצְמוֹ בְּמֵזִיד

 עוֹבֵר מִשּׁוּם בַּל תְּאַחֵר 

טָהֳרָה  וּתדִּנְזִיר
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   רַב אַחָא  

    בְּרֵיהּ דְּרַב אִיקָא אָמַר  

 עוֹבֵר 

 בְּבַל תְּאַחֵר 

   תִּגְלַחְתּוֹ 

  וְלָא מִיבַּעְיָא 

  לְמַאן דְּאָמַר 

  בֶת תִּגְלַחַת מְעַכֶּ 

   אֶלָּא אֲפִילּוּ  

    לְמַאן דְּאָמַר  

  תִּגְלַחַת אֵינָהּ מְעַכֶּבֶת 

   מִצְוַת גִּילּוּחַ  

   מִיהָא לָא מְיקַיֵּים

 

 מָר זוּטְרָא 

  בְּרֵיהּ דְּרַב מָרִי אָמַר 

 בֵר בְּבַל תְּאַחֵר עוֹ

    קָרְבְּנוֹתָיו 

 

The Chiddush of Nezirus 

  וּמִן הָכָא נָפְקָא לֵיהּ 

   מֵהָתָם  

    נָפְקָא לֵיהּ  

 כִּי

 

   דָרֹשׁ יִדְרְשֶׁנּוּ 

   אֵלּוּ חַטָּאֹת  

    וַאֲשָׁמוֹת 

נּוּ כִי דָרֹשׁ יִדְרְשֶׁׁ





TALMID BAVLI – GEVURAS AKIVA 
 

    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  
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    דְּאָמַר  

   אֵין נָזִיר 

   עַד שֶׁיַּזִּיר  

    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  

 דְּלאֹ מַתְפִּיסוֹ מִשּׁוּם  

   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  

 מָה מָצִינוּ בְּ 

   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. 

 
 
 





TALMID BAVLI – GEVURAS AKIVA 
 

   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)? 

מוֹכִיחוֹתיָדַיִם 

שֶאֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם

   הָאוֹמֵר  

   לַחֲבֵירוֹ  

 מוּדָּר אֲנִי וְכוּ' 

   אָמַר שְׁמוּאֵל  

   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
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   שֶׁאֲנִי אוֹכֵל לָךְ  

  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 

   וּתָּר וַחֲבֵירוֹ מ

  

 
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
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   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  

 יהֶם אֲסוּרִין דִּשְׁנֵ 

   הָא סְתָמָא  

 הוּא אָסוּר 

   וַחֲבֵרוֹ מוּתָּר 

 א הָכִי אִתְּמַר אֶלָּ 

   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 

   נִיתִין  וְהָא מַתְ 

 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

   בַּאֲכִילָהאֶלָּא 

 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 

 אוֹכֵל לָךְ שֶׁאֲנִי 

 וְשֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם לָךְ 

 הוּא דְּאָסוּר 

 אֲבָל אָמַר 

 מוּדְּרַנִי הֵימָךְ 

 לָא מַשְׁמַע 

 ר אָסוּר דְּאָמַ 

 מַאי טַעְמָא 

  מוּדָּר אֲנִי  

 מִמָּךְ 

לָא מִשְׁתַּעֵינָא בַּהֲדָךְ מַשְׁמַע  

   מוּפְרְשַׁנִי  

   מִמָּךְ  
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דְּלָא עָבֵידְנָא עִמָּךְ מַשָא וּמַתָּן מַשְׁמַע  

   מְרוּחֲקַנִי  

   מִמָּךְ  

דְּלָא קָאֵימְנָא בְּאַרְבַּע אַמּוֹת דִּילָךְ מַשְׁמַע 

אֵינָ   יָדַיִם ן מוֹכִיחוֹתשֶׁ

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  

 כִיחוֹת יָדַיִם שֶׁאֵין מוֹ

   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 ( מיתיבי ד: ד''ה   ) 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  ַךְמוּדְר נִי הֵימָׁ  by itself, 
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  

  לוֹקְמַהּ כְּרַבָּנַן  

   אַף עַל גַּב  

 דְּאֵין יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹת 

מוּדְרַנִי הֵימָךְ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

  דַיִםיָ 

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת שֶׁ מוּדְרַנִי הֵימָךְ

   אָמַר רָבָא  

itself as מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָׁדַיִם שֶאֵינָׁן   are yadayim. That is, why would Shmuel pick to 
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 

   אנֵי  אַמַּאי תָּ 

 שֶׁאֲנִי אוֹכֵל לָךְ 

 שֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם לָךְ 

   לִיתְנֵי 

 שֶׁאֲנִי אוֹכֵל 

 שֶׁאֲנִי טוֹעֵם

   שְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  

   בָּעִינַן 

   יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹת 

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם  שֶׁ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם 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  

 קְרָא אָמַר  

 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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                one who hears the mention of the Name הַזְכָּרַת הַשֵּׁםהַשּׁוֹמֵעַ  
 from the mouth of his friend  מִפִּי חֲבֵירוֹ  

  needs to put him in nidui  צָרִיÍ לªְַדּוֹתוֹ 
 and we see from here  וּשְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  

 ªִ  that one who puts someone in niduiידָּהוּ 
  in front of him (i.e., in front of that person)  בְּפªָָיו  

 we are not matir him  אֵין מַתִּירִין לוֹ  
 only in front of him  אֶלָּא בְּפªָָיו  

 and we see from here  וּשְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  
 there is nothing (i.e., there doesn’t need to be time)  אֵין 

 between the nidui  בֵּין ªִידּוּי 
 and the hafarah (the act of making it mutur)  לַהֲפָרָה  

  and it is nothing (he can be matir him immediately)  וְלאֹ כְּלוּם
From this story we three halachos with regard to someone 

who hears someone else mention the name of Hashem in vain. 
1. He must put that person in nidui.  
2. But he is allowed to be matir it immediately afterwards. 
3. The hafarah (annulment) on this nidui must be done in 

front of the person that was put into nidui. 
 

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

 Rav Gidel said that Rav said  אָמַר רַב גִּידֵּל אָמַר רַב  
 a talmid chacham  תַּלְמִיד חָכָם  
 can put himself in nidui  מªְַדֶּה לְעַצְמוֹ  
 and he can be mafir for himself    42וּמֵיפֵר לְעַצְמוֹ 

The Gemara asks: 
 

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 

 This is obvious (why should he not be allowed to do hisפְּשִׁיטָא  
own hafarah) 

The Gemara answers: 
 You could have said’ (that we apply the rule that)‘  מַהוּ דְּתֵימָא  

 a prisoner cannot free himself  אֵין חָבוּשׁ מַתִּיר עַצְמוֹ  
 from the bais haissurim (jail)  מִבֵּית הָאֲסוּרִין  

 43comes to teach us (otherwise)  this  קָא מַשְׁמַע לַן 
The Gemara asks: 

 What is the case  הֵיכִי דָּמֵי  
Why would a talmid chacham put himself in nidui and at once 

be matir it? That is, if he plans on being matir himself, why would 
he put himself in nidui in the first place? 

The Gemara answers: 
 Like this (story)  כִּי הָא  

 with Mar Zutra Chasida  דְּמָר זוּטְרָא חֲסִידָא  
 When a talmid (student) of the Yeshiva wouldרַב  כִּי מִחַיַּיב בַּר בֵּי 

become obligated 
 in nidui  שַׁמְתָּא  

 would first put ) Chasida Zutra Mar(he  מְשַׁמֵּית ªַפְשֵׁיהּ בְּרֵישָׁא
44 himself in nidui 

 and (only) then  וַהֲדַר  
 he put the yeshiva student in nidui (would)  מְשַׁמֵּת בַּר בֵּי רַב  

 and when he  (Mar Zutra Chasida) would go up  וְכִי עָיֵיל 
 to his house  לְבֵיתֵיהּ  

 he (Mar Zutra Chasida) would be matir himself  שָׁרֵי לªְַפְשֵׁיהּ  
 45tamid)the ( and then be matir him  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.  



TALMID BAVLI – GEVURAS AKIVA 
 

Nedarim 6a 

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת   םיָדַיִ  שֶׁ

הֲרֵי אַתְּ  

ת לְכׇל אָדָם רֶׁ מוּתֶּׁ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת יָדַיִם  שֶׁ

ת לְכׇל אָדָם רֶׁ הֲרֵי אַתְּ מוּתֶּׁ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת   יָדַיִם שֶׁ

 דְּאֵין אָדָם מְגָרֵשׁ 

   אֶת אֵשֶׁת חֲבֵירוֹ  

 אֲבָל בְּעָלְמָא 

מִי שָׁמְעַתְּ לְהוּ 

יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹת

Does the Fact that One Must Say  ַיהֲרֵי הוּא עָל  Prove that 

שֶאֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם  are Not Yadayim? 

 
29 The Machlokes R' Yehuda and the Chachamim with Regard to What You 
Need to Write in a Get 

Our Gemara implies that the machlokes between R’ Yehuda and the 
Rabbanan is if you need to specify that this man is divorcing this woman. The 
Chachamim hold that you do not have to do this as a person does not divorce 
his friend’s wife, and R’ Yehuda holds that one must specify that this man is 
the one divorcing this woman.  

However, the Gemara in Gittin (and this is how we explained the 
machlokes R’ Yehuda and the Chachamim previously) says that there is a 
different machlokes. That R’ Yehuda holds that you must specify that it is this 
get that is affecting the divorce, because if you do not specify this, there is the 
possibility that the man intends on divorcing his wife with his oral declaration 
of divorcing her and the get will only serve as a proof that the divorce took 
place. And the Chachamim hold that you do not have to write this. 

The Ran explains that in reality our Gemara and the Gemara in Gittin 
complement each other as both points are true, as R’ Yehuda and the 
Chachamim argue in both points. R’ Yehuda holds that the get must specify 
that it is this man, with this get, that is divorcing his wife, and the Chachamim 
hold both these specifications are unnecessary. 

   מֵיתִיבִי 

 הֲרֵי הוּא עָלַי 

 הֲרֵי זֶה ]עָלַי[ אָסוּר 

  מִפְּנֵי  

   שֶׁהוּא יָד לְקׇרְבָּן  

 טַעְמא

 דְּאָמַר עָלַי

 הוּא דְּאָסוּר 

 אֲבָל לָא אָמַר עָלַי 

 לָא

   יתְּיוּבְתָּא דְאַבָּיֵ 

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת אֵינָן    יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת

   אָמַר לָךְ אַבָּיֵי  

 טַעְמָא

 ידְּאָמַר עָלַ 

 הוּא דְּאָסוּר 

 אֲבָל אָמַר הֲרֵי הוּא 

 וְלָא אָמַר עָלַי

 הֲרֵי הוּא דְּהֶפְקֵר 

 הֲרֵי הוּא דִּצְדָקָה 

 קָאָמַר 

 
Can Outside Circumstances Make יָדַיִםֹ שֶאֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת into  ֹמוֹכִיחוֹת יָדַיִם ? 

The Ran brings the Rashba that asks that seemingly our Gemara’s wording 
is not accurate. The Gemara was trying to say that with regard to Gittin one 
does not need יָׁדַיִם  מוֹכִיחוֹת, but this is not what the Gemara says. What the 
Gemara says is that this is considered מוֹכִיחוֹת  That is, since a person .יָׁדַיִם  
would not divorce his friend’s wife, the intent of these words is obvious, and 
as such, they are considered יָׁדַיִם  מוֹכִיחוֹת! If so, why is the Gemara calling them 
 ?יָׁדַיִם  שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת

The Ran disagrees and says that the fact that it is obvious that the man is 
trying to divorce his own wife does not take away from the fact that the words 
of the get themselves (according to the Chachamim) are not clear, and they 
are therefore classified as יָׁדַיִם  שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת. And what Rava is saying is, that 
despite the fact that they are יָׁדַיִם  שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת they work because of the fact 
that a person never divorces his friend’s wife.  

In other words, the machlokes the Ran and the Rashba seems to revolve 
around the question of if outside circumstances can make a  ֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת יָׁדַיִם  שֶא  
into ויש בזה אריכות באחרונים ויש לפלפל הרבה בזה, ואכמ''ל.  ,יָׁדַיִם  מוֹכִיחוֹת 
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אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת   יָדַיִם אֵינָן  שֶׁ

   וְהָא  

מִפְּנֵי שֶׁהוּא יָד לְקׇרְבָּן קָתָנֵי

 יָדַיִם

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹ  תשֶׁ   יָדַיִם

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת יָדַיִם שֶׁ

 אֶלָּא

   אֵימָא טַעְמָא  

 דְּאָמַר עָלַי

 הוּא אָסוּר 

   וַחֲבֵירוֹ מוּתָּר  

   אֲבָל אָמַר הֲרֵי הוּא  

   שְׁנֵיהֶן אֲסוּרִין  

   דְּדִלְמָא  

   הֲרֵי הוּא הֶקְדֵּשׁ קָאָמַר 

 מֵיתִיבִי 

 הֲרֵי זוֹ חַטָּאת 

 הֲרֵי זוֹ אָשָׁם

 אַף עַל פִּי

 שֶׁהוּא חַיָּיב חַטָּאת 

 וְאָשָׁם 

 לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם 

 הֲרֵי זוֹ חַטָּאתִי 

  הֲרֵי זוֹ אֲשָׁמִי  

 אִם הָיָה 

 מְחוּיָּב

 דְּבָרָיו קַיָּימִין 

   תְּיוּבְתָּא דְּאַבָּיֵי

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת

   אָמַר לָךְ אַבָּיֵי  

 הָא מַנִּי 

   רַבִּי יְהוּדָה הִיא  

   וְהָא אַבָּיֵי  

   הוּא דְּאָמַר  

   אֲנָא דַּאֲמַרִי  

 אֲפִילּוּ לְרַבִּי יְהוּדָה 

   הֲדַר בֵּיהּ 

אֵ   יָדַיִם ינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת שֶׁ

  יָדַיִם

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת שֶׁ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

אֵינָ   יָדַיִם ן מוֹכִיחוֹתשֶׁ
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אֵינָן  יָדַיִם   שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

 אֶלָּא לֵימָא 

 רָבָא

 דְּאָמַר 

   כְּרַבִּי יְהוּדָה 

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

 אָמַר לָךְ רָבָא 

 אֲנָא דַּאֲמַרִי 

  אֲפִילּוּ לְרַבָּנַן  

 עַד כָּאן 

 לָא קָאָמְרִי רַבָּנַן 

   דְּלָא בָּעִינַן  

 יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹת 

 אֶלָּא גַּבֵּי גֵּט 

 דְּאֵין אָדָם 

 מְגָרֵשׁ אֶת אֵשֶׁת חֲבֵירוֹ 

 אֲבָל בְּעָלְמָא 

 בָּעִינַן

   יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹת 

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם  שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת

  

 
30 Why Does the Gemara Not Just Say that Rava Did Not Change His Mind? 

The point of our Gemara is to tell that Rava did not change from what he 
said previously that he holds that both R’ Yehuda and the Chachamim can be 
in accordance with his shita. But why did the Gemara not just say so? Why 
does the Gemara have to bring the entire explanation for a second time? The 

Ritz (  צתברי''ץ הובא בשיטה מקו ) explains that this is another example of how 
meseches Nedarim and meseches Nazir are written in a different manner than 
the rest of Shas (לשון נדרים משונה היא) That even though the typical way of 
the Gemara is not to be overly lengthy, meseches Nedarim and meseches 
Nazir are different. 
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Nedarim 6b 

 
Are there Yados with Regard to Kiddushin? 

 בָּעֵי רַב פָּפָּא 

 יֵשׁ יָד לְקִידּוּשִׁין 

 אוֹ לָא 31

יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹת 

(

 הֵיכִי דָמֵי 

   אִילֵימָא 

 דְּאָמַר לַהּ לְאִשָּׁה 

 הֲרֵי אַתְּ מְקוּדֶּשֶׁת לִי 

   וְאָמַר  

 לַחֲבֶירְתָּהּ 

 וְאַתְּ נָמֵי 

   פְּשִׁיטָא  

   הַיְינוּ 

   קִידוֹּשִין עַצְמָן 

 
31 How Could Yados Not Work for Kiddushin?  

The Achronim ask that seemingly it is difficult to understand how our 
Gemara could entertain the possibility that yados do not work for kiddushin.  

That is, with regard to nedarim what makes the neder is the dibbur, the 
person’s speech. If so, we can debate what is considered ‘speech’ that affects a 
neder. But with regard to kiddushin, what makes the kiddushin is not what the 
man says but rather the actual ‘marriage act’. As the Gemara in meseches 
Kiddushin tells us, if the man and woman are discussing topics related to 
marriage, and he then gives her a perutah (a small coin), this will cause her to be 
married to him, even though he did not actually say a ‘marriage proclamation’!  

That is, since everyone understands why he gave her this perutah that is 
sufficient and the marriage is effective. If so, even if the halchaha of yados was 
not said with regard to kiddushin, how could this make a difference if you don’t 
need the man to say anything at all? The answer to this question is the subject 
of a tremendous amount of discussion in the Achronim and beyond the scope of 

 אֶלָּא

   כְּגוֹן  

 דְּאָמַר לַהּ לְאִשָּׁה 

 הֲרֵי אַתְּ מְקוּדֶּשֶׁת לִי 

 וְאָמַר לַהּ לַחֲבֶירְתָּהּ 

 וְאַתְּ 

 אָמְרִינַן מִי 

 וְאַתְּ נָמֵי 

 אֲמַר לַהּ לַחֲבֶירְתָּהּ 

   וְתָפְסִי בַּהּ קִידּוּשִׁין  

 לַחֲבֶירְתָּהּ 

 אוֹ דִּלְמָא 

   וְאַתְּ חֲזַאי 

 אֲמַר לַהּ לַחֲבֶירְתַּהּ 

 וְלָא תָּפְסִי בָּהּ קִידּוּשִׁין 

   בַּחֲבֶירְתַּהּ 

this work. However, we bring the question here as it is an important point in 
understanding this Gemara. 

 
32 To Whom Did this Man Give the Perutos? 

The Ran explains that in this case he gave two perutos to the first woman 
and then said “You are hereby married to me” to the first woman, and then said 
“and you” to the second woman. And the first woman accepted one perutah for 
herself and one perutah for her friend as her shliach (messenger).  

That is, when a person gets married to a woman, besides for his declaration 
of wanting to marry her, he must do one of the three acts of marriage (money, 
shtar (marriage document), or living with her). Therefore, if there is going to be 
a possibility of this person’s declaration to the second person to be effective, it 
must be that the first woman accepted a perutah (the smallest currency) for her.  

The Ran explains that it cannot be that he gave a perutah to each one of 
them, because if he did, then what he said to the second woman would not be 
considered as a yad but rather as a full declaration of kiddushin (as his act of 
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מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם 

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

   וּמִי מִיבְּעֵי לֵיהּ  

   לְרַב פָּפָּא  

מִדַּאֲמַר לֵיהּ רַב פָּפָּא וְהָא

 לְאַבָּיֵי

 מִי סָבַר שְׁמוּאֵל 

 וֹכִיחוֹת יָדַיִם שֶׁאֵין מ

 הָוְיָין יָדַיִם

   מִכְּלָל  

 דִּסְבִירָא לֵיהּ לְרַב פָּפָּא 

  דְּיֵשׁ יָד לְקִידּוּשִׁין  

מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם  אֵינָן  שֶׁ

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת   יָדַיִם שֶׁ

   חֲדָא מִגּוֹ  

דִּסְבִירָא לֵיהּ לִשְׁמוּאֵלמַאי

   אֲמַר לֵיהּ לְאַבָּיֵי

 
giving her the perutah would make his words perfectly clear without any room 
for any doubt whatsoever). 

 
33 What is the Difference Between Gittin and Kiddushin? 

Our Gemara leaves with the Rav Pappa’s sofek if yados work for kiddushin 
or not? But what is the difference between kiddushin and gittin? Earlier on in the 
sugya it was clear that the Gemara’s sofek if yados work for gittin was only with 
regard to  ֹשֶאֵינָןֹמוֹכִיחוֹתֹֹיָדַיִם  and it was obvious that ֹמוֹכִיחוֹת  would work. If יָדַיִם 
so, why should kiddushin be different? Why would yados work for gittin and not 
kiddushin? The Ran answers that with regard to gittin an action was done, that 
is, the man gave the get to the woman. Therefore, there was no question that 

מוֹכִיחוֹת   יָדַיִם  אֵינָן  שֶׁ

 

Are there Yados with Regard to Peah? 

   בָּעֵי רַב פָּפָּא  

   יֵשׁ יָד  

 לְפֵאָה 

 אוֹ אֵין יָד לְפֵאָה 

   הֵיכִי דָמֵי  

   אִילֵימָא 

 דְּאָמַר 

 הָדֵין אוּגְיָא 

   לֶיהֱוֵי פֵּאָה  

 וְהָדֵין נָמֵי 

 הָהִיא פֵּיאָה מְעַלַּיְיתָא הִיא 

 כִּי קָא מִיבַּעְיָא לֵיהּ 

   כְּגוֹן  

‘clear yados’ could work together with this action. However, with regard to 
kiddushin no action was done. As we previously brought from the Ran, the case 
of our Gemara has to be that the man gave two perutos to the first woman and 
none to the second. If so, this is the sofek of the Gemara. Since no action is being 
done, perhaps more is needed and although מוֹכִיחוֹת  work with regard to דַיִם  
gittin, they do not work with regard to kiddushin. 
 
34 The Meaning of the Word  יָא  אוּגְּ

The Ran explains that the word  אוּגְיָׁא literally means ditch, and the reason 
why a row of crops is called an אוּגְיָׁא is because the row was surrounded by 
irritation ditches. 
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 דְּאָמַר וְהָדֵין 

 וְלָא אָמַר נָמֵי

  מַאי

 

Can One Make an Entire Field Peah? 

   מִכְּלָל  

   דְּכִי אָמַר  

   שָׂדֶה כּוּלָּהּ  

   תֶּיהְוֵי פֵּאָה  

   הָוְיָא פֵּאָה 

אורה  הקרן  ע''פ 

 
35 How Can We Make a Hekesh Halfway? 

The Ran explains that although normally we do not say a hekesh halfway, 
that is, a hekesh will not teach us that two things are similar with regard to only 
some halachos and not others, with regard to peah is different. Even in the 
hekesh, it does not mention peah explicitly (as we will see shortly) and therefore 

 

   אִין 

   וְהָתַנְיָא  

   מִנַּיִן 

 שֶׁאִם רוֹצֶה לַעֲשׂוֹת 

   כׇּל שָׂדֵהוּ פֵּאָה  

   עוֹשֶׂה  

 תַּלְמוּד לוֹמַר 

   פְּאַת שָׂדְך 

ךְ  פֵּאָה שָדֶׁ בְֹּ שֶׁ

פְּאַת שָדְךָ

 מִי אָמְרִינַן 

   כֵּיוָן 

 דְּאִיתַּקַּשׁ 

 לְקׇרְבְּנוֹת 

 מָה קׇרְבָּנוֹת 

 יֵשׁ לָהֶם יָד 

 אַף פֵּאָה יֵשׁ לָהּ יָד 

 אוֹ דִלְמָא 

 כִּי אִיתַּקַּשׁ 

   לְבַל תְּאַחֵר 

 הוּא דְּאִיתַּקַּשׁ  

 שׁ וְהֵיכָא אִיתַּקַּ 

   דְּתַנְיָא
 

we can say that the hekesh is only with regard to ‘bal t’acher and not with regard 
to yados (the Gemara will explain why the hekesh teaches us the halacha of bal 
‘t’acher and not of yados). 
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כִי־

יךָ לאֹ תְאַ  ר לַה' אֱלֹקֶׁ דֶׁ יךָ מֵעִמָךְ וְהָיָה  תִדֹר נֶׁ נּוּ ה' אֱלֹקֶׁ חֵר לְשַׁלְּמוֹ כִי־דָרֹשׁ יִדְרְשֶׁׁ

בְךָ חֵטְא

 

 עִמָּךְ  מֵ 

 זֶה  

וּפֵאָה   לֶקֶט שִׁכְחָה 

 

מֵעִמָךְ

עָנִי עִמָךְ  ת הֶׁ אֶׁ

 

Are There Yados with Regard to Tzeddakah? 

 יֵשׁ יָד  

 לִצְדָקָה  

 
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  

 אַסְּקֵיהּ דְּלָא 

 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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 כֵּיוָן 

 דְּאִיתַּקַּשׁ לְקׇרְבָּנוֹת  

 דִּכְתִיב  

 בְּפִיךְ  

 ה  זוֹ צְדָקָ 

 מָה קׇרְבָּנוֹת  

 יֵשׁ לָהֶן יָד  

 אַף צְדָקָה  

 יֵשׁ לָהּ יָד  

 אוֹ דִלְמָא  

 לְבַל תְּאַחֵר  

 וּא דְּאִיתַּקַּשׁ ה

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  

 ם תִּמְצָא לוֹמַר  אִ 

 יֵשׁ יָד לִצְדָקָה  

 דְּאֵין הֶיקֵּשׁ  

 לְמֶחֱצָה  

 הֶפְקֵר  

 מִי אָמְרִינַן  

 הַיְינוּ צְדָקָה  

 אוֹ דִּלְמָא  

 שָׁאנֵי צְדָקָה  

 דִּצְדָקָה לָא חַזְיָא  

   אֶלָּא לַעֲנִיִּים 

 אֲבָל הֶפְקֵר 

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
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 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  ינָמֵ   בֵּית הַכִּסֵּא

 
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  

 אוֹ אֵין זִימּוּן מוֹעִיל 

 רָבִינָא 

 חֲדָא מִגּוֹ חֲדָא  

 קָמִיבַּעְיָא לֵיהּ  

 ן מוֹעִיל  זִימּוּ

 אוֹ אֵין זִימּוּן מוֹעִיל  

 אִם תִּמְצָא לוֹמַר  

 יֵשׁ זִימּוּן  

 יֵשׁ  

 יָד 

 ין יָד  אוֹ אֵ 

 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 לומר תמצא   tzedakah has yados…, we אם 
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  

 לְעִנְיַן מַלְקוֹת  

 שֶׁאֵינוֹ לוֹקֶה  

 דְּאִם כֵּן  

 נִיתְנֵי 

רַבִּי עֲקִיבָא מַחְמִיר 

ה אֲנִי לָךְ מְנוּדֶׁ

ה  אֲנִי לָךְ מְנוּדֶׁ

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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 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  

 י עֲקִיבָא לְהָא דְּרַבִּ 

 קָסָבַר  

 בִּמְשַׁמַּתְנָא  

 פְּלִיגִי

 

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

Matir His Nidui? 

 אָמַר רַבִּי אִילָא  

 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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                one who hears the mention of the Name הַזְכָּרַת הַשֵּׁםהַשּׁוֹמֵעַ  
 from the mouth of his friend  מִפִּי חֲבֵירוֹ  

  needs to put him in nidui  צָרִיÍ לªְַדּוֹתוֹ 
 and we see from here  וּשְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  

 ªִ  that one who puts someone in niduiידָּהוּ 
  in front of him (i.e., in front of that person)  בְּפªָָיו  

 we are not matir him  אֵין מַתִּירִין לוֹ  
 only in front of him  אֶלָּא בְּפªָָיו  

 and we see from here  וּשְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  
 there is nothing (i.e., there doesn’t need to be time)  אֵין 

 between the nidui  בֵּין ªִידּוּי 
 and the hafarah (the act of making it mutur)  לַהֲפָרָה  

  and it is nothing (he can be matir him immediately)  וְלאֹ כְּלוּם
From this story we three halachos with regard to someone 

who hears someone else mention the name of Hashem in vain. 
1. He must put that person in nidui.  
2. But he is allowed to be matir it immediately afterwards. 
3. The hafarah (annulment) on this nidui must be done in 

front of the person that was put into nidui. 
 

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

 Rav Gidel said that Rav said  אָמַר רַב גִּידֵּל אָמַר רַב  
 a talmid chacham  תַּלְמִיד חָכָם  
 can put himself in nidui  מªְַדֶּה לְעַצְמוֹ  
 and he can be mafir for himself    42וּמֵיפֵר לְעַצְמוֹ 

The Gemara asks: 
 

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 

 This is obvious (why should he not be allowed to do hisפְּשִׁיטָא  
own hafarah) 

The Gemara answers: 
 You could have said’ (that we apply the rule that)‘  מַהוּ דְּתֵימָא  

 a prisoner cannot free himself  אֵין חָבוּשׁ מַתִּיר עַצְמוֹ  
 from the bais haissurim (jail)  מִבֵּית הָאֲסוּרִין  

 43comes to teach us (otherwise)  this  קָא מַשְׁמַע לַן 
The Gemara asks: 

 What is the case  הֵיכִי דָּמֵי  
Why would a talmid chacham put himself in nidui and at once 

be matir it? That is, if he plans on being matir himself, why would 
he put himself in nidui in the first place? 

The Gemara answers: 
 Like this (story)  כִּי הָא  

 with Mar Zutra Chasida  דְּמָר זוּטְרָא חֲסִידָא  
 When a talmid (student) of the Yeshiva wouldרַב  כִּי מִחַיַּיב בַּר בֵּי 

become obligated 
 in nidui  שַׁמְתָּא  

 would first put ) Chasida Zutra Mar(he  מְשַׁמֵּית ªַפְשֵׁיהּ בְּרֵישָׁא
44 himself in nidui 

 and (only) then  וַהֲדַר  
 he put the yeshiva student in nidui (would)  מְשַׁמֵּת בַּר בֵּי רַב  

 and when he  (Mar Zutra Chasida) would go up  וְכִי עָיֵיל 
 to his house  לְבֵיתֵיהּ  

 he (Mar Zutra Chasida) would be matir himself  שָׁרֵי לªְַפְשֵׁיהּ  
 45tamid)the ( and then be matir him  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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הַזְכָּרַת הַשֵּׁםהַשּׁוֹמֵעַ  

 מִפִּי חֲבֵירוֹ  

 צָרִיךְ לְנַדּוֹתוֹ 

 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  

רַב  כִּי מִחַיַּיב בַּר בֵּי 

 שַׁמְתָּא  

  מְשַׁמֵּית נַפְשֵׁיהּ בְּרֵישָׁא

 וַהֲדַר  

 מְשַׁמֵּת בַּר בֵּי רַב  

 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 
nidui, they would be assur as she cannot be around him.  

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). 
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Nedarim 8a 
Making a Shevuah to Fulfill a Mitzvah 

 

 מִנַּיִן 

 שֶׁנִּשְׁבָּעִין  

 לְקַיֵּים אֶת הַמִּצְוָה  

 שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר 

 

 נִשְׁבַּעְתִּי וָאֲקַיֵּמָה 

 לִשְׁמֹר מִשְׁפְּטֵי צִדְקֶך  

 וַהֲלאֹ מוּשְׁבָּע וְעוֹמֵד  

 מֵהַר סִינַי הוּא  

 
46 What is and What is Not the Chiddush of Rav Gidel According to the Ran? 

The way the Ran understands the Gemara there are only two possibilities to 
explain the chiddush of Rav Gidel. Either he is coming to tell us that one who 
violates this shevuah is chayiv a korban, or the chiddush is that it is a proper thing 
to make this type of shevuah despite the fact that normally we try to stay away 
from making shevuos.  

But why does the Gemara not simply hold that the chiddush of Rav Gidel is 
that the shevuah is ‘chal’ at all? That is, the chiddush could be, that despite the 
fact that the shevuah is not ‘chal’ with regard to bringing a korban it is ‘chal’ with 
regard to malkus.  

The Ran answers that this could not be the chiddush of Rav Gidel because if 
it was, why did he not say so. That is, Rav Gidel should have said that despite the 
fact that a shevuah on a mitzvah does not obligate one in a korban, he will get 
malkus if he violates it? Why does he need to quote the posuk in Tehillim?  

The Ran explains that initially the Gemara thought to say that the chiddush 
of Rav Gidel is that the shevuah is a complete shevuah, and the proof is from the 
posuk, as we see in the posuk that the shevuah is chal.  

And the Gemara then says that the chiddush of Rav Gidel is not to say that 
this shevuah is a complete shevuah even with regard to bringing a korban but 
rather the chiddush is that it is a proper thing to make this type of shevuos, as 
this is seen from the fact that Dovid Hamelech made such a type of shevuah. 
 

 אֶלָּא  

 הָא קָא מַשְׁמַע לַן  

דְּשָׁרֵי לֵיהּ לְאִינִישׁ  

   לְזָרוֹזֵי נַפְשֵׁיהּ 

מְזַרֵז

 וְאָמַר רַב גִּידֵּל  

 אָמַר רַב  

 הָאוֹמֵר  

 אַשְׁכִּים וְאֶשְׁנֶה  

 פֶּרֶק זֶה  

The Shita of the Rosh in the Understanding of the Gemara 
 

The Rosh explains the Gemara differently than the Ran. He explains that at 
first the Gemara thought that the chiddush of Rav Gidel was to say that one is 
allowed to make shevuah on a mitzvah and we don’t say that it is assur to do so 
as he is running the risk of violating it.  

And on this the Gemara asks that how we can say that the shevuah is ‘chal’ 
if the Gemara tells us that since Klal Yisroel already accepted all the mitzvohs at 
Har Sinai, one cannot make a shevuah on a mitzvah.  

To which the Gemara answers that this is true, that this shevuah will not be 
‘chal’ at all (i.e., not like the shita of the Ran), but a person is allowed to make it 
anyway. That is, the fact that the shevuah is not ‘chal’ does not make it as if he 
said Hashem’s name in vain, as the reason why he said Hashem’s name was for 
a constructive purpose (he is using Hashem’s name to make this shevuah in order 
to encourage him to do the mitzvohs). 
 
47 A Person’s Obligation to Learn 

The Ran points out that although the Gemara says that a person can be 
yotzie his chiyuv to learn by saying Shema during Shacharis and Maariv, what he 
adds to this is considered something that he is not obligated in and that is why 
the shevuah is ‘chal’. 
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 אֶשְׁנֶה מַסֶּכְתָּא זו

   48נֶדֶר גָּדוֹל נָדַר 

 יִשְׂרָאֵל  לֵאלֹקֵי

 וַהֲלאֹ מוּשְׁבָּע וְעוֹמֵד הוּא  

 וְאֵין שְׁבוּעָה חָלָה  

 עַל שְׁבוּעָה  

 מַאי  

 קָא מַשְׁמַע לַן  

 דַּאֲפִילּוּ  

 זָרוֹזֵי בְּעָלְמָא  

 הַיְינוּ 

 דְּרַב גִּידֵּל קַמַּיְיתָא 

 הָא קָא מַשְׁמַע לַן  

 כֵּיוָן

 דְּאִי בָּעֵי  

 פָּטַר נַפְשֵׁיהּ  

 בִּקְרִיַּת שְׁמַע  

 שַׁחֲרִית וְעַרְבִית  

 מִשּׁוּם הָכִי 

 חָיֵיל שְׁבוּעָה עֲלֵיה 

 
But the Ran says that this cannot be the minimum amount of learning that 

one needs to do. The Gemara in meseches Kiddushin tells us that a person has 
to know his learning so well, to the point that he can answer questions on his 
learning with the same clarity that he can answer if a person is mutur to marry 
his sister or not. To achieve this level of learning obviously takes a tremendous 
amount of time, and if so, how can the Gemara say that you can by yotzie your 
chiyuv with just saying Krias Shema?  

The Ran answers, that the intent of the Gemara is to just say that this is the 
minimum amount of learning that is written explicitly in the Torah. And although 
with regard to bringing a korban, a person cannot make a shevuah on a mitzvah, 
this only refers to a mitzvah that is written explicitly in the Torah. Therefore, if a 

 

The Halachos of One Who Suggests to His Friend that They 

Get Up Early to Learn 

 אָמַר רַב גִּידֵּל  

 אָמַר רַב  

 הָאוֹמֵר לַחֲבֵירוֹ  

 נַשְׁכִּים וְנִשְׁנֶה  

 פֶּרֶק זֶה  

 עָלָיו 

 לְהַשְׁכִּים  

 שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר  

 וַיּאֹמֶר אֵלַי  

 )בֶּן אָדָם( קוּם צֵא  

 אֶל הַבִּקְעָה  

 וְשָׁם אֲדַבֵּר אוֹתָךְ  

 וָאֵצֵא אֶל הַבִּקְעָה  

 וְהִנֵּה  

 שָׁם  

 כְּבוֹד ה' עֹמֵד 
 

person makes a shevuah to learn less than the amount that is explicit in the 
Torah, it will be ‘chal’. 

 
48 How Can One Make a Neder to do an Action? 

The Ran points out that although the Gemara calls this a great neder, in 
reality what this person did was to make a shevuah and not a neder. The Ran 
explains that this has to be the case as a neder is always with regard to forbidding 
an object and never about obligating yourself to do an action. The Ran explains 
that this is a common practice to call a shevuah with the term neder. 
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The Halachos of One Who Was Put into Nidui While 

Dreaming 

 אָמַר רַב יוֹסֵף  

 נִידּוּהוּ  

 בַּחֲלוֹם 

 צָרִיךְ עֲשָׂרָה בְּנֵי אָדָם  

 לְהַתִּיר לוֹ  

 וְהוּא  

 דְּתָנוּ  

 הִלְכְתָא  

 אֲבָל מַתְנוּ  

 וְלָא תָּנוּ  

 לָא 

 וְאִי לֵיכָּא  

 דְּתָנוּ הִלְכְתָא  

 אֲפִילּוּ מַתְנוּ  

 וְלָא תָּנוּ 

 וְאִי לֵיכָּא  

 לֵיזִיל וְלִיתֵּב 

 אַפָּרָשַׁת דְּרָכִים  

 וְיָהֵיב שְׁלָמָא  

 לְבֵי עַשְׂרָה  

 עַד דְּמִקַּלְעִי לֵיהּ  

 עַשְׂרָה דְּגָמְרִי הִלְכְתָא 
 

 
49 The Ran’s Girsa in the Gemara 

According to our girsa (version) of the Gemara, the Gemara differentiates 
between a person who learns halacha and one who learns just Mishnayos. This 

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ רָבִינָא לְרַב אָשֵׁי  

 יָדַע 

 מַאן שַׁמְתֵּיהּ  

 מַהוּ  

 דְּלִישְׁרֵי לֵיהּ  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 לְשַׁמּוֹתֵיהּ  

 שַׁוְּיוּהּ  

 שָׁלִיחַ  

 לְמִישְׁרֵי לֵיהּ  

 לָא שַׁוְּיוּהּ שָׁלִיחַ 

is the second girsa that the Ran has. In the Ran’s first girsa, the Gemara 
differentiates between those who teach Gemara to others and those that just 
learn it themselves. 
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 אֲמַר לֵיהּ רַב אַחָא  

 לְרַב אָשֵׁי  

 שַׁמְּתֻיהּ  

 וּשְׁרוֹ לֵיהּ  

 בְּחֶלְמֵיהּ  

 מַאי  

אֲמַר לֵיהּ 

  כְּשֵׁם שֶׁאִי אֶפְשָׁר

ןלַבָּר בְּלאֹ תֶּבֶ 

 

 
50 The ‘Consolation for One Who Makes Typos 

As with any written work, there are bound to be typos in this edition of the 
Gemara. And although every author would like if there were no mistakes in his 

work, many bring this Gemara as a consolation for those who might feel bad at 
the ‘imperfect work’. They say that the same way there is no grain without straw, 
so too there is no sefer without mistakes! 
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Nedarim 8b   

 כָּךְ אִי אֶפְשָׁר  

 לַחֲלוֹם 

 בְּלאֹ דְּבָרִים בְּטֵלִים

When and How Can a Husband be a Shliach to be Matir 

His Wife’s Nedarim? 

 רָבִינָא הֲוָה לַהּ נִדְרָא לִדְבֵיתְהוּ  

 אֲתָא לְקַמֵּיהּ דְּרַב אָשֵׁי  

 אָמַר לֵיהּ  

 בַּעַל  

 מַהוּ  

 שֶׁיֵּעָשֶׂה  

 שָׁלִיחַ  

 לַחֲרָטַת אִשְׁתּוֹ  

אשתו  

כגופו

 
51 Why Wasn’t Ravina Just Mayfer His Wife’s Neder? 

The Gemara describes how Ravina wanted to be a shliach to be matir his 
wife’s neder. But seemingly there was another option that he could have done. 
He could have just been mayfer (uproot) his wife’s neder. As we previously 
learned, a husband/father has the right to be mayfer his wife’s/daughter’s 
neder, and if so, why didn’t he just do that? Tosefos and the Rosh both answer 
that it could be that this neder was not one of עינוי נפש, a neder that would 
cause him pain, and as such, he would not have the right to be mayfer it (a 

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

אִי מְכַנְּפִין  

 אִין 

   אִי לָא  

 לָא

husband can only be mayfer those nedarim that would cause him pain or 
discomfort).  

The second possibility they say is that it could be that he was already  מקיים 
the neder. If a husband hears about his wife’s neder and is not mayfer it, this 
is considered as if he ‘approved’ of it and as such, he would no longer be able 
to be mafir it. If that was the case, then the only option left in order to revoke 
the neder would be to go before a Bais Din and to express regret for making 
the neder. 
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 שְׁמַע מִינַּהּ תְּלָת  

 שְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  

 בַּעַל נַעֲשֶׂה שָׁלִיחַ  

 לַחֲרָטַת אִשְׁתּוֹ  

 וּשְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  

 לָא שְׁרֵי  

 לְמִישְׁרֵי נִדְרָא  

 בְּאַתְרָא דְרַבֵּיהּ  

 וּשְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  

 כִּי מְכַנְּפִין  

 שַׁפִּיר דָּמֵי 

Who and How Can Someone Put Someone else in Nidui? 

 
52 The Shita of R' Shimshon that Bais Din Can Be Matir a Neder Without the 
Person’s Knowledge 

The Ran brought the machlokes between the Rambam and Tosefos if a 
person can make a shliach to go to Bais Din and to have them be matir his 
nedarim, the Rambam holds that he cannot and Tosefos hold he could. The 
Ran brings a third shita of R' Shimshon that holds that a person does not even 
need to make a shliach to go to Bais Din in order for the Bais Din to have the 
ability to be matir the neder. That is, even if the person would write his reasons 
for his charatah on a piece of paper and then sent it to the Bais Din, this would 
be good enough. This is because Bais Din has the ability to be matir a person’s 
nedarim without his knowledge. That is, as long as the Bais Din knows that the 
person has charatah, this would be good enough, similar to a husband that is 
mayfer his wife’s nedarim without her knowledge. 
 
53 Why Could Ravina be Matir His Wife’s Nedarim if the Mishna in Meseches 
Negaim Says the A Husband Can Not Be Matir His Wife’s Neder? 

The Mishna in meseches Negaim brings the shita of R' Yehuda that a 
person cannot be matir his wife’s nedarim. If so, what is the proof that one 

 וְשַׁמְתָּא  

 בְּאַתְרָא דְרַבֵּיהּ  אֲפִילּוּ 

 וְיָחִיד מוּמְחֶה  

 שָׁרֵי 

 שַׁמְתָּא 

 

The Power of the Sun to Heal Those Who are Careful Not 

to Say the Name of Hashem in Vain 

 אָמַר רַבִּי שִׁמְעוֹן בַּר זְבִיד  

אָמַר רַבִּי יִצְחָק בַּר טַבְלָא 

   

 אָמַר רַבִּי חִיָּיא אֲרִיכָא  

   דְּבֵי רַבִּי אַחָא  

 אָמַר רַבִּי זֵירָא  

 אָמַר רַבִּי אֶלְעָזָר  

cannot be matir nedarim in the place of his Rebbi? Maybe Ravina would have 
been matir nedarim there despite the fact that his Rebbi lived there, but the 
reason why he did not do so was because a husband cannot be matir his wife’s 
nedarim.  

The Ran answers that although this is true that we hold like the shita of R' 
Yehuda that one cannot be matir his wife’s nedarim, but this is only true if he 
is being matir them himself. But if he joins up with others, he would be allowed 
to do so. If so, why did he gather together three other people? Why didn’t he 
just join up with two other people? The Gemara concludes that it must be that 
one cannot be matir nedarim in the town of his Rebbi.  

The Ran continues and says that even if one would want to say that in this 
case there would be no possibility of Ravina being matir his wife’s nedarim (as 
 The question was, why didn’t Ravina just get three of his talmidim .(אשתו כגופו 
to be matir his wife’s nedarim. And the conclusion of the Gemara is that it 
must be that he didn’t do so as one should not be matir nedarim in the location 
of his Rebbi. 
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 אָמַר רַבִּי חֲנִינָא 

 אָמַר רַבִּי מְיָאשָׁה  

 בַּר אִילְעַאימִשְּׁמֵיהּ דְּרַבִּי יְהוּדָה 

 מַאי  

 דִּכְתִיב  

 וְזָרְחָה  

 לָכֶם יִרְאֵי שְׁמִי  

 )שֶׁמֶשׁ צְדָקָה וְגוֹ'(  

 דָם  אֵלּוּ בְּנֵי אָ 

 שֶׁהֵן יְרֵאִין  

 לְהוֹצִיא  

 שֵׁם שָׁמַיִם לְבַטָּלָה  

 שֶׁמֶשׁ  

 צְדָקָה וּמַרְפֵּא  

 אָמַר אַבָּיֵי  

 שְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  

 חִרְגָּא דְיוֹמָא מַסֵּי 

 
54 Why Does Abaya Not Just Say that it is the Sun Itself that Heals (why does 
this particular type of tzaddik get this reward)? 

The Rosh asks why Abaya does not just say that it is the sun that heals? 
Why does he need to say that it is the sun dust that has these healing 
properties? 

The mefarshim give many answers to this question. See the Maharsha, 
Keren Orah, etc.  

The ריא''ף on the Ain Yaakov explains that while it is true that the sun 
heals, the chiddush of Abaye is that that even the ‘sun dust’ can heal those 
who are afraid of saying Hashem’s name in vain עי' שם מה שכתב יותר בזה. 

But what still needs explanation is why this reward is designated not to 
the tzadikkim in general, but to specifically those who are afraid to mention 
Hashem’s name in vain.  

And what needs further explanation is what exactly the advantage with 
this healing is. That is, if one can be healed by the sun itself, why would one 
need to be healed with this ‘sun dust’ as well (unless there is some healing 
property that is found in the ‘sun dust’ that is not found in regular sunlight)? 

Perhaps we can explain as follows. The tzadikkim we are discussing are 
those people who are extremely careful not to say the name of Hashem is vain. 
In other words, they are careful not to do anything that might bring disrespect 
to the honor of Hashem. If so, perhaps they would be concerned to stand in 
the sunlight, as by doing so, there might be those who would attribute the 

The Sun as a Reward for the Tzaddikim and as a 

Punishment for the Reshayim 

 וּפְלִיגָא  

 דְּרַבִּי שִׁמְעוֹן בֶּן לָקִישׁ  

 דְּאָמַר  

   אֵין גֵּיהִנָּם 

 לָעוֹלָם הַבָּא  

 אֶלָּא הַקָּדוֹשׁ בָּרוּךְ הוּא  

 מוֹצִיא חַמָּה  

 יקָהּ  מִנַּרְתִּ 

  םצַדִּיקִי

 מִתְרַפְּאִין בָּהּ  

 וּרְשָׁעִים  

 נִידּוֹנִין בָּהּ  

 שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר  

 וְזָרְחָה לָכֶם  

 יִרְאֵי שְׁמִי  

 שֶׁמֶשׁ וְגוֹ'  

 וְלאֹ עוֹד אֶלָּא  

 שֶׁמִּתְעַדְּנִין בָּהּ  

 שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר  

 וִיצָאתֶם  

 וּפִשְׁתֶּם  

 כְּעֶגְלֵי מַרְבֵּק 

 וְהָרְשָׁעִים 

 נִידּוֹנִין בָּהּ

 שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר   

 הִנֵּה הַיּוֹם בָּא  

sun’s healing powers to the sun itself, that is, they will say that the sun has 
godly power. And indeed, we find that there were many civilizations that 
worshiped the sun.  

Therefore, in order to avoid this, they would not want to stand in the 
sunlight in order not to give anyone the impression that they sun has any godly 
power. But if so, they would lose out as they would not be able to heal 
themselves.  

Therefore, in order to reward them for their deep concern with regard to 
Hashem’s honor, they are healed even with the ‘sun dust’ that comes through 
their windows, i.e., they will be able to be healed even when they are inside 
their homes and not in view of anyone who might make a mistake with regard 
to the true source of his healing. 

 
55 The Gehinnom that the Gemara is Referring to 

Although the Gemara says that there is no gehinnom in olam haba, the 
Ran explains that of course when a rasha dies there will be gehinnom. And 
what the Gemara is referring to is what will happen at the time of Techias 
Hamaisim (the resurrection of the dead), that at that point the reshayim will 
not be judged (punished) with gehinnom but rather with the sun that Hashem 
will remove from its cover in order to reward the tzadikkim.  
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 בֹּעֵר כַּתַּנּוּר וְגוֹ 

  

 
56 The Complete Pesukim in Sefer Malachi 
 

To better understand the drashos of the Gemara, we bring the complete 
pesukim that the Gemara quotes. 

צְבָקוֹת  כִּי הִנֵּה הַיּוֹם בָּא בֹּעֵר כַּתַּנּוּר וְהָיוּ כׇל זֵדִים וְכׇל עֹשֵׂה רִשְׁעָה קַשׁ וְלִהַט אֹתָם הַיּוֹם הַבָּא אָמַר ה'  יט
וְעָנָף: כ שֹׁרֶשׁ  לָהֶם  יַעֲזֹב  וּפִשְׁתֶּם   אֲשֶׁר לֹא  וִיצָאתֶם  בִּכְנָפֶיהָ  שְׁמִי שֶׁמֶשׁ צְדָקָה וּמַרְפֵּא  יִרְאֵי  וְזָרְחָה לָכֶם 

 כְּעֶגְלֵי מַרְבֵּק:

 
57 How Can One Thing Bring Both Reward and Punishment 
 

The Mefarshim give many different explanations into how the sun will 
both reward the tzaddikim and punish the reshayim.  

The Maharsha (Avodah Zora 3:) explains that the same way heat affects 
different things differently, for example, salt congeals and wax melts, to too 
with regard to the tzaddikim and reshayim. The sun will affect them 
differently; the tzadikkim will be enjoy it and the reshayim will suffer from it. 
The Maharsha explains that this is the comparison to an oven. The same way 
the ‘main job’ of the oven is to benefit mankind, i.e., to bake bread, it can also 
burn the straw that is in it, so too it will be with Hashem’s taking out of the 
sun. The main objective will be to benefit the tzadikkim, but a side result of 
Hashem’s action will be the punishment of the reshayim. 
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Nedarim 9a  

 משנה

Comparing the Nedarim of the Reshayim to the Nedarim of 

the Kesayrim (the difference between nedarim and 

nedavos) 

  כְּנִדְרֵי רְשָׁעִים  

  נָדַר 

  בְּנָזִיר 

  וּבְקׇרְבָּן  

 וּבִשְׁבוּעָה  

 
58 How Does the Difference Between Neder and Nedarim Apply to Nezirus? 

As we explained above, the difference between a neder and a nadava is 
that when a person makes a neder he is saying that he has a chiyuv to bring an 
animal as a korban (i.e., the chiyuv is on him and not on any particular animal). 
With regard to a nadava, the chiyuv is on a particular animal. But if so, this 
distinction obviously would not apply to nezirus (as the nezirus is always on 
the person). If so, what does it mean when the Mishna distinguishes between 
neder and nadava with regard to nezirus? 

Because of this problem, the Ran says that with regard to our Mishna, the 
difference between a neder and nadava is in relation to the desire of the 
person doing this action. When a person makes a neder, he does not do it with 
his complete desire, and that is why he doesn’t designate any particular animal 
to bring as a korban. He is saying that he wants to bring an animal, but he will 
decide which one at a later time. However, when a person makes a nadava, 
this is understood as being done with his whole desire, after all, he is saying 
that he wants to bring this particular animal as a korban.  

Therefore, since the difference between a neder and a nadava is with 
regard to his level of desire, this difference would apply to becoming a nazir, 
as well. Therefore, when a person becomes a nazir with full desire, it is like a 

רְשָׁעִים נִדְרֵי 

 

 כְּנִדְרֵי 

  כְשֵׁרִים  

 לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם  

  כְּנִדְבוֹתָם

  נָדַר 

  בְּנָזִיר 

  וּבְקׇרְבָּן 

nadava, i.e., it is considered something that the kesayrim would do. And if he 
is not becoming a nazir with full desire, it is like a neder, i.e., something that 
only the reshayim would do. 

 
The Reason Why Nedavos Do Not Apply to Shevuos  

The Mishna said that if a person says he wants to do as the nedavos of the 
kesayrim, his expression works as a yad, because kesayrim make nedavos. 
However, this is only true with regard to becoming a nazir and to becoming 
chayiv in a korban and not with regard to making a shevuah. This is because a 
kosher person would never take the risk of making a shevuah. He will never do 
this because he is afraid that perhaps he will not fulfill his shevuah. 

The Ran says that although on daf ches the Gemara said that to be מזרז 
oneself, it is a good thing to make a shevuah, this is only true with regard to a 
shevuah on a mitzvah. A shevuah on a mitzvah is a shevuah on something that 
he anyway has to do, and as such, it is not considered a nadava. As such, the 
fact remains that we do not have a case in which it is a good thing to make a 
nadava with regard to a shevuah. 
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 גמרא

ֹ 

Understanding the Case of the Mishna – Why Do These 

Expressions Act as Yados? 

  וְדִלְמָא  

 הָכִי קָאָמַר  

 כְּנִדְרֵי רְשָׁעִים  

 לָא נָדַרְנָא  

 אָמַר שְׁמוּאֵל  

 בְּאוֹמֵר  

 כְּנִדְרֵי רְשָׁעִים  

 הֲרֵינִי 

 עָלַי 

 וְהֵימֶנּוּ  

 הֲרֵינִי 

 בִּנְזִירוּת 

 עָלַי 

 בְּקׇרְבָּן  

 הֵימֶנּוּ  

 בִּשְׁבוּעָה 

 הֲרֵינִי 

 נְזִירוּת 

 דִּלְמָא  

 הֲרֵינִי 

 בְּתַעֲנִית  

 קָאָמַר  

 ל  אָמַר שְׁמוּאֵ 

 כְּשֶׁהָיָה  

 נָזִיר עוֹבֵר לְפָנָיו  

 )עָלַי בְּקׇרְבָּן( הֵימֶנּוּ  

 בִּשְׁבוּעָה  

 דִּלְמָא  

 הֵימֶנּוּ דְּאָכֵילְנָא  

 קָאָמַר  

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם   מוֹכִיחוֹתשֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת יָדַיִם שֶׁ

 מַר רָבָא  אָ 

 דְּאָמַר  

 הֵימֶנּוּ שֶׁלּאֹ אוֹכַלאִי  

 אִי הָכִי  

 מַאי לְמֵימְרָא  
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 מַהוּ דְּתֵימָא  

 הָא לָא מַפֵּיק  

 שְׁבוּעָה מִפּוּמֵּיהּ  

 קָא מַשְׁמַע לַן הָדֵין 

 

The Difference Between Nedarim and Nedavos 

 

 כְּנִדְרֵי 

 שֵׁרִים  כְ 

 לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם  

 כְּנִדְבוֹתָם  

 נָדַר וְכוּ'  

 

 מַאן תַּנָּא  

 
59 The Drashos of R’ Meir and R’ Yehuda 

The posuk before the one that is brought it the Gemara says   אֵת אֲשֶׁר תִּד ר
 That what you make a neder, you should pay”. This is followed by the“ – שַׁלֵּם
posuk that says that better you should not make a neder at all than to make a 
neder and not pay.  

R’ Meir holds that you put these two statements together, that is, the 
posuk is telling us that you should always pay your neder, but better than that 
is not to make a neder at all, and the posuk is giving a reason for this. You 
should not make a neder because this could lead you to making a neder and 
not paying for it. 

R’ Yehuda holds that the previous posuk is telling you the best thing to do. 
A person should make a neder and pay it. The posuk then continues and says 
that if you cannot do that, it is better not to make a neder at all than to make 
a neder and not pay for it.  

The Ran then asks the obvious question. Why would I need a posuk for 
this? Of course, it is better to not make a neder at all than to make a neder 
and not pay it. Why do we need a posuk to teach us something that we would 
know on our own? The Ran answers that one could have thought that making 
a neder is a good thing and this is not affected by what happens afterwards. 
That is, if for some reason he does not fulfill the neder, this does not take away 

 דְּשָׁאנֵי לֵיהּ  

 בֵּין נֶדֶר לִנְדָבָה  

 לֵימָא  

 לָא רַבִּי מֵאִיר  

 וְלָא רַבִּי יְהוּדָה 

תִּדוֹר וְלאֹ   ר לאֹ־תִדֹר מִשֶּׁׁ טוֹב אֲשֶׁׁ

תְשַׁלֵּם

 דְּתַנְיָא 

טוֹב אֲשֶׁר לאֹ תִדֹּר וְגוֹ'  

 טוֹב 

מִזֶּה וּמִזֶּה  

 שֶׁאֵינוֹ נוֹדֵר  

 כׇּל עִיקָּר  

 דִּבְרֵי רַבִּי מֵאִיר  

 רַבִּי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  

 טוֹב מִזֶּה וּמִזֶּה  

 נוֹדֵר  

 וּמְשַׁלֵּם 

the good thing that he did by making the neder. The posuk therefore comes 
to teach us otherwise. That with regard to making and keeping nedarim, the 
good that is done is only with this that he keeps the neder but the making of 
the neder is not considered a good act at all. 

 
 חשב אדם לעשות מצוה ונאנס ולא עשאה המעשה מעלה הכתוב כאילו עשה 

 
The Gemara in Meseches Brachos tells us that if one wants to do a mitzvah 

and then is unable to do so, it is as if he did the mitzvah. The Rashash asks that 
if so, why is it different over here? Here too the person wanted to fulfill his 
neder and he was unable to do so. If so, why is his act of making the neder not 
considered a good act?  

The Rashash answers that this rule only applies in a case in which the 
person did not make a neder but if he makes a neder, the reward is only for its 
actual fulfillment.  

Seemingly the explanation for this distinction is that only an actual 
mitzvah has the power to give reward in the case that the person does not end 
up doing it. But in the case of a neder in which the only reason he has to do it 
is because of his neder, i.e., there is not intrinsic reason to do it, a thought to 
do it will not mean anything, ויש לפלפל ואכמ''ל.  
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 אֲפִילּוּ תֵּימָא  

   רַבִּי מֵאִיר 
  

  

 
Another way to understand the Rashash is that it is only with regard to 

the case of mitzvohs in which the person did nothing wrong with his desire to 
do the mitzvah, this is where his desire is considered a good thing.  

However, with regard to nedarim, where the making of the neder (i.e., his 
desire to the neder) carries the risk of transgressing it, in this case we say that 
if you don’t fulfill the neder, what you did by making the neder is not 
considered a good thing as it led you to transgress the lav of bal y’ochel. 

A second answer given by the Rashash is that the rule that the thought to 
do a mitzvah is equivalent to actually doing the mitzvah is only true if you think 
to do the mitzvah, that is when we say you that it is considered as if you did it, 
even if in the end you were not able to do so.  

But in the case of nedarim, one has to actually say the words. Therefore, 
in this case, the mere desire to do the mitzvah is not considered enough to say 
that it is considered as if the person actually did the neder when he didn’t.  

This answer as well needs explanation. Why would speaking out the words 
of the neder make it worse? At the end of the day this person had the desire 
to fulfill his neder, and if so, why is he not rewarded for it as we find with 
regard to other mitzvohs, עי' שם ויש לפלפל ואכמ''ל. 
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Nedarim 9b 

 כִּי קָאָמַר רַבִּי מֵאִיר  

 בְּנֶדֶר  

 בִּנְדָבָה  

 לָא קָאָמַר  

 וְהָא קָתָנֵי  

 כְּנִדְבוֹתָם  

 נָדַר בְּנָזִיר 

 וּבְקׇרְבָּן  

 תְּנִי 

 נָדַב 

 בְּנָזִיר 

  וּבְקׇרְבָּן 

Why is there No Concern that One Will Not Bring His 

Nadava? 

 מַאי שְׁנָא  

 נוֹדֵר  

 דְּלָא  

 דִּלְמָא  

 אָתֵי בָּהּ לִידֵי תַקָּלָה  

 נְדָבָה נָמֵי  

 לָא 

 דִּלְמָא  

 אָתֵי בָּהּ לִידֵי תַקָּלָה 

 

Hillel Hazakains’s Method of Bringing Korbanos in the 

Bais Hamikdosh 

 כְּהִלֵּל הַזָּקֵן  

 דְּתַנְיָא 

 אָמְרוּ עַל הִילֵּל הַזָּקֵן  

 שֶׁלּאֹ מָעַל אָדָם  

 בְּעוֹלָתוֹ  

 כׇּל יָמָיו

 מְבִיאָהּ  

 כְּשֶׁהִיא  

 חוּלִּין 

 לָעֲזָרָה  

 וּמַקְדִּישָׁהּ  

 וְסוֹמֵךְ עָלֶיהָ  

 וְשׁוֹחֲטָהּ 
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 הָנִיחָא 

 נְדָבָה דְקׇרְבָּנוֹת  

 נְדָבָה דִנְזִירוּת  

 מַאי אִיכָּא לְמֵימַר  

 

The ‘Good Nazir’ – The One Time that Shimon Hatzaddik 

Ate from the Korban Asham of a Nazir 

 סָבַר לַהּ  

  כְּשִׁמְעוֹן הַצַּדִּיק 

סָבַר לַהּ

 דְּתַנְיָא 

 אָמַר )רַבִּי( שִׁמְעוֹן הַצַּדִּיק  

 מִיָּמַי  

 לאֹ אָכַלְתִּי  

 אֲשַׁם נָזִיר טָמֵא  

 לָּא אֶחָד  אֶ 

 פַּעַם אַחַת  

 בָּא אָדָם אֶחָד נָזִיר  

 מִן הַדָּרוֹם  

 וּרְאִיתִיו  

 שֶׁהוּא יְפֵה עֵינַיִם 

 וְטוֹב רוֹאִי  

 וּקְווּצּוֹתָיו  

 סְדוּרוֹת לוֹ תַּלְתַּלִּים  

 אָמַרְתִּי לוֹ  

 בְּנִי 

 מָה רָאִיתָ  

 לְהַשְׁחִית  

 אֶת שְׂעָרְך זֶה הַנָּאֶה 

 אָמַר לִי  

 רוֹעֶה הָיִיתִי  

 לְאַבָּא בְּעִירִי  

 הָלַכְתִּי  

 לְמַלּאוֹת מַיִם  

 מִן הַמַּעְיָין  

 וְנִסְתַּכַּלְתִּי בַּבָּבוּאָה שֶׁלִּי  

   וּפָחַז עָלַי יִצְרִי

 וּבִקֵּשׁ לְטוֹרְדֵנִי  

 מִן הָעוֹלָם  

 אָמַרְתִּי לוֹ  

 רָשָׁע  

 לָמָה אַתָּה מִתְגָּאֶה  

 בְּעוֹלָם שֶׁאֵינוֹ שֶׁלְּך  
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 בְּמִי  

 שֶׁהוּא עָתִיד  

   לִהְיוֹת רִמָּה וְתוֹלֵעָה  

 הָעֲבוֹדָה  

 שֶׁאֲגַלֵּחֲך  

 לַשָּׁמַיִם

 מִיָּד  

 עָמַדְתִּי  

 עַל ראֹשׁוֹ  וּנְשַׁקְתִּיו  

 אָמַרְתִּי לוֹ  

 בְּנִי 

 כָּמוֹך  

 יִרְבּוּ נוֹזְרֵי נְזִירוּת 

 בְּיִשְׂרָאֵל  

 עָלֶיך 

 הַכָּתוּב אוֹמֵר  

 אִישׁ  

 כִּי יַפְלִא  

לִנְדֹּר נֶדֶר נָזִיר לְהַזִּיר לַה 

 

What is the Difference Between Asham of a Nazir Tamei 

and All Other Korban Ashams? 

 מַתְקֵיף לַהּ רַבִּי מָנִי  

 מַאי שְׁנָא  

 אֲשַׁם נָזִיר טָמֵא  

 דְּלָא אֲכַל  

 דְּאָתֵי עַל חֵטְא  

 כׇּל אֲשָׁמוֹת נָמֵי  

 לָא לֵיכוֹל  

 דְּעַל חֵטְא אָתוּ 

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ רַבִּי יוֹנָה  

 הַיְינוּ טַעְמָא  

 הֵן  כְּשֶׁ 

 תּוֹהִין  

 נוֹזְרִין 

 וּכְשֶׁהֵן מִטַּמְּאִין  

 וְרָבִין  

 עֲלֵיהֶן  

 יְמֵי נְזִירוּת 

 מִתְחָרְטִין בָּהֶן  

 וְנִמְצְאוּ  

 מְבִיאִין חוּלִּין  

 לָעֲזָרָה
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 אִי הָכִי  

 אֲפִילּוּ נָזִיר טָהוֹר נָמֵי  

 נָזִיר טָהוֹר  

 לָא 

 דְּאָמוֹדֵי אָמֵיד נַפְשֵׁיהּ  

 דְּיָכוֹל 

 לִנְדּוֹר

 

Another Explanation with Regard to the Identity of Our 

Mishna’s Author 

  וְאִיבָּעֵית אֵימָא 
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Nedarim 10a 

 אֲפִילּוּ תֵּימָא  

 רַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

כִּי אָמַר רַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

 בִּנְדָבָה  

 בְּנֶדֶר  

 לָא אָמַר 

 וְהָקָתָנֵי  

 טוֹב מִזֶּה וּמִזֶּה  

 וֹדֵר  נ

 וּמְקַיֵּים 

 תְּנִי 

 נוֹדֵב  

 
60 Why Does the Gemara Not Answer the Shita of R' Yehuda in the Same 

Way that it Answered the Shita of R' Meir? 
Tosefos points out that seemingly the Gemara could have answered 

exactly as it did before. Previously we said that the Mishna could not be in 
accordance with R’ Meir and the Gemara answered that although R’ Meir 
holds that a person should not make a neder, he should make nedavos. And 
on this the Gemara asked why they are different, and the Gemara answered 
this question. But now we are saying the same in R' Yehuda. That although R' 
Yehuda had said it is good to make nedarim, this actually refers to nedavos 
and R' Yehuda holds that one should not make nedarim. In other words, what 

 וּמְקַיֵּים

 

The Difference Between Nedarim and Nedavos according 

to Reb Yehuda 

 מַאי שְׁנָא  

 נוֹדֵר  

 דְּלָא  

 דִילְמָא  

 אָתֵי בָּהּ לִידֵי תַקָּלָה  

 י  נְדָבָה נָמֵ 

 דִּילְמָא  

 אָתֵי בָּהּ לִידֵי תַקָּלָה 

 רַבִּי יְהוּדָה  60

 הּ  לְטַעְמֵי

 דְּאָמַר  

 אָדָם מֵבִיא  

 כִּבְשָׂתוֹ  

 לָעֲזָרָה  

 וּמַקְדִּישָׁה  

 וְסוֹמֵךְ עָלֶיהָ  

 וְשׁוֹחֲטָהּ 

we are now saying in the shita of R' Yehuda, is the same as we previously said 
in the shita of R' Meir. If so, the question and answer should be the same as 
well, and yet the Gemara gives a different answer. But why? Why did the 
Gemara not just answer has it did before (with the story of Shimon Hatzaddik)? 
The Rosh answers that in reality our Gemara could have answered as it did 
before, but the Gemara would rather answer the shita of R' Yehuda with 
something that R' Yehuda himself said. 
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 תִּינַח 

 נְדָבָה דְקׇרְבָּנוֹת  

 נְדָבָה דִנְזִירוּת  

 מַאי אִיכָּא לְמֵימַר 

 רַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

 לְטַעְמֵיהּ  

 דְּתַנְיָא 

 רַבִּי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  

 חֲסִידִים הָרִאשׁוֹנִים  

 הָיוּ מִתְאַוִּין  

 לְהָבִיא  

 קׇרְבַּן חַטָּאת  

 לְפִי שֶׁאֵין הַקָּדוֹשׁ בָּרוּךְ הוּא  

 מֵבִיא תַּקָּלָה  

 עַל יְדֵיהֶם  

 מָה הָיוּ עוֹשִׂין

  עוֹמְדִים

 וּמִתְנַדְּבִין נְזִירוּת

לַמָּקוֹם  

 כְּדֵי

שֶׁיִּתְחַיֵּיב  

 קׇרְבַּן חַטָּאת

לַמָּקוֹם

 

The Shita of R' Shimon - What Would a Person Do if He 

Wanted to Bring Korbanos? 

 רַבִּי שִׁמְעוֹן אוֹמֵר  

 לאֹ נָדְרוּ  

 בְּנָזִיר 

 אֶלָּא  

 הָרוֹצֶה  

 לְהָבִיא עוֹלָה  

 מִתְנַדֵּב  

 וּמֵבִיא

 שְׁלָמִים  

 מִתְנַדֵּב וּמֵבִיא  

 תּוֹדָה  

 וְאַרְבָּעָה  

 מִינֵי לַחְמָהּ  

 מִתְנַדֵּב וּמֵבִיא  

 אֲבָל בִּנְזִירוּת  

 לאֹ הִתְנַדְּבוּ  

 כְּדֵי 

 שֶׁלּאֹ יִקָּרְאוּ  

 חוֹטְאִין 

 שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר  

 וְכִפֶּר  

 עָלָיו 

 מֵאֲשֶׁר חָטָא  

 עַל הַנָּפֶשׁ 
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The Three Shitos that Hold that a Person Does an Avayra 

by Becoming a Nazir 

 אָמַר אַבָּיֵי  

 שִׁמְעוֹן הַצַּדִּיק  

 וְרַבִּי שִׁמְעוֹן  

 וְרַבִּי אֶלְעָזָר הַקַּפָּר  

 כּוּלָּן  

 שִׁיטָה אַחַת הֵן  

 דְּנָזִיר חוֹטֵא הָוֵי  

 שִׁמְעוֹן הַצַּדִּיק  

 וְרַבִּי שִׁמְעוֹן  

 הָא דַּאֲמַרַן 

וְרַבִּי אֶלְעָזָר הַקַּפָּר בְּרַבִּי  

 דְּתַנְיָא 

רַבִּי אֶלְעָזָר הַקַּפָּר בְּרַבִּי אוֹמֵר  

 וְכִפֶּר עָלָיו  

 מֵאֲשֶׁר חָטָא  

 עַל הַנָּפֶשׁ  

 וְכִי בְּאֵיזוֹ  

 נֶפֶשׁ חָטָא זֶה  

 אֶלָּא  

 שֶׁצִּיעֵר עַצְמוֹ  

 מִן הַיַּיִן  

 

The Avayra of Fasting 

 וַהֲלאֹ דְּבָרִים קַל וָחוֹמֶר  

 וּמָה זֶה  

 שֶׁלּאֹ צִיעֵר עַצְמוֹ  

 אֶלָּא מִן הַיַּיִן  

 נִקְרָא חוֹטֵא  

 הַמְצַעֵר עַצְמוֹ  

 מִכׇּל דָּבָר  

 עַל אַחַת כַּמָּה וְכַמָּה  

 מִכָּאן  

 כׇּל הַיּוֹשֵׁב בְּתַעֲנִית  

 נִקְרָא חוֹטֵא 

 וְהָדֵין קְרָא  

 בְּנָזִיר טָמֵא כְּתִיב  

 מִשּׁוּם  

 דְּשָׁנָה בְּחֵטְא הוּא 
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 משנה

 הָאוֹמֵר )לַחֲבֵירוֹ(  

 ח קוּנָּס קוּנָּם קוּנָּ 

 הֲרֵי אֵלּוּ  

 כִּינּוּיִין לַקׇּרְבָּן  

 חֶרֶק חֶרֶךְ חֶרֶף  

 הֲרֵי אֵלּוּ כִּינּוּיִין  

 לַחֵרֶם 

 נָזִיק נָזִיחַ פָּזִיחַ 

 הֲרֵי אֵלּוּ כִּינּוּיִין  

 לִנְזִירוּת 

 שְׁבוּתָה שְׁקוּקָה  

 נוֹדֵר בְּמוֹהִי  

 הֲרֵי אֵלּוּ כִּינּוּיִין  

 לַשְּׁבוּעָה 

 

 גמרא

 

What Are Kinuyim? – The Machlokes R' Yochanan and R' 

Shimon ben Lakish 

 אִיתְּמַר  

 כִּינּוּיִין  

 רַבִּי יוֹחָנָן אָמַר  

לְשׁוֹן אוּמּוֹת הֵן  

 רַבִּי שִׁמְעוֹן בֶּן לָקִישׁ אָמַר  

 לָשׁוֹן  

 שֶׁבָּדוּ לָהֶם חֲכָמִים  

 לִהְיוֹת נוֹדֵר בּוֹ  

וְכֵן הוּא אוֹמֵר  

בַּחֹדֶשׁ

אֲשֶׁר בָּדָ 

 מִלִּבּו 

בָּדוּ שֶׁׁ

בָּדוּ שֶׁׁ

 וְטַעְמָא מַאי  

 תַּקִּינוּ רַבָּנַן  

 כִּינּוּיִין  

 דְּלָא לֵימָא  

 קׇרְבָּן  

 וְלֵימָא קׇרְבָּן  

 דִּילְמָא  

 אָמַר

 קׇרְבָּן לַה'  

 וְלֵימָא  

 קׇרְבָּן לַה'  

 דִּילְמָא  

 אָמַר לַה'  

 וְלָא אָמַר קׇרְבָּן  

 וְקָא מַפֵּיק  
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 שֵׁם שָׁמַיִם  

 לְבַטָּלָה

The Reason for Saying Korban L’Hashem and Not 

L’Hashem Korban – The Great Avayra of Saying 

Hashem’s Name in Vain 

 תַנְיָאוְ 

 רַבִּי שִׁמְעוֹן אוֹמֵר 
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Nedarim 10b 

 מִנַּיִן 

 שֶׁלּאֹ יאֹמַר אָדָם  

 לַה' עוֹלָה  

 לַה' מִנְחָה  

 לַה' תּוֹדָה  

 לַה' שְׁלָמִים  

 תַּלְמוּד לוֹמַר  

 קׇרְבָּן לַה 

 וְקַל וָחוֹמֶר  

 וּמָה זֶה  

 שֶׁלּאֹ נִתְכַּוֵּון  

 אֶלָּא לְהַזְכִּיר  

 שֵׁם שָׁמַיִם  

 עַל הַקׇּרְבָּן  

 אָמְרָה תּוֹרָה  

 קׇרְבָּן לַה'  

 לְבַטָּלָה  

 עַל אַחַת כַּמָּה וְכַמָּה 

 

Kinuyim of Kinuyim – The Machlokes Between Bais 

Shammai and Bais Hillel 

 לֵימָא  

 כְּתַנָּאֵי 

 בֵּית שַׁמַּאי אוֹמְרִים  

 כִּינּוּיֵי כִינּוּיִין 

 אֲסוּרִין 

 וּבֵית הִלֵּל אוֹמְרִים  

 כִּינּוּיֵי כִינּוּיִין 

   מוּתָּרִין 

 מַאי לָאו  

 מַאן דְּאָמַר  

 כִּינּוּיֵי כִינּוּיִין 

 אֲסוּרִין 

   קָסָבַר

 )כִּינּוּיֵי( כִינּוּיִין 

 לְשׁוֹן  

 אוּמּוֹת הֵן  

 וּלְמַאן דְּאָמַר  

 מוּתָּרִים  

 קָסָבַר  

 לָשׁוֹן  

 וּ לָהֶן חֲכָמִים שֶׁבָּד
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 לָא 

 דְּכוּלֵּי עָלְמָא  

 כִּינּוּיִין  

 לְשׁוֹן אוּמּוֹת הֵן  

 וּבֵית שַׁמַּאי סָבְרִי  

 בְּהָנֵי 

 נָמֵי מִשְׁתַּעִי אוּמּוֹת  

 וּבֵית הִלֵּל סָבְרִי  

 בְּהָנֵי 

 מִשְׁתַּעִי אוּמּוֹת לָא 

 
61 Do Kinuyim of Kinuyim Work M’Dorayisa or M’Drabbanan? 

The Keren Orah asks that if we are now saying that the kinuyim of kinuyim 
only work M’Drabbanan, how can we say that they work with regard to 
nezirus? If these kinuyim of kinuyim only make this person into a nazir 
M’Drabbanan, if he then brings his korbanos into the bais Hamikdosh he will 
be bringing chullin b’azarah. That is, after a person finishes his nezirus, he has 
to bring certain korbanos. But how could he do so if M’Dorayisa he is not a 
nazir?  

The Keren Orah answers that once the Chachamim made their gezayra 
(Rabbinical degree) that one can use even these words, these words now have 
the power to make someone a nazir M’Dorayisa. That is at the end of the day, 
if these words are recognized as being kinuyim, which means that they are 
used, they have the same power as all other words עי' שם שהאריך קצת יותר. 

 
62 The Two Ways to Learn the Gemara’s Answer 

The Rishonim bring two ways to explain the Gemara’s answer. Either 
everyone agrees that kinuyim are words from other languages. And the 
kinuyim of kinuyim are really words that are corrupted, and as such they 
should not work. However, the Chachamim decreed that they should work, 

 וְאִיבָּעֵית אֵימָא  

 בֵּית שַׁמַּאי סָבְרִי  

 גָּזְרִינַן 

 כִּינּוּיֵי כִינּוּיִין 

 מִשּׁוּם כִּינּוּיִין 

 הִלֵּל סָבְרִי  וּבֵית 

 לָא גָּזְרִינַן 

 כִּינּוּיֵי כִינּוּיִין 

 מִשּׁוּם כִּינּוּיִין 

 

What Are the Kinuyim of Kinuyim? 

 

 הֵיכִי דָּמֵי  

because if people would see that the kinuyim of kinuyim don’t work, they 
might mistakenly assume that even the regular kinuyim do not work as well. 

The second way to learn the Gemara’s answer is to say the opposite. That 
really everyone agrees that kinuyim are words that the Chachamim created. 
And if so, certainly kinuyim of kinuyim should not work (as these are not words 
that the Chachamim created). However, the Gemara is now saying that 
according to Bais Shammai, the Chachamim decreed that even the kinuyim of 
kinuyim should work, because if not, people will assume that the regular 
kinuyim do not work as well. 

In other words, in this answer, all the Rishonim hold that the reason the 
Gemara is giving to explain why the kinuyim of kinuyim make a neder is 
because if we are afraid that if people will see that the kinuyim of kinuyim 
don’t work, they will think that kinuyim do not world as well. The only question 
what the Gemara holds in this answer with regard to why ‘regular’ kinuyim 
work. Do they work because they are words from a different language, or do 
they work because the Chachamim instituted that they should work? 
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 כִּינּוּיֵי כִינּוּיִין 

 דִּנְדָרִים 

 תָּנֵי רַב יוֹסֵף  

 מַקְנֵמְנָא  

 מַקְנַחְנָא  

 מַקְנֵסְנָא 

 הֵיכִי דָּמֵי  

 כִּינּוּיֵי כִינּוּיִין 

 דְּחֵרֶם  

 תָּנֵי מַפְשָׁאָה  

 חֲרָקִים  

 חֲרָכִים 

 חֲרָפִים  

 כִּינּוּיֵי כִינּוּיִין 

 דִּנְזִירוּת 

 תָּנֵי רַב יוֹסֵף  

 מַחְזֵקְנָא  

 מַנְזַחְנָא 

 מַפִּיחְנָא

 אִיבַּעְיָא לְהוּ  

 מִיפְּחַזְנָא מַאי  

 מִיתְּחַזְנָא מַאי  

 מִיתְּעַזְנָא מַאי  

  אֲמַר לֵיהּ רָבִינָא  

 לְרַב אָשֵׁי  

מַאיקִינְּמָאקִינְּמָא

 קוּנָּם קָאָמַר  

 אוֹ דִלְמָא  

 קִנְּמָן בֶּשֶׂם  

 קָאָמַר 

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 רַב אַחָא בְּרֵיהּ דְּרַב חִיָּיא 

 לְרַב אָשֵׁי  

 קִינָּה מַאי  

 קִינָּה שֶׁל תַּרְנְגוֹלִין  

 קָאָמַר  

 אוֹ דִילְמָא  

 לָשׁוֹן  

 דְּקוּנָּם  

 תִּיבְּעֵי

תִּיבְּעֵי  תֵּיקוּ 

 

 נּוּיִין כִּינּוּיֵי כִי

 דִּשְׁבוּעָה  

 הֵיכִי דָּמֵי  

 שְׁבוּאֵל  

 שְׁבוּתִיאֵל  

 שְׁקוּקָאֵל  

 שְׁבוּאֵל  

 שְׁבוּאֵל בֶּן גֵּרְשׁוֹם מַשְׁמַע  

 אֶלָּא  

   שְׁבוּבָאֵל שְׁבוּתִיאֵל  
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 שְׁקוּקָאֵל  

 מַהוּ  

 אָמַר שְׁמוּאֵל  

 אָמַר אַשִּׁיבְתָּא  

 לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם  

 אַשְׁקִיקָא  

 לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם  

 קָרִינְשָׂא  

 לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם 

 

  נָדַר 

 בְּמוֹהִי  

 הֲרֵי אֵלּוּ כִינּוּיִין  

 תַּנְיָא 

 בֶּן גַּמְלִיאֵל אוֹמֵר רַבָּן שִׁמְעוֹן 

 וֹהִי  הָאוֹמֵר בְּמ

 לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם  

בְּמוֹמָתָא דַּאֲמַר מוֹהִי  

 הֲרֵי אֵלּוּ כִּינּוּיִין  

 לַשְּׁבוּעָה 

 

 
63 What Would Not Work for הַתְּפָסָה? Do You Need הַתְּפָסָה in Order to Have 
a Neder? 

The Ran earlier on (2a) explains that the only time ה סָׁ  works is if the הַתְּפָׁ
other object that the person is using to make his neder is an object that 
became assur but was not always assur. For example, a korban. A korban is an 
animal that started off as being mutur and only became assur later on. When 
a person uses a korban for a neder, what he is saying that the same way a 
korban was not always assur but it became assur, so too this object, although 
it is not assur now, this neder should make it assur.  

If, however, a person uses an object that has always been assur, for 
example, if a person says that this loaf of bread should be assur like a chazir 
(pig), this will not work as the comparison is not valid.  

One cannot say that this loaf of bread should be like a chazir, as the chazir 
was always assur and there is no way that a person can make a loaf of bread 

 שנהמ

The Halachos of  הַתְּפָסָה  

הַתְּפָסָה  

 

 הָאוֹמֵר  

  לַחוּלִּין 

 שֶׁאוֹכַל לָךְ  

 לָא כָּשַׁר  

 וְלָא דְּכֵי  

 טָהוֹר  

 וְטָמֵא  

 נוֹתָר ) 

 וּפִיגּוּל ) 

 אָסוּר64

be this way. A neder can only make an object assur from here and on but it 
cannot make an object assur retroactively.  

The Ran there continues and proves that in order to make a neder, ה סָׁ  הַתְּפָׁ
is not necessary but rather a person could just say that this object should be 
assur. If, however, the person does use ה סָׁ  then it must be done as we ,הַתְּפָׁ
explained (i.e., he must use an object that was not assur from the time of its 
creation). Although this is the shita of the Ran, there are others who argue and 
hold that a neder always needs ה סָׁ ואכמ''ל הַתְּפָׁ . 

 
64 The Definitions of Pigul and Nossar 

Pigul are korbanos that were brought with the intention to eat them in 
the wrong time. Nossar is a korban that was leftover and not eaten in its 
proper timeframe. Both of these korbanos are assur to eat. 
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 כְּאִימְּרָא   

 כְּדִירִים 

 כָּעֵצִים 

 אִשִּׁים  כָּ 

 כַּמִּזְבֵּחַ  

 כַּהֵיכָל  

 כִּירוּשָׁלַיִם  

 נָדַר 

 בְּאֶחָד מִכׇּל  

 מְּשֵׁי הַמִּזְבֵּחַ  מְשַׁ 

 אַף עַל פִּי  

 שֶׁלּאֹ הִזְכִּיר  

 קׇרְבָּן  

 הֲרֵי זֶה נָדַר בְּקׇרְבָּן  

 
65 Why Do We Assume that He is Referring to a Korban and Not to Any Other 
Animal? 

In the first case, in which he says that it should be like a lamb, we 
understand him to mean that he is referring to a lamb that is brought as a 
korban. The Ran explains that even though it could be that he has other 
intentions and does not mean to refer to a korban, we assume that he means 
a korban as we have a rule that   להחמירסתם נדרים , that anytime we have a 
sofek (doubt)as to a person’s intent, we are machmir. The Ran continues and 
says that it could be that the reason that we assumed that he meant a korban 
is because he said, ‘The Lamb’, i.e., the lamb that is known, which refers to a 
korban. 

 
66 The Various Explanation of Each One of the Items Listed in the Mishna 

For each one of the items mentioned in the Mishna, there are various 
explanations. The explanation brought here are taken from the Ran, the Rosh, 
and Tosefos. 

“Like the Pens” – This refers to either the animals that are kept in the pens, 
or to the pens that the animals were kept in, or the pens that the wood was 
kept in. 

 

 רַבִּי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר 

 הָאוֹמֵר 

 יְרוּשָׁלַיִם

 לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם 

כ'  

הדמיון  

“Like the Wood” – This refers to either the two logs that were placed on 
the mizbayach or to all the wood that was used on the mizbayach. 

“Like the Fires” – This refers to either the fire that was on the mizbayach 
or to the korbanos that are called fires as the posuk says 'אשה ריח ניחוח'. 

“Like the Mizbayach” – This refers to either the korbanos that were 
brought on the mizbayach or to the actual mizbayach. 

“Like the Haichel” – This refers to either the korbanos that were brought 
in the Haichel or to the actual stones of the Haichel itself. 

“Like Yerusalayim” – This refers to either the korbanos that were brought 
in Yerushalayim or to the walls that surrounded Yerushalayim. 

“Like One of Those Things that Serve the Mizbayach – This refers to either 
the bowls or spoons that were used during the bringing of the various 
korbanos. 
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Summary of the Three Halachos of Our Mishna 
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Nedarim 11a 

 גמרא

 The Tanna of Our Mishna - לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן  מִכְּלָל  

 

לַחוּלִּין

  סַבְרוּהָ  

 מַאי  

  לַחוּלִּין 

  לָא לְחוּלִּין לֶיהֱוֵי  

   אֶלָּא קׇרְבָּן 

 מַנִּי 

  מַתְנִיתִין  

  אִי רַבִּי מֵאִיר  

  לֵית לֵיהּ  

  מִכְּלָל לָאו  

  אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן

לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן  מִכְלָל

הֵן  מִכְלָל שׁוֹמֵעַ  אַתָּה  לָאו 

  דִּתְנַן  

    ר רַבִּי מֵאִיר אוֹמֵ 

  כׇּל תְּנַאי  

  שֶׁאֵינוֹ כִּתְנַאי  

  בְּנֵי גָד וּבְנֵי רְאוּבֵן  

  אֵינוֹ תְּנַאי

 
67 When Does R' Meir Not Hold of מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן? 

The Ran points out that even though the Gemara in meseches Shevuos 
tells us that R' Meir agrees that with regard to matters of issur we do say   ל מִכְּלָׁ
ה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן  או אַתָּׁ  'that R (monetary matters) ממון  and it is only with regard to ,לָׁ
Meir holds that we do not say  ה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ  ,with regard to nedarim ,מִכְּלָׁ
R' Meir would still hold that we do not say  הֵן שׁוֹמֵעַ  ה  אַתָּׁ או  לָׁ ל   This is .מִכְּלָׁ

לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן  מִכְלָל

לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן מִכְלָל

 אֶלָּא רַבִּי יְהוּדָה הִיא  

לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן מִכְלָל 

 אֵימָא  

  סֵיפָא 

  רַבִּי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  

because, despite the fact that nedarim are related to issur, as it is assur to use 
something if he made it assur to use it through a neder, there is a ממונות aspect 
as well, i.e., his object is now assur. Therefore, since the effectiveness of 
nedarim involves ממונות, R' Meir will hold that we do not say   ה או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ מִכְּלָׁ

 .שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן
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 הָאוֹמֵר  

  יְרוּשָׁלַיִם 

  לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם  

 מִדְּסֵיפָא  

  רַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

רֵישָׁא 

    לָאו רַבִּי יְהוּדָה הִיא  

 כּוּלֵּהּ  

  רַבִּי יְהוּדָה הִיא  

  וְהָכִי קָתָנֵי 

  שֶׁרַבִּי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  

  הָאוֹמֵר יְרוּשָׁלַיִם  

  כְּלוּם לאֹ אָמַר 

כ

כ 

כ

כ

כ

כ

 

 

R' Yehuda’s Shita with Regard to Saying ‘Like 

Yerusalayim’ 

כ 

כ

 וְכִי אָמַר  

  כִּירוּשָׁלַיִם  

  לְרַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

  מִי מִיתְּסַר  

  וְהָתַנְיָא  

  רַבִּי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  

 הָאוֹמֵר  

  כִּירוּשָׁלַיִם  

  לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם  

  עַד שֶׁיִּדּוֹר  

 בְּדָבָר  

 הַקָּרֵב  

  בִּירוּשָׁלַיִם

 כּוּלַּהּ  

  רַבִּי יְהוּדָה הִיא  

  וּתְרֵי תַּנָּאֵי  

 אַלִּיבָּא דְּרַבִּי יְהוּדָה 
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כ 
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Nedarim 11b 
The Halachos of Saying חוּלִּין הַחוּלִּין כְּחוּלִּין לַחוּלִּין 

  תַּנְיָא 

 חוּלִּין 

 הַחוּלִּין  

  כְּחוּלִּין 

 

   בֵּין 

  שֶׁאוֹכַל לָךְ  

 וּבֵין 

 שֶׁלּאֹ  

  אוֹכַל לָךְ  

  מוּתָּר  

מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן

 לַחוּלִּין 

 
68 Do We Need to Take Out the Case of the Person Saying “שֶׁאוֹכַל לָךְ לַחוּלִין”? 

The Ran says that we must take out these words from the Baraisa. The 
Baraisa had said that if a person says this, the neder will be effective based on 
the rule of ה או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן   מִכְּלָׁ . But R' Meir does not hold of   ה או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ מִכְּלָׁ

 Because of this problem, the Ran says to delete these words from the !שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן
Baraisa. 

Tosefos, however, explains that the words should stay with one minor 
change. Instead of the person saying ְך  the Baraisa needs to be – לַחוּלִּין שֶׁאוֹכַל לָׁ
changed to read that the person said ךְ  ל א חוּלִּין שֶׁאוֹכַל לָׁ . Tosefos explains that 
in this case, even R' Meir would agree that the neder is effective. This is 
because when a person says  “ חוּלִּין  ל א ”, it is as if he said explicitly that it should 
be hekdesh, that is, saying the words “ חוּלִּין  ל א  ” is the equivalent of saying the 
words “it should be hekdesh”. And the only time that R' Meir holds that the 

  שֶׁאוֹכַל לָךְ  

  אָסוּר  

לַחוּלִּין לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

 

  מוּתָּר 

 

מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן

 

The Author of Our Baraisa – The Different Implications of 

a Lamed Before a Word 

  רֵישָׁא מַנִּי  

  רַבִּי מֵאִיר הִיא  

  דְּלֵית לֵיהּ  

implication does not work is in the case that he said ‘La’chullin’. In this case we 
must first deduce that the word ‘La’chullin’ means not chullin, and only then 
can we say that by saying this he means to say that it should be hekdesh. 
Therefore, since we must first figure out his words, in this case R' Meir holds 
that the neder will not work.  

Although Tosefos holds of this difference between saying  חוּלִּין  and ל א 
saying  לַחוּלִּין, the Ran rejects it. That is, the Ran also entertains that there is a 
difference between  ל א חוּלִּין and saying  לַחוּלִּין, but he proves that even when 
the person says  ל א חוּלִּין, we must still come on to the rule of   ה או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ מִכְּלָׁ

 in order to make this a neder and therefore accordioning to R' Meir it שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן 
will not work. And therefore, the Ran was left with no other choice but to 
change the of the Baraisa. See the Ran where he brings another possible way 
to explain the Gemara from the Raavad.  
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מִכְּלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵין 

 

מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן

  אֵימָא סֵיפָא  

 לַחוּלִּין 

  לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

  מוּתָּר  

  וְהָתְנַן  

 לַקׇּרְבָּן  

  לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

  רַבִּי מֵאִיר אוֹסֵר  

 

  וְקַשְׁיָא לַן  

  הּ  הָא לֵית לֵי

מִכְּלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵין 

 

מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן

מִכְלָל לָאו  

אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ  

הֵן

  וְאָמַר רַבִּי אַבָּא  

  נַעֲשָׂה  

 כְּאוֹמֵר  

  לְקׇרְבָּן יְהֵא  

   לְפִיכָךְ

  לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

 

  הָכָא נָמֵי

   הָכִי קָאָמַר לֵיהּ

 לָא חוּלִּין לֶיהֱוֵי 

 לְפִיכָךְ

לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ 

 

מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן 

 

 





TALMID BAVLI – GEVURAS AKIVA 
 

  הַאי תַּנָּא  

 סָבַר לַהּ כְּרַבִּי מֵאִיר  

  בַּחֲדָא  

 וּפְלִיג עֲלֵיהּ  

  בַּחֲדָא  

 סָבַר לַהּ כְּוָתֵיהּ  

 
69 Why is this Not a Case of  ה שוֹמֵעַ הֵן או אַתָׁ ל לָׁ לָׁ  ? מִכְּ

The Ran explains that in this case the word ‘La’chullin’ can be understood 
to mean that it should not be chullin but it should be a korban, even according 
to R' Meir who does not hold of  ָׁה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵןמִכְּל או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ .  

This is true because the person ended off his statement with the words 
“that I will not eat from you.” Therefore, you do not need the rule of   או ל לָׁ מִכְּלָׁ
ה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן   to say that the first half of his statement was coming to say that אַתָּׁ
something is assur. That is, it is not the rule of  ה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ  that is מִכְּלָׁ
telling us that the implication of “La’chullin” means a korban but rather it is 

  בַּחֲדָא  

  דְּלֵית לֵיהּ  

  מִכְּלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵין  

 וּפְלִיג עֲלֵיהּ  

 בַּחֲדָא  

 בְּקׇרְבָּן 

אַתָּה   לָאו  מִכְלָל 

הֵן שׁוֹמֵעַ 

 

  רַב אָשֵׁי אָמַר  

    לְחוּלִין הָא דְאָמַר

  וְהָא דְּאָמַר  

 לָא לְחוּלִּין  

 דְּמַשְׁמַע  

 לָא לֶיהֱוֵי חוּלִּין  

 אֶלָּא כְּקׇרְבָּן 

second half of his statement that says “that I will not eat from you” that tells 
us how to understand the word ‘La’chullin’. Therefore, even R' Meir will agree 
that we can interpret the word ‘La’chullin’ to mean but it should be a korban 

However, in a case that the person says ‘La’chullin, that which I will eat 
from you’, in this case the there is no mention of his not eating, and the only 
way that there is any indication of a neder is if we say ה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ  מִכְּלָׁ
(because then we say that what I eat should be chullin but what I will not eat 
should be hekdesh). Therefore, since R' Meir does not hold of   ה או אַתָּׁ ל לָׁ מִכְּלָׁ

 .the neder will not be chal ,שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן





TALMID BAVLI – GEVURAS AKIVA 
 

┬

∶

 

 בְּעִיקָּרוֹ קָא מַתְפֵּיס אוֹ בְּהֶיתֵּרָא קָא מַתְפֵּיס

 טָהוֹר וְטָמֵא  

 וּפִיגּוּל   נוֹתָר

 אָסוּר  

 בָּעֵי רָמֵי בַּר חָמָא  

 הֲרֵי עָלַי  

 כִּבְשַׂר  

 זִבְחֵי שְׁלָמִים  

 לְאַחַר זְרִיקַת דָּמִים  

 מַהוּ 

 אִי דְּקָאָמַר  

 
70 How Do We Understand the Gemara’s Question if there Are Parts of the 
Korban Shelamim that Are Assur Even After the Zerika? 

The Ran asks that even if the person is assumed to be referring to the 
korban after its zerika, the neder should still be valid. Even after the zerika, 
people who are tamei cannot eat it, and there are certain parts of the 
shelamim that only the Kohanim can eat. If so, even after the zerika, the 
shelamim still retains some of its issurim, and as such, when the person 
compares this object to it, we should say that the intent of the person is to 
make this object assur by comparing it to the issurim that the korban shelamim 
has right now (i.e., those issurim that remain after the zerika). 

The Ran answers that there is a fundamental difference between the 
issurim that the korban has before the zerika and the issurim that the korban 
has after the zerika. Before the zerika the korban is assur as a result of the 
person’s original actions. That is, he declared this animal to be a korban and 
that is why it is a korban with all of its issurim. Therefore, a person can use this 
korban for his neder.  

 בְּהָדֵין לִישָּׁנָא  

 בְּהֶיתֵּרָא  

 קָא מַתְפֵּיס  

 אֶלָּא כְּגוֹן  

 דְּמַחֵית  

 בְּשַׂר זִבְחֵי שְׁלָמִים 

 וּמַחֵית דְּהֶיתֵּרָא  

 גַּבֵּיהּ  

 וְאָמַר  

 זֶה כָּזֶה  

 מַאי  

 בְּעִיקָּרוֹ  

 קָא מַתְפֵּיס  

 אוֹ בְּהֶיתֵּרָא  
  קָא מַתְפֵּיס 70

However, this that a korban is assur to people who are tamei (and certain 
parts are only mutur to Kohanim) after the zerika, is not as a result of this 
person’s actions.  

The Ran proves that the issurim that apply to only certain people after the 
zerika cannot be the result of this person’s neder because when this person 
made his neder to make this animal hekdesh, he had in mind to do so without 
exception. He did not have in mind any particular people. But if so, why after 
the zerika are there issurim for particular people? The Ran explains that this is 
because once zerika is performed, all of the issurim that came as a result of his 
neder are no longer in effect. And this that the korban is now assur to people 
who are tamei (and certain parts are assur to Yisrayalim), is not as the result 
of what the person said but rather it is only as a result of the Torah saying so. 
Therefore, this animal will no longer qualify as something that a person could 
use for his neder. A neder that works by comparing an object to another object 
that is assur, only works if that second object is assur as a result of someone 
making is assur. But if the reason why that second object is assur is not as a 
result of a person’s actions, then it cannot be used for התפסה. 
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 אָמַר רָבָא  

 תָּא שְׁמַע  

 נוֹתָר וּפִיגּוּל 

 

 

  

 
 
71 Why Do We Not Say that סתם נדרים להחמיר? 

Many of the Achronim asks that since we have a rule that   נדרים סתם 
 this should apply in our case as well. That is, since we are unsure if ,להחמיר
this person means a neder or not, we should be machmir to say that it is a 
neder.  

The Achronim answer that this rule only applies if we are unsure as to the 
person’s intent but in a case where we are not sure if the words that he said 
can be used for a neder, in this case we do not say that we are machmir. That 
is, if we have a case in which we are sure that he means a neder and the 
question is with regard to whether he said enough to make a neder, then we 
are not machmir (as in our case, if he says he wants ‘this to be like this’, and 
the ‘this’ is a korban that is now mutur, do we say that the words can still make 

a korban as we say that his words refer to the korban when it was assur or do 
we say that these words do not have the power to make a neder as the korban 
that he is referring to is now mutur and in order for ה סָׁ  to work, the הַתְּפָׁ
ה סָׁ  .(has to be in an object that is now assur הַתְּפָׁ

The difference between the two would seem to be that if we are not sure 
as to the person’s intent, we say that when a typical person says words that 
seem to be a neder, we assume that he means a neder. That is, the rule of 

ם נדרים להחמירסת  is a rule in how people act. That typically when a person 
says words that could be a neder, we assume that he does mean a neder. 
However, if the sofek is if these words could be used for a neder, this sofek is 
not different than any other sofek and as such we are maykil (  ויש להאריך הרבה
 .(בזה, ואכמ''ל
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Nedarim 12a 
  

 The Proof from –  בְּ עִיקָּרוֹ קָא מַתְפֵּיס אוֹ בְּהֶיתֵּרָא קָא מַתְפֵּיס

Pigul and Nossar and the Rule that One Can Only be  מַתְפֵּיס  

with Something that Became Assur As a Result of a Neder 

בְּעִיקָרוֹ קָא מַתְפֵּיס 

פֵּיסמַתְ 

מַתְפֵּיס

יסמַתְפֵּ 

 

  וְהָא נוֹתָר וּפִיגּוּל  

 לְאַחַר זְרִיקַת דָּמִים הוּא 

מַתְפֵּיס

מַתְפֵּיס

מַתְפֵּיס

מַתְפֵּיס 

מַתְפֵּיס בְּעִיקָרוֹ

מַתְפֵּיס

מַתְפֵּיס

מַתְפֵּיס עִיקָר

 
72 Why Does the Gemara Not Bring a Proof from the Case of Pigul? 

The Ran explains that the proof of this only from the case of nossar but 
not from the case of pigul. This is for the simple reason that in the case of pigul, 
the animal never became mutur. Pigul is created when the owner of the 
korban or the Kohen have in mind to either eat it or to do one of the avodahs 

אֲמַר לֵיהּ 

   רַב הוּנָא בְּרֵיהּ דְּרַב נָתָן 

בְּנוֹתָר  

   שֶׁל עוֹלָה

מַתְפֵּיס

  אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

  אִם כֵּן  

 לִיתְנֵי בִּבְשַׂר עוֹלָה 

יסמַתְפֵּ 

מַתְפֵּיס

הַתְּפָסָה 

הַתְּפָסָה

הַתְּפָסָה

הַתְּפָסָה

הַתְּפָסָה

 

 לָא מִיבַּעְיָא קָאָמַר  

 

 לָא מִיבַּעְיָא  

 בְּשַׂר עוֹלָה  

   דְּאָסוּר

 דְּהָא בְּקׇרְבָּן קָא מַתְפֵּיס 

  נוֹתָר

 וּפִיגּוּל  

 דְּעוֹלָה  

  אִיצְטְרִיכָא

after the proper time. Therefore, when the Kohen does the zerika, the korban 
does not become mutur as the korban is already pigul. Therefore, the original 
neder that this person made stays, and if so, even if you hold that the person 
is  מַתְפֵיס with the way the korban is now, the neder is still valid.  
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  סָלְקָא דַּעְתָּךְ אָמֵינָא 

 כְּאִיסּוּר 

  נוֹתָר  

  כְּאִיסּוּר פִּיגּוּל  

  וְהָוֵה לֵיהּ  

 כְּמַתְפֵּיס 

  בְּדָבָר הָאָסוּר  

  וְלָא מִיתְּסַר  

  קָא מַשְׁמַע לַן 

מַתְפֵּיס

מַתְפֵּיס 

מַתְפֵּיס

מַתְפֵּיס

 

 The Proof from – בְּעִיקָּרוֹ קָא מַתְפֵּיס אוֹ בְּהֶיתֵּרָא קָא מַתְפֵּיס

Being מַתְפֵּיס with the Day that One’s Father Died 

   73מֵיתִיבִי

 אֵיזֶהוּ אִיסָּר  

  הָאָמוּר בְּתוֹרָה  

 אָמַר  

  הֲרֵינִי שֶׁלּאֹ אוֹכַל בָּשָׂר  

  וְשֶׁלּאֹ אֶשְׁתֶּה יַיִן  

  כַּיּוֹם שֶׁמֵּת בּוֹ אָבִיו  

  כַּיּוֹם שֶׁמֵּת בּוֹ רַבּוֹ  

 כַּיּוֹם 

 שֶׁנֶּהֱרַג בּוֹ גְּדַלְיָה בֶּן אֲחִיקָם  

 
73 Why is the Term מֵיתִיבֵי used and Not ת''ש? 

Typically, when the Gemara wants to bring a proof to a question, the 
Gemara will say  ת''ש and not  מֵיתִיבֵי. If so, why is the term  מֵיתִיבֵי being used if 
the Gemara is not asking a question but rather the Gemara is just trying to 
bring a proof to its question? The Rosh brings that there are those who have 
the girsa of ת''ש. He explains that even if the girsa says מֵיתִיבֵי, this is because 
we are asking on R' Huna the son of R' Nachman. Rava wanted to prove that 
מַתְפֵיס  א  קָׁ רוֹ   and R' Huna the son of R' Nachman said that there is no ,בְעִיקָׁ
proof from the Mishna and as such one does not have a proof that   א רוֹ קָׁ בְעִיקָׁ

 כַּיּוֹם שֶׁרָאִיתִי  

  יְרוּשָׁלַיִם בְּחוּרְבָּנָהּ  

 

  וְאָמַר שְׁמוּאֵל  

 וְהוּא  

  שֶׁנָּדוּר בְּאוֹתוֹ הַיּוֹם

הַתְּפָּסָה מַתְפֵּיס

פֵּיסמַתְ 

מַתְפֵּיס

מַתְפֵּיס 

מַתְפֵּיס

מַתְפֵּיס 

  הֵיכִי דָּמֵי  

  לָאו כְּגוֹן  

 דְּקָאֵי  

  בְּחַד בְּשַׁבָּא  

  דְּמִית בֵּיהּ אֲבוּהּ  

 And on this, the Gemara asks that seemingly we do have a proof (from .מַתְפֵיס 
a different Baraisa) to say that  א מַתְפֵיס רוֹ קָׁ   .בְעִיקָׁ

There are those who answer that although it is true that typically the term 
 מֵיתִיבֵי would have been used, in our meshecta it is different, and the term ת''ש
is used instead of ת''ש (and this would be another example of   נדרים לשון 
 .(משונה הוא
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  וְאַף עַל גַּב  

 דְּאִיכָּא טוּבָא חַד בְּשַׁבָּא  

  דְּהֶיתֵּרָא  

  וְקָתָנֵי אָסוּר  

  שְׁמַע מִינַּהּ  

 בְּעִיקָּר הוּא מַתְפֵּיס 

 
74 The First Sunday of Nissan or a Particular Date on the Calendar? 

From the Ran it seems that the case of the Gemara is one in which the 
person made a neder not to eat meat or drink wine on the first Sunday of 
Nissan, as this person’s father had died on the first Sunday of Nissan. Tosefos 
however learns the Gemara to mean that the person is making a neder on the 
date of the calendar that his father died. This is more understandable as we 
commemorate a yahrzeit on the date the person died and we do not consider 
the day of the week,  עי' שם היטב בשיטת הר''ן. 

 
Why Does the Gemara Not Simply Say that the Man Said Like the Day His 
Father Died? 

All the Baraisa said that was that this person made a neder by saying   כַּיּוֹם
בִיו   If so, why are setting up the case by saying that the person said .שֶׁמֵת בוֹ אָׁ
that this day should be like the first Sunday in Nissan and then we say that he 
is referring to the first Sunday in Nissan on which his father had died? Why do 
we not just say that this is the simple case in which he says that it should be 
like the day that my father died (i.e., he had fasted on the die his father died 
and now he is saying that today should be like the day his father died)? 

The Ran answers that the Baraisa understood that this could not be the 
case of the Baraisa, because if it were, there would be no chiddush that it 
works. If a person says that he wants this day to be like the day that his father 
had died, then it would be obvious that this neder would work, Therefore, the 

מַתְפֵּיס

מַתְפֵּיס 

  דִּשְׁמוּאֵל הָכִי אִיתְּמַר 

  אָמַר שְׁמוּאֵל  

 וְהוּא שֶׁנָּדוּר  

 וּבָא מֵאוֹתוֹ הַיּוֹם  

 וְאֵילָךְ

בְּעִיקָר  

הוּא מַתְפֵּיס 

 

 The Proof from – בְּ עִיקָּרוֹ קָא מַתְפֵּיס אוֹ בְּהֶיתֵּרָא קָא מַתְפֵּיס

Being מַתְפֵּיס with the  תְּרוּמַת לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה 

  אָמַר רָבִינָא 

  תָּא שְׁמַע  

 כְּחַלַּת  

 אַהֲרֹן  

 וְכִתְרוּמָתוֹ  

 מוּתָּר  

Gemara understood that the Baraisa must be referring to another case and 
the Gemara has to figure out what exactly the case is. 

 
75 The Chiddush of the Baraisa According to the Gemara’s New Explanation 

The one question that has to be answered is what is the chiddush of this 
Baraisa? If there had never been a year in which this person had not made a 
neder, why should this התפסה not work? He is clearly being  מַתְפֵיס with 
something that was assur with a neder, and if so there seems to be no reason 
it should not work?  

The Ran brings that the Gemara in Shevuos that asks this very question 
and answers that the chiddush is in the case in which he says that this day 
should be assur like the day that Gedaliah died. And the chiddush of this case 
is that even though this day is already assur M’Drabbanan, it is still considered 
being  מַתְפֵיס in something that is assur through his neder.  

The Ran continues and says that the chiddush is with regard to this that 
this case is not similar to being  מַתְפֵיס with a korban. A korban is assur to 
everyone and one could have thought that this is how one has to be  מַתְפֵיס 
with something that is assur, i.e., the thing that you are being  מַתְפֵיס with has 
to be assur to everyone. The Baraisa teaches us otherwise. That although this 
issur is only relevant to himself, he can still be  מַתְפֵיס with it. 
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הַתְּפָסָה בְּדָבָר 

הַנָדוּר וְלאֹ בְּדָבָר הַאָסוּר

הַתְּפָסָה

 הָא  

 כִּתְרוּמַת  

 לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה  

 אָסוּר

תְּרוּמַת לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה

תוֹדָה לַחְמֵי  תְּרוּמַת 

 
 

 

  

 
76 Why Are Challah and Terumah Considered Things that Are Assur from the 
Torah? 

The Gemara assumes that challah and terumah are both things that the 
Torah made assur and not the person’s neder. But why? The only reason this 
became challah or terumah is as a result of the person’s making it as such. If 
so, they would seem to be the classic example of something that is a ר הַנָׁדוּר בָׁ  דָׁ
and not a סוּר ר הַאָׁ בָׁ   ?דָׁ

The Ran answers that since the issur to eat challah or terumah does not 
apply to everyone (Kohanim are allowed to eat them), they are therefore 

considered as a סוּר הַאָׁ ר  בָׁ  This is true because when the person made it .דָׁ
challah or terumah, he did not have in mind that this should not apply to 
certain people, and yet it does. As such, the understanding of what happened 
is that at first the person made it challah or terumah. And once this happened, 
it is the Torah that made them assur. If so, the issur that is upon them comes 
from the Torah and not the person, and this is why they cannot be used to 
make a neder. 







TALMID BAVLI – GEVURAS AKIVA 
 

Nedarim 12b 

 הָא  

 תְּרוּמַת לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה  

 לְאַחַר זְרִיקַת דָּמִים הִיא 

תְּרוּמַת לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה 

מַתְפֵּיס 

מַתְפֵּיס  תוֹדָה תְּרוּ לַחְמֵי  מַת 

תוֹדָה לַחְמֵי 

מַתְפֵּיס

הַתְּפָּסָה הַתְּפָּסָה

מַתְפֵּיס  בְּעִיקָרוֹ  

קָא מַתְפֵּיס לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה

בְּעִיקָרוֹ קָא מַתְפֵּיס מַתְפֵּיס

מַתְפֵּיס

בְּעִיקָרוֹ קָא  

מַתְפֵּיס

י תוֹדָהתְּרוּמַת לַחְמֵ 

   אֵימָא  

 כִּתְרוּמַת  

 הַלִּשְׁכָּה  

 אָסוּר

ת הַלִּשְׁכָהכִתְרוּמַ 

הַתְּפָסָה

הַתְּפָסָה 

מַתְפֵּיס בְּדָבָר הַנָדוּר 

הַתְּפָסָה מַתְפֵּיס כִתְרוּמַת הַלִּשְׁכָה

לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה   בְּתְּרוּמַת  מַתְפֵּיס 

מַתְפֵּיס לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה

הַתְּפָסָה  יתֵּרָ  א קָא מַתְפֵּיסבְּהֶׁ

בְּעִיקָרוֹ קָא מַתְפֵּיס

 אֲבָל  

 תְּרוּמַת  

 לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה  

 מַאי  

 מוּתָּר  

 לִיתְנֵי 

לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה  

 וְכׇל שֶׁכֵּן  

 תְּרוּמָתוֹ  

מַתְפֵּיס בְּתְּרוּמַת לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה

מַתְפֵּיס בְּתְּרוּמַת לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה

הַתְּפָסָה קָ  יתֵּרָא  מַתְפֵּיסבְּהֶׁ א 

הַתְּפָסָה

מַתְפֵּיס הַתְּפָּסָה

מַתְפֵּיס בְּתְּרוּמַת לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה

הַתְּפָּסָה בְּתְּרוּמַת לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה

מַתְפֵּיס

תְּרוּמַת לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה

מַתְפֵּיס

מַתְפֵּיס 
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הַתְּפָסָה

מַתְפֵּיס  

בְּתְּרוּמַת לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה הַתְּפָסָה

 הָא קָא מַשְׁמַע לַן  

 תְּרוּמַת לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה  

 תְּרוּמָתוֹ הִיא 

פָסָה הַתְּ 

מַתְפֵּיס

תוֹדָה לַחְמֵי  בְּתְּרוּמַת  מַתְפֵּיס 

בְּתְּרוּמַת לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה  תְּרוּמָתוֹ

הַתְּפָּסָה תְּרוּמַת  

לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה

When Can the  לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה  Be Separated for the Kohen? Only 

After the Bread has been Baked and the Zerika Has Been 

Done or Can it be Separated Even While the Dough is 

Being Kneaded? 

מַתְפֵּיס

הַתְּפָסָה 

מַתְפֵּיס    

תוֹדָה לַחְמֵי  בְּתְּרוּמַת  הַתְּפָסָה 

תוֹדָה לַחְמֵי 

מַתְפֵּיס

מַתְפֵּיס

הַתְּפָסָה

בְּעִיקָרוֹ קָא מַתְפֵּיס

לַחְמֵי  

תוֹדָה

 וְאִי בָּעֵית אֵימָא  

 תְּרוּמַת לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה  

 נָמֵי קוֹדֶם  

 זְרִיקַת דָּמִים הוּא  

 כְּגוֹן  

 דְּאַפְרְשִׁינְהוּ  

 בְּלֵישָׁה 

תוֹדָה לַחְמֵי 

מַתְפֵּיס בְּתְּרוּמַת לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה

הַתְּפָסָה בְּעִיקָרוֹ  

מַתְפֵּיס קָא  הַתְּפָסָה

לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה

לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה

הַתְּפָסָה

לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה 

 וְכִי הָא דְּאָמַר  

 רַב טוֹבִי בַּר קִיסְנָא  

 אָמַר שְׁמוּאֵל  

   לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה

 שֶׁאֲפָאָן  

 בְּאַרְבַּע חַלּוֹת  

 יָצָא 

לַחְמֵי תוֹדָה

 

 יב אַרְבָּעִים  וְהָכְתִ 

 לְמִצְוָה 
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If so, the Gemara is bothered by how there could be a 
machlokes if one can be מַתְפֵּיס with it or not? If his neder took 
place before the zerika, the הַתְּפָסָה should work, and if it took 
place afterwards it should not work. (The Gemara later on will 
discuss why the bechor is considered a דוּרªַָדָבָר ה if it is kadosh 

from birth without the need of the person to say that it should 
be a korban.) 

The Gemara answers: 
  Rather is it not (referring to)  אֶלָּא לָאו 
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מַתְפֵּיס

הַתְּפָסָה

דָבָר הַנָדוּר

 אֶלָּא לָאו 
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Nedarim 13a 

question יתֵּרָא קָא מַתְפֵּיס  בְּעִיקָרוֹ קָא מַתְפֵּיס אוֹ בְּהֶׁ

Mishna

מַתְפֵּיס

 דְּמַחֵית  

 בְּשַׂר בְּכוֹר  

וּמַחֵית בָּשָׂר דְּהַאיְךְ גַּבֵּיהּ  

 וְאָמַר  

 ה כָּזֶה  זֶ 

 וְתַנָּאֵי הִיא 

הַתְּפָסָה  בְּעִיקָרוֹ קָא מַתְפֵּיס אוֹ 

יתֵּרָא קָא מַתְפֵּיס  בְּהֶׁ

רעִיקָ 

The Different Reasons Why One Could or Could Not Use a 

Bechor to be מַתְפֵּיס with – Is a Bechor Considered a   דָבָר

 ?דָבָר הָאָסוּר or a  הַנָּדוּר

הַתְּפָסָה בְּעִיקָרוֹ  

יתֵּרָא קָא מַתְפֵּיס  קָא מַתְפֵּיס אוֹ בְּהֶׁ

 לָא  

 דְּכוּלֵּי עָלְמָא  

 לִפְנֵי 

 זְרִיקַת דָּמִים  

 וּמַאי טַעְמָא  

 דְמַאן  

 דְּשָׁרֵי  

 אָמַר קְרָא  

 כִּי יִדֹּר  

 עַד שֶׁיִּדּוֹר  

 בְּדָבָר  

 הַנָּדוּר  

 לְאַפּוֹקֵי  

 בְּכוֹר  

 דְּדָבָר  

 הָאָסוּר הוּא 

מַתְפֵּיס

דָבָר הַנָּדוּר  דָבָר הָאָסוּר  דָבָר  

הַנָּדוּר 

הָאָסוּר דָבָר 

מַתְפֵּיס

 וּמַאן  

 דְּאָסַר  

 אָמַר קְרָא  

 לַה'  

 לְרַבּוֹת דָּבָר  

 הָאָסוּר 

הַתְּפָסָה 

לַה'

דָבָר הַנָּדוּר 

הַתְּפָסָה

 וּמַאן  

דְּשָׁרֵי  

 לַה'  

 מַאי עָבֵיד לֵיהּ  

 מִיבְּעֵי לֵיהּ  

 לְמַתְפִּיס  
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 בְּחַטָּאת  

 וְאָשָׁם 

דָבָר הַנָּדוּר  

דָבָר הַנָּדוּר 

 וּמָה רָאִיתָ  

 לְרַבּוֹת חַטָּאת וְאָשָׁם  

 יא אֶת הַבְּכוֹר  וּלְהוֹצִ 

דָבָר הַנָּדוּר

 מְרַבֶּה אֲנִי חַטָּאת וְאָשָׁם  

 שֶׁהוּא מַתְפִּיס בְּנֶדֶר  

 וּמוֹצִיא אֲנִי אֶת הַבְּכוֹר  

 שֶׁהוּא קָדוֹשׁ  

 מִמְּעֵי אִמּוֹ 

הַנָּדוּר דָבָר 

דָבָר הָאָסוּר

 וּמַאן  

 דְּאָסַר  

 בְּכוֹר נָמֵי  

 תְפִּיסוֹ בְּנֶדֶר הוּא  מַ 

 דְּתַנְיָא 

 מִשּׁוּם רַבִּי  

 אָמְרוּ  

 מִנַּיִן 

 לְנוֹלַד בְּכוֹר  

 בְּתוֹךְ בֵּיתוֹ  

 שֶׁמִּצְוָה  

 לְהַקְדִּישׁוֹ  

 שֶׁנֶּאֱמַר  

 הַזָּכָר תַּקְדִּישׁ 

 וּמַאן  

 דְּשָׁרֵי  

 כִּי לָא מַקְדֵּישׁ לֵיהּ  

 מִי לָא מִיקַּדֵּישׁ 

לַה'

דָבָר הַנָּדוּר 

דָבָר הַנָּדוּר הַתְּפָסָה

דָבָר הַנָּדוּר

הַנָּדוּר  דָבָר 

מַתְפֵּיס קָא  יתֵּרָא  בְּהֶׁ מַתְפֵּיס אוֹ  קָא  בְּעִיקָרוֹ 

דָבָר הַנָּדוּר דָבָר הָאָסוּר

אוֹ   מַתְפֵּיס  קָא  בְּעִיקָרוֹ 

יתֵּרָא קָא מַתְפֵּיס  בְּהֶׁ

ועי' במה שכתב הר''ן בשם הרמב''ן 
 

Using a Korban for הַתְּפָסָה – The Difference Between 

Saying  לָא לְאִימְּרָא and  לְאִימְּרָא According to R' Meir 

כְּאִימְּרָא  

  כַּדִּירִים

הַתְּפָסָה

הַתְּפָסָה

הַתְּפָסָה





TALMID BAVLI – GEVURAS AKIVA 
 

הַתְּפָסָה

 תָּנָא  

 אִימְּרָא  

 לְאִימְּרָא כְּאִימְּרָא  

 דִּירִים 

 לַדִּירִים כַּדִּירִים 

 עֵצִים לָעֵצִים 

 כָּעֵצִים 

 ים לָאִישִּׁים אִישִּׁ 

 כָּאִישִּׁים 

 מִזְבֵּחַ  

 לַמִּזְבֵּחַ  

 כַּמִּזְבֵּחַ  

 הֵיכָל  

   ללַהֵיכָל כַּהֵיכָ 

 יְרוּשָׁלַיִם 

 לִירוּשָׁלַיִם 

 כִּירוּשָׁלַיִם  

 כּוּלָּן  

 שֶׁאוֹכַל לָךְ  

 אָסוּר  

לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

 מוּתָּר 

 

 מַאן שָׁמְעִינַן לֵיהּ  

 
77 Why Does the Gemara Assume that this is the Shita of R' Meir? 

The Rosh explains that although we never find that R' Meir actually said 
that there is no difference between these three expressions, it is assumed that 
he is the one that holds this way. This is because we find that the one who 

 דְּלָא שָׁנֵי לֵיהּ  

 אִימְּרָא  

 לְאִימְּרָא כְּאִימְּרָא  

 77רַבִּי מֵאִיר הִיא 

 אֵימָא סֵיפָא  

 וְכוּלָּן  

לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

 מוּתָּר  

 וְהָתְנַן  

 לַקָּרְבָּן  

 לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

 רַבִּי מֵאִיר אוֹסֵר  

 וְאָמַר רַבִּי אַבָּא  

 נַעֲשָׂה  

 כְּאוֹמֵר  

 לְקָרְבָּן יְהֵא  

 לְפִיכָךְ  

 לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ 

 לָא קַשְׁיָא  

 הָא  

 דְּאָמַר לָא לְאִימְּרָא  

 הָא 

 דְּאָמַר לְאִימְּרָא 

does differentiate between these expressions is R' Yehuda, and the one who 
typically argues on R' Yehuda is R' Meir. Therefore, in this case as well, we as 
assume that it is R' Meir who holds not like R' Yehuda. 
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  משנה

 

Does One Need to Say כְּקָרְבָּן עוֹלָה  'וכו or is it Good Enough 

to just say קׇרְבָּן עוֹלָה 'וכו  – The Machlokes Tanna Kamma 

(R' Meir) and R' Yehuda 

הַתְּפָסָה 

 הָאוֹמֵר  

 קׇרְבָּן עוֹלָה  

 מִנְחָה חַטָּאת  

 תּוֹדָה שְׁלָמִים 

   שֶׁאֲנִי  

   אוֹכֵל לָךְ  

  אָסוּר  

   רַבִּי יְהוּדָה מַתִּיר  

הַתְּפָסָה

כ

הַתְּפָסָה

הַתְּפָסָה 

כ

 

The Three Different Possible Ways of Being מַתְפֵּיס   

According to R' Meir 

 הַקׇּרְבָּן  

 כַּקׇּרְבָּן  

 קׇרְבָּן  

שֶׁאוֹכַל לָךְ  

 אָסוּר  

ל

 

   לַקׇּרְבָּן  
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   לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ 

   רַבִּי מֵאִיר אוֹסֵר 

הַתְּפָסָה 

ההַתְּפָסָ 

הַתְּפָסָה  

 

 
78 What Difference Does it Make if the Mishna is R' Meir or not? 

The Ran points out that even if the Mishna would not be R' Meir, the 
Mishna would still be hard to understand as the Mishna seems to contradict 

  גמרא

 

The Difference Between Saying  הָא קׇרְבָּן  and saying 

  הַקׇּרְבָּן 

 קָתָנֵי  

 קׇרְבָּן  

 הַקׇּרְבָּן  

 כַּקׇּרְבָּן  

 שֶׁאוֹכַל לָךְ  

 אָסוּר  

  סְתָמָא תְּנָא  

 כְּרַבִּי מֵאִיר 

   דְּלָא שָׁנֵי לֵיהּ  

   בֵּין אִימְּרָא  

 לְאִימְּרָא

 אִי רַבִּי מֵאִיר]

 הָא[  

 דְּקָתָנֵי  

 הַקׇּרְבָּן  

 שֶׁאוֹכַל לָךְ  

 אָסוּר  

 וְהָתַנְיָא  

 מוֹדִים חֲכָמִים  

לְרַבִּי יְהוּדָה  

   

 בְּאוֹמֵר  

 הָא קׇרְבָּן  

 וְהָא עוֹלָה  

itself. The Ran says that this is true and the Gemara is just telling us a fact that 
this Mishna is R' Meir. 
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 וְהָא מִנְחָה  

 וְהָא חַטָּאת  

 שֶׁאוֹכַל לָךְ  

 שֶׁמּוּתָּר  

 שֶׁלּאֹ נָדַר זֶה  

 אֶלָּא בְּחַיֵּי קׇרְבָּן 

כ

הָא קׇרְבָּן

הָא

קׇרְבָּןהַ 

הַקׇרְבָּן

קׇרְבָּן הָא 
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Nedarim 13b 

 לָא קַשְׁיָא  

 הָא  

 דְּאָמַר הָא קׇרְבָּן 

 וְהָא  

 דְּאָמַר הַקׇּרְבָּן  

מַאי טַעְמָא  

חַיֵּי קׇרְבָּן קָאָמַר 

הנֵה

הַקׇרְבָּן הָא קׇרְבָּן

 

The Meaning of the Word “La’korban According to R' 

Meir 

 קָתָנֵי  

 לַקׇּרְבָּן  

 לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

 רַבִּי מֵאִיר אוֹסֵר  

 וְהָא לֵית לֵיהּ לְרַבִּי מֵאִיר  

 מִכְּלָל לָאו  

 אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן  
 

מִכְלָל  

לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן

מִכְלָל לָאו  

אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן

 אָמַר רַבִּי אַבָּא

נַעֲשָׂה  

כְּאוֹמֵר לְקׇרְבָּן יְהֵא  

לְפִיכָךְ לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ

לקרבן

ל

ל

 

  שנהמ

 הָאוֹמֵר לַחֲבֵירוֹ  

 קוֹנָם 

 פִּי מְדַבֵּר עִמָּךְ  

 יָדִי 

 עוֹשָׂה עִמָּךְ  

 רַגְלִי 

 מְהַלֶּכֶת עִמָּךְ  

 אָסוּר
 

  גמרא

 

The Difference Between Shevuos and Nedarim – The 

Difference Between One Saying that He Will Not Talk and 

One Making His Mouth Assur to Speak 

קוֹנָם פִּי מְדַבֵּר  

עִמָךְ

 רְמִינְהוּ  וּ
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 חוֹמֶר  

 בַּשְּׁבוּעוֹת  

 מִבַּנְּדָרִים

 וּבַנְּדָרִים 

 מִבַּשְּׁבוּעוֹת  

 חוֹמֶר בַּנְּדָרִים  

 הַנְּדָרִים חָלִים  שֶׁ 

 עַל הַמִּצְוָה  

 כְּבָרְשׁוּת  

 מַה שֶּׁאֵין כֵּן  

 בַּשְּׁבוּעוֹת  

כי כבר מושבע ועומד מהר סיני 

 וְחוֹמֶר בַּשְּׁבוּעוֹת  

 שֶׁהַשְּׁבוּעוֹת  

 חָלוֹת עַל דָּבָר  

 שֶׁיֵּשׁ בּוֹ מַמָּשׁ  

 וְשֶׁאֵין בּוֹ  

 מַמָּשׁ  

 מַה שֶּׁאֵין כֵּן  

 בַּנְּדָרִים

מַמָשׁ בּוֹ  אֵין  ְשֶׁׁ

 אָמַר רַב יְהוּדָה  

 בְּאוֹמֵר  

 יֵאָסֵר 

 פִּי לְדִיבּוּרִי  

 יָדַי לְמַעֲשֵׂיהֶם  

 רַגְלַי לְהִילּוּכָן  

 דַּיְקָא נָמֵי  

 דְּקָתָנֵי  

 פִּי מְדַבֵּר עִמָּךְ  

 וְלָא קָתָנֵי  

 שֶׁאֲנִי מְדַבֵּר עִמָּךְ 

 

 הַדְרָן עֲלָךְ כׇּל כִּנּוּיֵי 
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