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להגדיל תורה ואדירה



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.  

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 it might have. That being said, with the 

proper funding we do hope to reedit and republish this meshecta in the future. 

 





Nedarim Perek Bais – 13b 

  

  משªה
 

The Rule that הַתְּפָסָה   Only Works with a  דָבָר הַנָּדוּר and 

Not a דָבָר הָאָסוּר and the Various Examples of this Rule 

 
As we learned in the last perek, when using הַתְּפָסָה to make 

a neder, it must be done with a דָבָר הַנָּדוּר (something a person 
made assur through a neder) and not a דָבָר הָאָסוּר (something 
the Torah made assur). The Mishna will now list various 
examples of being  מַתְפֵּיס with a  דָבָר הָאָסוּר, and as a result, the 
neder will not be effective, and the item that the person is 
making the neder on will remain mutur. 

  And these (cases) are mutur  וְאֵלּוּ מוּתָּרִין  
 Chullin“ (One who says)  חוּלִּין 

  Íָ1  שֶׁאוֹכַל ל”yoursI will eat of  

 ”it should be like the meat of a pig“ (or)  כִּבְשַׂר חֲזִיר  
 ”like avodah zora“ (or)  כַּעֲבוֹדָה זָרָה  

 like heart-skins (used for avodah zorah)“ (or)  כְּעוֹרוֹת לְבוּבִין  
 ”or “like nevaylos  כªְִּבֵילוֹת  
 ”like trayfos“ (or)  וּטְרֵיפוֹת  

 ”like shekatzim and remasim“ (or)  מָשִׂים  כִּשְׁקָצִים וּרְ 
 ”like the challos of Ahron“ (or)  כְּחַלַּת אַהֲרֹן  

 like his terumah (or)  וְכִתְרוּמָתוֹ  
  mutur (all of these cases are)  מוּתָּר 

All of these cases are cases in which the person was  מַתְפֵּיס  
in a דָבָר הַאָסוּר, and as such, the  הַתְּפָסָה is not effective. See the 
footnote where each of these cases are explained.2 
 

The Unique Halacha of Being מַתְפֵּיס with One’s Mother 

The Mishna continues: 
 One who says to his wife  הָאוֹמֵר לְאִשְׁתּוֹ  

 ”You are to me like (my) mother“  הֲרֵי אַתְּ עָלַי כְּאִימָּא  
  ’we open for him‘  פּוֹתְחִין לוֹ  

 
1 Why is the Case of Saying “Chullin I Will Eat of Yours” Listed in the Mishna? 

The Gemara will explain why this case is listed in the Mishna even though 
it seems obvious that this is not a neder (after all, he is being מַתְפֵּיס in 
something that is mutur). 
 
2 The Cases of the Mishna 

 There were certain people who would cut holes in the chest – כְּ עוֹרוֹת לְבוּבִין
of a live animal, and though these holes they would  remove the animal’s heart 
and offer it to their avodah zorah.  

 A nevila is an animal that died without being schected. A – טְרֵיפוֹת נְ בֵילוֹתּ
terefah is an animal that has a mum (physical defect) that will cause it to die 
(that is, even if this animal was schected properly, if it has this mum, it would 
still be assur). 

  ’with a ‘pesach  פֶּתַח  

 from a different place  מִמָּקוֹם אַחֵר  
 ֹ  so that he should not be lightheaded  א יָקֵל ראֹשׁוֹ  שֶׁלּ

Íָלְכ   in this regard  
This person is saying that the same way that his mother is 

assur to him, so too his wife should be assur as well. This is 
another case of being מַתְפֵּיס in a  דָבָר הָאָסוּר, and as such, the 
 .will not be effective הַתְּפָסָה

However, although min HaTorah this neder is not effective, 
the Chachamim made a gezayra and said that we have to act as 
if it is, and therefore this person’s wife will be assur until he goes 
to a Chacham and the Chacham permits it.  

A Chacham permits a neder by finding a pesach -  an 
opening. He asks the person if he would have made the neder 
if he would have known then what he knows now. If the person 
says that indeed, if he would have known that such and such 
would be true, he would not have made the neder, the Chacham 
can permit the neder. This is known as a pesach. An ‘opening’ 
to say that the neder is allowed on the basis that the neder was 
made under false pretense, i.e., the person did not have all the 
facts at the time the neder was made. 

In this case as well, the Chachamim said that the neder is in 
effect until the Chacham can find a pesach for him. This is done 
in order to make sure that this person does not take nedarim 
lightly. The Chachamim were afraid that if they would declare 
this person’s neder to be void, this would cause the person not 
to take nedarim seriously, therefore, to alleviate this concern, 
they said that even this neder needs a pesach to be mutur. 

However, although the Chacham can be matir the neder 
with a pesach, the Mishna says that the pesach must come from 
another place, i.e., the regret that he has cannot be the very 
making of the neder itself. That is, the regret cannot be simply  
that he did not know that using one’s parents for  הַתְּפָסָה is 
disrespectful, and if he would have known this he would not 
have made this neder. Rather, they must find a different pesach 
in order to make this neder mutur (i.e., they must find a 
different reason to say that if this person would have known ‘the 
entire picture’, he would not have made the neder).3 

וּרְמָשִׂים    Shekatzim and remasim are loosely translated as -שְׁקָצִים 
disgusting, creeping creatures. These animals (bugs/insects) are assur to eat. 

 Challos Ahron refer to the challah that is taken off from – חַלַּת אַהֲרֹן וְתְרוּמָתוֹ
dough and given to the Kohen. His terumah refers to the terumah that must 
be given to a Kohen. 
 
3 The Chiddush of Our Mishna that One Cannot Use the Honor of His Parents 
as a Pesach? Why Does the Mishna Specifically Pick the Case in which the 
Person Uses His Mother to be  מַתְפֵּיס  with? 
The Ran (in the name of the Rashba) explains that in reality if this person would 
use any דָבָר הָאָסוּר to assur his wife, although the הַתְּפָסָה would not work, he 
would still need a pesach in order to be matir the neder.  
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different reason to say that if this person would have known ‘the 
entire picture’, he would not have made the neder).3 

 

  גמרא
 

The Author of the Mishna – Two Ways to Understand 

Why the Mishna Had to List the Case of  Íָחוּלִּין שֶׁאוֹכַל ל 

The Gemara starts by making the following diyuk 
(implication): 

 The reason (why the first case of the Mishna is mutur)  טַעְמָא  
 he said (is because)  דְּאָמַר  

  Íָחוּלִּין שֶׁאוֹכַל ל  “Chullin that I will eat from yours” 
 but if he would have said  הָא אָמַר  

  La’chullin“  לַחוּלִּין 

  Íָשֶׁאוֹכַל ל  that I will eat from yours” 
 this would imply  מַשְׁמַע  

 that it should not be chullin  לָא לְחוּלִּין לֶיהֱוֵי  

 but rather (it should be) a korban (and thereforeאֶלָּא קׇרְבָּן 
assur)  

The implication of the  Mishna is that the reason the neder 
is not effective is because he said it should be chullin. But if he 
would have said that it should be ‘La’chullin’, this would imply 
that he is saying that it should not be chullin but rather a korban 
(as “La” could mean not), and it would be assur. In other words, 
the Mishna is implying that if he would have said “La’chullin” 
it would be assur because of the rule of  מִכְּלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן. 

But on this the Gemara asks: 
  Who is the author of the Mishna  מַנִּי מַתªְִיתִין  
 if it is R' Meir  אִי רַבִּי מֵאִיר  
 but he doesn’t have  הָא לֵית לֵיהּ  

  that from the implication of (the rule)  מִכְּלָל
 
 
 

  

  

 
3 The Chiddush of Our Mishna that One Cannot Use the Honor of His Parents 
as a Pesach? Why Does the Mishna Specifically Pick the Case in which the 
Person Uses His Mother to be  מַתְפֵּיס  with? 
The Ran (in the name of the Rashba) explains that in reality if this person would 
use any דָבָר הָאָסוּר to assur his wife, although the הַתְּפָסָה would not work, he 
would still need a pesach in order to be matir the neder.  

However, the reason that the Mishna picked the case of being מַתְפֵּיס with 
his mother is in order to teach the chiddush that one cannot use his parents’ 
honor as a pesach. That is, although later on (64a) the Mishna will tell us that 
one cannot use the honor of his parents as a pesach, the Mishna still needed 
to teach us this halacha with regard to our case.  

In the Mishna later on, the neder that they are trying to find a pesach for 
is a bonified neder, and as such, one could have thought that this is why this 
type of pesach does not work. In our case, however, the neder is not a good 
neder, and it is only the Chachamim who say that you must treat it as a real 
neder. Therefore, one might have thought that in this case this would be 
considered a good  enough pesach, and that is why the Mishna needed to tell 
us otherwise. 

 
Why Does Only the Person Who Assurs His Wife with a הָאָסוּר  Need a דָבָר 
Pesach and Not Any Other Person Who Uses a דָבָר הָאָסוּר to be מַתְפֵּיס with? 
 
Our Mishna told us about many cases in which a person uses a דָבָר הָאָסוּר in 
order to be מַתְפֵּיס with. And yet,  it is only in the case that one uses his mother 
for הַתְּפָסָה, does the Mishna say that he needs a Pesach. But why? Why are we 
only concerned that in this case, if we allow it to be mutur we are afraid that 
he will not take nedarim seriously, and as such, when he will be מַתְפֵּיס with a 
הַנָּדוּר  he will not go to a Chacham to be matir it and he will just מַתְפֵּיסדָבָר 
assume that it is mutur? 
The Ran explains that it is specifically the case in which one assur his wife that 
one needs a pesach despite the neder not being effective. This is because often 
a person would get upset with his wife and use nedarim as a way to get back 
at her. Therefore, in order that he should not take these types of nedarim 
lightly, we force him to get be matir his neder, even though according to the 
halachos of nedarim he would not have to. However, the other cases of making 
nedarim are not as common, and as such, there is little concern that he will 
come to this mistake. 



 

Nedarim Daf 14 

The Daf starts with the continuation of the proof that our 
Mishna cannot be the shita of R' Meir. The Mishna listed the 
case of Íָחוּלִּין שֶׁאוֹכַל ל that is mutur. The Mishna implies that 
the reason this case is mutur is because the person just said  ּלִּין  חו

Íָל לbut if he would have said Íָ שֶׁאוֹכַל   then it ,לַחוּלִּין   שֶׁאוֹכַל 
would be assur.  

The reason for this is because when he says לַחוּלִּין, this 
means it should not be chullin but rather it should be korban, 
and as such, the food will be assur. But this implication is only 
valid if you hold  מִכְּלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן. The Gemara is now in 
the middle of saying that R' Meir does not hold that one can 
make this implication, and as such, he cannot be the author of 
the Mishna. 

 From a no  לָאו  
 one can hear (imply) a yes  אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵעַ הֵן  

 but rather (is the Mishna really)  וְאֶלָּא  
 !R' Yehuda  רַבִּי יְהוּדָה  
  but this is the raysha  הַיְיªוּ רֵישָׁא 

The Mishna on Daf Yud already told us that if a person says 
Íָלַחוּלִּין שֶׁאוֹכַל ל"", the neder will be effective. The Gemara there 
explains that this is because the author of this halacha is R' 
Yehuda who holds הֵן שׁוֹמֵעַ  אַתָּה  לָאו   Therefore, if the .מִכְּלָל 
point of our Mishna saying the case of  Íָחוּלִּין שֶׁאוֹכַל ל is to teach 
us that it the person would have said Íָל שֶׁאוֹכַל  ""לַחוּלִּין 
 , it would be assur, then apparently our Mishna would 
be teaching us something that we already know. If so, we need 
an explanation of why our Mishna would tell us a case that 
seems to be unnecessary. 

The Gemara answers: 
   Since the Mishna taught  אַיְּידֵי דְּקָתªֵָי  

 like the meat“ (the case of)  כִּבְשַׂר  
  ”of a chazir  חֲזִיר 

 (like an avodah zora“ (and the case of)  כַּעֲבוֹדָה זָרָה  
 for this (reason) it taught  לְהָכִי קָתªֵָי  

  chullin (the case of saying it should be)   חוּלִּין
The Ran explains that in reality there is no intrinsic reason 

why the Tanna lists this case and we do not learn anything from 
it, however the way of the Tanna is that once he is listing cases 
in which the neder is not effective, he lists many cases in which 
they are not effective even if there is no chiddush in the case. 
Tosefos points out that now that we are saying that the point of 
the Mishna is not to make a diyuk and say that the case of   לַחוּלִּין

Íָל  would be assur, our Mishna could even be in שֶׁאוֹכַל 
accordance with R' Meir (as it could be that if the person would 
say “La’chullin, this would also not be a valid neder).  

The Gemara brings another answer as to why our Mishna 
brought the case of Íָחוּלִּין שֶׁאוֹכַל ל. 

 Ravina said  רָבִיªָא אָמַר  
 this is how it should be learned  הָכִי קָתªֵָי 

 And these are mutur“  וְאֵלּוּ מוּתָּרִין  
 be like chullin (if he says it should)  כְּחוּלִּין 

 like the meat of a pig (or)  כִּבְשַׂר חֲזִיר  
 like an avodah zora (or)  כַּעֲבוֹדָה זָרָה  

When a person says that food should be like chullin, the 
neder is obviously not effective as he compared the food to 
something that is mutur. That is, not only is this neder not 
effective M’Dorayisa, but it is not even effective M’Drabbanan, 
and the person would not need  שְׁאֵלָה (i.e., he would not need a 
Chacham to say that the neder is permissible.).  

Ravina is now answering that the reason that the Tanna said 
the case of Íָחוּלִּין שֶׁאוֹכַל ל, is to say, that just like in this case one 
does not need שְׁאֵלָה, so too when you do  הַתְּפָסָה with the meat 
of a pig or with avodah zora. And the reason the Tanna needed 
to tell us this is in order not to compare making הַתְּפָסָה with pig 
meat or avodah zora with making  הַתְּפָסָה with one’s mother. 
The sayfa of our Mishna teaches us that if one is מַתְפֵּיס with his 
mother, although M’Dorayisa the neder is not effective, the 
person still needs שְׁאֵלָה. Therefore, because we have the sayfa, 
the Tanna comes to teach us that it is specifically in that case 
that one needs שְׁאֵלָה but not in these cases. 

But on this the Gemara asks: 
 But if it would not have taught  וְאִי לָא תªְָּא  

 …”Chullin“ (the case of the person saying)  חוּלִּין 
 I would have said  הֲוָה אָמֵיªָא  

  that it needs shayla  בָּעֵי שְׁאֵלָה 
 but is there (a possibility)  וּמִי אִיכָּא  

 to think like this  לְאַסּוֹקֵי עַל דַּעְתָּא הָכִי  
 but from this that it was taught  הָא מִדְּקָתªֵָי  

 sayfa (in the)  סֵיפָא 
 one who says to this wife  הָאוֹמֵר לְאִשְׁתּוֹ  

 You are to me“  הֲרֵי אַתְּ עָלַי  
 ”like (your) mother  כְּאִימָּא  

 ’we open for him a ‘pesach  פּוֹתְחִין לוֹ פֶּתַח  
 from another place  מִמָּקוֹם אַחֵר  

 this implies  מִכְּלָל  
 that (in the cases of the) raysha  דְּרֵישָׁא  

 he does not need shayla  לָא בָּעֲיָא שְׁאֵלָה  
Ravina had answered that the reason the Tanna listed the 

case of Íָל שֶׁאוֹכַל   is to teach us that in the case of being חוּלִּין 





 

 with pig meat or avodah zora, the person does not need מַתְפֵּיס
  .But this seems unnecessary .שְׁאֵלָה

The clear implication of the Mishna is that שְׁאֵלָה is only 
needed in the sayfa and not the raysha. If so, how can we say 
that the Tanna needed to list the case of  Íָחוּלִּין שֶׁאוֹכַל ל in order 
to teach us a halacha that we already know? 

As a result of this question the Gemara answers as it did 
before, that although there is no intrinsic reason for the Tanna 
to list this case, once the Tanna lists all the other cases, the 
Tanna lists this case as well. 

 Rather it is clear  אֶלָּא מְחַוַּורְתָּא  
 (.. the case of saying chullin)  חוּלִּין 

 ’was taught ‘for not intrinsic reason  מִמֵּילָא ªַסְבַהּ 
  

The Source that One Can be מַתְפֵּיס in a   ֹדוּר וְלאªַָבְּדָבָר ה

 בְּדָבָר הַאָסוּר 

  4knowHow do we   מªְָהªֵָי מִילֵּי
 the posuk says (Bamidbar 30:3)  אָמַר קְרָא  

 A man when he will make a neder“  אִישׁ כִּי יִדֹּר ªֶדֶר  
 ”to Hashem  לַה'  

This posuk implies that the neder is not effective: 
 Until he makes a neder  עַד שֶׁיִּדּוֹר  

 with something  בְּדָבָר  
  that became assur from a neder   הַנָּדוּר 

But on this drasha the Gemara asks:  
 If so  אִי הָכִי  
 even  אֲפִילּוּ  

 with something that is (intrinsically) assur  בְּדָבָר הָאָסוּר  
 ªָ  (the hatfasa should) also (work)מֵי 

 for it is written (at the end of the posuk)  דְּהָא כְּתִיב  
 to make an issur on“  לֶאְסֹר אִסָּר  

 ”yourself (lit. your soul)  עַל ªַפְשׁוֹ  
 

If the double expression of דֶרªֶ יִדֹּר teaches that one can be 
 לֶאְסֹר אִסָּר then the double expression of ,דָבָר הªַָדוּר in a מַתְפֵּיס
should teach that one can be מַתְפֵּיס in a דָבָר הַאָסוּר. 

The Gemara answers: 
  (The double expression of)  לֶאְסֹר אִסָּר  

 is needed (to teach a different halacha)  מִבְּעֵי לֵיהּ  
 as we learned in a Baraisa  לְכִדְתªְַיָא  

 What is the issur of (hatfasa)  אֵיזֶהוּ אִיסָּר  

 
4 What the Gemara is Trying to Prove? 

The Ran explains that the Gemara is not trying to prove that being  מַתְפֵּיס 
with a הַנָדוּר דָבָר works, because for this no posuk is needed. Being מַתְפֵּיס with 
a הַנָדוּר דָבָר is not worse than a יַד, and if so, no posuk would be needed to teach 

 ' .that is said in the Torah etc   תּוֹרָה כּוּ הָאָמוּר בַּ 
 Earlier on daf yud bais, the Gemara quoted the Baraisa that 

taught us that the words לֶאְסֹר אִסָּר teach us that one can even 
be  מַתְפֵּיס in the day that one’s father died. That is, even though 
this issur (of fasting one the day this person’s father died) is only 
an issur for this particular person, it still qualifies as a  דוּרªַָדָבָר ה 
that one can be מַתְפֵּיס in.  

If so, that the words  ֶאְסֹר אִסָּרל  come to teach us this halacha, 
they cannot longer be used to teach us that one can be מַתְפֵּיס in 
a  דָבָר הַאָסוּר, and as such, we are left with the posuk that teaches 
us that one can be מַתְפֵּיס in a  דוּר וְלאֹ בְּדָבָר הַאָסוּרªַָדָבָר ה 
 . 
 

When is שְׁאֵלָה Needed for Someone Who is מַתְפֵּיס  with 

a דָבָר הַאָסוּר? 

The Mishna taught: 
 One who says to his wife  הָאוֹמֵר לְאִשְׁתּוֹ  

 ”You are to me like (my) mother“  הֲרֵי אַתְּ כְּאִימָּא כּוּ'  
The Mishna taught that if a person says that his wife should 

be like his mother, that is, the same way his mother is assur to 
him, his wife should be assur as well, this neder is not effective 
but still needs שְׁאֵלָה (in order that this person should not take 
making nedarim lightly). 

And on this the Gemara asks: 
 But there is a contradiction (from the followingוּרְמִיªְהוּ  

Baraisa) 
 You should be to me“ (If a person says to  his wife)  הֲרֵי אַתְּ עָלַי  
 like the basar (flesh) of (my) mother  כִּבְשַׂר אִימָּא  

 like the basar of my sister (or)  כִּבְשַׂר אֲחוֹתִי  
 like orlah (or)  כְּעׇרְלָה  

 like kelayim of a vineyard (or)  וּכְכִלְאֵי הַכֶּרֶם  
 (he has not said anything (in all these cases)  לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם 

In all of these cases, the person compared his wife to a   דָבָר

 and the Baraisa said that with his neder he has said הַאָסוּר 
nothing, i.e., his words accomplished nothing. But why is that? 
Our Mishna said that when one compares his wife to a  דָבָר

 .שְׁאֵלָה although the neder is not effective, it still needs ,הַאָסוּר 
If so, how could this Baraisa say that he did nothing with his 
neder? 

The Gemara gives two answers: 
 Abaya said  אָמַר אַבָּיֵי  

 he said nothing (when the Baraisa said that)  לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם  

for this. Rather what the Gemara is doing is showing from the posuk that it is 
specifically a דָבָר  הַנָדוּר works but not a בְּדָבָר הַאָסוּר. 
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 אָמַר אַבָיֵי  

 לאֹ אָמַר כְלוּם  

 מִדְאוֹרָיְיתָא  

 וְצָרִיךְ  

 שְאֵלָה מִדְרַבָנַן  

 רָבָא אָמַר  

 הָא  

 בְתַלְמִידֵי חֲכָמִים 

 הָא  

ץ   בְעַם הָאָרֶׁ
 

 וְהָתַנְיָא  

 הַנוֹדֵר  

 בַתּוֹרָה  

 לאֹ אָמַר כְלוּם  

 וְאָמַר רַבִי יוֹחָנָן  

 וְצָרִיךְ  

 שְאֵלָה לְחָכָם  

 וְאָמַר רַב נַחְמָן  

 וְתַלְמִיד חָכָם  

 אֵינוֹ צָרִיךְ שְאֵלָה 

יס מַתְפֵּ
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Nedarim 14b 

 The Various Cases of Being Making a Shevuah  

with A Sefer Torah 

  תַּנְיָא 

 הַנוֹדֵר  

  בַתּוֹרָה  

  לאֹ אָמַר כְלוּם  

 

 בְמַה  

כָתוּב בָהּ     שֶׁ

  דְבָרָיו קַיָימִין  

 

 בָהּ  

כָתוּב בָהּ     וּבְמַה שֶׁ

  דְבָרָיו קַיָימִין 

 

 

 

 

 
5 The Shita of the Raavad – הַתְּפָסָה with a Sefer Torah 

The Ran quotes the shita of the Raavad who holds that our Gemara is 
dealing with a case in which the person makes a neder by being מַתְפֵיס with a 
Sefer Torah. According to this, the point of the Gemara is the same. If he says 
that he is making a neder with the Sefer Torah, then we say the neder is not 
effective as we assume he means to be מַתְפֵיס with the parchment of the Sefer 

 

 קָתָנֵי  

 בְמַה  

כָתוּב בָהּ     שֶׁ

 דְבָרָיו  

  קַיָימִין 

 בָהּ  

כָתוּב בָהּ     וּבְמַה שֶׁ

  ימַר צְרִיךְ לְמֵ 

  אָמַר רַב נַחְמָן  

  לָא קַשְיָא  

 הָא  

 דְמַחֲתָא אוֹרָיְיתָא  

  אַאַרְעָא  

 הָא  

 דְנָקֵיט לַהּ  

  בִידֵיהּ  

Torah. However, if he says that he is being מַתְפֵיס with what is written in the 
Sefer Torah, then we say that he is being מַתְפֵיס with the names of Hashem. 
The Ran explains that the names of Hashem are considered as a דָבָר הַנָדוּר as 
their kedusha is created by the person writing them. Another explanation 
could be that when he is מַתְפֵיס with what is written in the Torah, he is referring 
to the korbanos that are written in the Torah. 
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 מַחֲתָא עַל אַרְעָא  

 וִילֵי דַעְתֵּיהּ אַגְ 

 נָקֵט לַהּ בִידֵיהּ  

 דַעְתֵּיהּ  

 עַל הָאַזְכָרוֹת  

בָהּ  שֶׁ

 וְאִיבָעֵית אֵימָא  

 דְמַחֲתָא  

 עַל אַרְעָא  

 וְהָא קָא מַשְמַע לַן  

 דְאַף עַל גַב  

 דְמַחֲתָא עַל אַרְעָא  

 כֵיוָן דְאָמַר  

כָתוּב בָהּ    בְמַה שֶׁ

 מַהֲנֵי  

וְזוֹ וְאֵין צָרִיךְ לוֹמַר זוֹ קָתָנֵי 

עי' שם

 וְאִי בָעֵית אֵימָא  

 כוּלָּהּ מְצִיעֲתָא  

 נָמֵי 

 דְנָקֵיט לֵיהּ בִידֵיהּ  

 וְהָא קָא מַשְמַע לַן  

 כֵיוָן דְנָקֵיט לֵיהּ בִידֵיהּ  

 אַף עַל גַב  

לָּא בָהּ    דְלָא אָמַר אֶׁ

 כְמַאן דְאָמַר  

כָתוּב בָהּ דָמֵי   בְמַה שֶׁ

 

Summary of the Three Possibilities of What One Has to 

Say in Order to Make a Shevuah with a Sefer Torah 
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המשנ  
  

אֲנִי יָשֵן    קוֹנָם שֶׁ

אֲנִי מְדַבֵר   שֶׁ

אֲנִי מְהַלֵּךְ     שֶׁ

 הָאוֹמֵר לְאִשָה  

אֲנִי מְשַמְשֵךְ    קוֹנָם שֶׁ

ה    הֲרֵי זֶׁ

 בְלאֹ יַחֵל דְבָרוֹ 

אֲנִי שֶׁׁ

אֲנִי שֶׁׁ ינִי אֵּ ֹּשֶׁ

אֲנִי  שֶׁׁ

  גמרא
 

The Various Cases and Shitos with Regard to One Who 

Forbids Sleep on One Day if He Sleeps on A Different Day 

  

  אִיתְּמַר  

 קוֹנָם 

  עֵינַי בְשֵינָה הַיוֹם  

  אִם אִישַן לְמָחָר  

  אָמַר רַב יְהוּדָה אָמַר רַב  

  אַל יִשַן הַיוֹם  

מָא יִשַן לְמָחָר     שֶׁ

  וְרַב נַחְמָן אָמַר  

  יִשַן הַיוֹם  

  וְלָא חָיְישִינַן 

מָא יִשַן לְמָחָר     שֶׁ

ה רַב יְהוּדָה     וּמוֹדֶׁ

  בְאוֹמֵר  

  קוֹנָם עֵינַי בְשֵינָה לְמָחָר  

  אִם אִישַן הַיוֹם  

יִשַן הַיוֹם  שֶׁ
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Nedarim 15a 

 כִי לָא מִזְדְהַיר  

 בִתְנָאָה  

 אֲבָל בְאִיסּוּרָא  

 מִזְדְהַר 

 

Establishing the Case of the Mishna  -  How Can One 

Make a Neder Not to Go to Sleep? 

 

 תְּנַן  

 קוֹנָם 

אֲנִי יָשֵן    שֶׁ

אֲנִי מְהַלֵּךְ    שֶׁ

אֲנִי מְדַבֵר וְכוּ'    שֶׁ

 הֵיכִי דָמֵי  

 אִילֵּימָא 

 כִדְקָתָנֵי  

אֲנִי יָשֵן    שֶׁ

 מִי הָוֵי נִדְרָא  

 וְהָתְנַן  

ר בַשְבוּעוֹת   חוֹמֶׁ

הַשְבוּעוֹת    שֶׁ

 חָלוֹת עַל דָבָר  

יֵש בוֹ מַמָש    שֶׁ

 וְעַל דָבָר  

אֵין בוֹ מַמָש    שֶׁ

אֵין כֵן    מַה שֶׁ

 בַנְדָרִים 

 וְשֵינָה  

 דָבָר  

אֵין בוֹ מַמָש הוּא    שֶׁ

לָּא    אֶׁ

 דְאָמַר  

 קוֹנָם עֵינַי בְשֵינָה 

 וְאִי דְלָא יָהֵיב  

 שִיעוּרָא  

 מִי שָבְקִינַן לֵיהּ  

 עַד דְעָבַר  

 אִיסּוּר בַל יַחֵל  

 וְהָאָמַר רַבִי יוֹחָנָן  

 שְבוּעָה  

לּאֹ אִישַן    שֶׁ

 שְלֹשָה יָמִים  
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 מַלְקִין אוֹתוֹ  

 וְיָשֵן לְאַלְתַּר 

לָּא    אֶׁ

 דַאֲמַר  

 קוֹנָם עֵינַי בְשֵינָה  

 לְמָחָר  

 אִם אִישַן הַיוֹם  

 הָא אָמְרַתְּ  

 כׇל בְאִסּוּרֵיהּ  

 מִזְדְהַר 

 
6 The Difference Between Making an ‘Impossible Shevuah’ and an 
‘Impossible Neder’ 

Although with regard to both to shevuos and nedarim, if they are made 
without the possibility to fulfill them, they are not effective, the Ran points out 
an important difference between them. In the case of making a shevuah that 
cannot possibly be fulfilled, the person will receive malkus. This is because he 

לָּא פְשִיטָא    אֶׁ

 דְאָמַר  

 קוֹנָם עֵינַי בְשֵינָה הַיוֹם  

 אִם אִישַן לְמָחָר  

 וְאִי לָא נָיֵים הַיוֹם 

 ר  כִי נָיֵים לְמָחָ 

 מַאי בַל יַחֵל דְבָרוֹ  

 אִיכָא  

לָּא לָאו בִדְנָיֵים    אֶׁ

 אַלְמָא אִיתֵיהּ דְנָיֵים 

 וּתְיוּבְתָּא  

 דְרַב יְהוּדָה 

said the name of Hashem in vain. As opposed to making nedarim ‘in vain’. 
Although a neder that is impossible to fulfill is not valid, there is nothing wrong 
with making such a neder as he did not mention the name of Hashem. Making 
such a neder is simply a waste of time and the person will not receive malkus 
for doing so. 
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כִי קָתָנֵי  

 דְאִי נָיֵים 

 רָבִינָא אָמַר  

 לְעוֹלָם כִדְקָתָנֵי  

וּמַאי בַל יַחֵל  

מִדְרַבָנַן 

 
7 Why Can the Mishna Not Be Referring to a Case in Which the Person Says 

“My Eyes are Assur to Sleep Tomorrow if I Sleep Today? 
The Ran asks that according to R' Yehuda, why can we not say that the 

case of the Mishna is one in which the person says, “My eyes are assur to sleep 
tomorrow if I sleep today”. And if this is the case, then the Mishna will be 
telling us that one is allowed to go to sleep today even though he is putting 
himself into a sofek if he will transgress “Baal Yachel” by going to sleep 
tomorrow. And the reason why he would be allowed to do this is because of 
what the Gemara said, that everyone one agrees that a person is careful not 
to sleep on the day of issur (when it would be assur to do so). 

The Ran answers that if the Mishna was really referring to a case in which 
the person says that one day should be assur if he sleeps on the other, then 
the Mishna could not be telling us that the case of having the ‘issur day’ being 
on the second day and that it is mutur to sleep on the first day.  

The reason this cannot be the case of the Mishna is because the Tanna 
always wants to say the bigger chiddush. And according to R' Yehuda, although 
there are two possibilities the Mishna could have picked to discuss, the Mishna 
picked the smaller chiddush.  

 וּמִי אִיכָא יַחֵל 

 בַל  

מִדְרַבָנַן 

 אִין 

 וְהָתַנְיָא  

 דְבָרִים הַמוּתָּרִין  

  וַאֲחֵרִים 

ן אִיסּוּר    נָהֲגוּ בָהֶׁ

 אִי אַתָּה רַשַאי  

ם    לְהַתִּירָן בִפְנֵיהֶׁ

אֱמַר   נֶׁ  שֶׁ

 לאֹ יַחֵל דְבָרוֹ 

  

According to R' Yehuda, there are two halachos. The first is the halacha 
that a person is careful in the ‘issur day’ and the second is that a person is not 
careful in the ‘condition day’.  

The first halacha is not such a chiddush as everyone agrees to it. The 
second halacha, that a person is not careful in the ‘condition day’ is a far 
greater chiddush. Firstly, because this concern is only M’Drabbanan, and 
secondly, it is obviously not so simple to say that a person is not careful in the 
‘condition day’ as we find that R' Nachman argues on this.  

If so, if the Mishna was really R' Yehuda, there would be no reason why 
the Mishna would pick to say the case in which the ‘issur day’ is second day. In 
this case, everyone holds that you can sleep on the first day. If the Mishna was 
really R' Yehuda, then the Mishna would have said the bigger chiddush, that if 
the ‘condition day’ is second, then it would be assur to eat on the first day. 
Therefore, concludes the Ran, we cannot answer the Mishna by saying that it 
is the shita of R' Yehuda and discussing a case in which the ‘issur day’ is second, 
because this is something that the Mishna would never do, as the  Mishna 
always tries to say the bigger chiddush. Therefore, the Gemara says that it 
must be that our Mishna is not R' Yehuda and the Mishna is saying that even 
when the ‘condition day’ is second, one can still eat on the first day (i.e., the 
‘issur day’). 





12 
 

 

 Further Questions on the Shita of R' Yehuda that a 

Person is Not Careful with Regard to the ‘Condition’ Part 

of a Neder 

 

 תְּנַן  

אַתְּ    שֶׁ

סַח   הֱנֵית לִי עַד הַפֶׁ  נֶׁ

 אִם תֵּלְכִי לְבֵית אָבִיךְ  

חָג    עַד הֶׁ

סַח  הָלְכָה לִפְ   נֵי הַפֶׁ

 אֲסוּרָה בַהֲנָאָתוֹ 

סַח   עַד הַפֶׁ

 הָלְכָה  

סַח    לִפְנֵי הַפֶׁ

 אֲסוּרָה  

 לאֹ הָלְכָה  

 לָא

 אָמַר רַבִי אַבָא  

סַח    הָלְכָה לִפְנֵי הַפֶׁ

 אֲסוּרָה  

 וְלוֹקָה  

 לאֹ הָלְכָה  

בְעָלְמָא אֲסוּרָה 

 אֵימָא סֵיפָא

סַח   אַחַר הַפֶׁ

בְבַל יַחֵל דְבָרוֹ  

 וְאִי דְלָא אִיתְהֲנִי

סַח  לִפְנֵי הַפֶׁ

 מִי אִיכָא בַל יַחֵל  

לָּא פְשִיטָא    אֶׁ

 דְאִיתְהֲנִי  

 אַלְמָא  

 מִיתְהֲנֵי

 

 
8 If a Woman Violates a Neder that the Husband Made, Who Receives the 

Malkus, the Husband or the Wife (the Machlokes the Ran and the Rambam)? 
The Ran says that in the case that the wife received benefit from the 

husband that was assur, since she violated the neder, she will be the one to 
receive malkus. And the husband will not receive any malkus as he did not do 
anything wrong, i.e., he was not the one who violated the neder. 

 

The Ran quotes the Rambam who disagrees and holds the opposite way, 
that it is only the husband who receives malkus and not the wife. The husband 
receives malkus as he is the one who caused his words to be violated. And the 
wife will not receive malkus as she was not the one who made the neder, and 
as such, it is impossible to give her malkus for transgressing the lav of “ Baal 
Yachel Divaro” if she never said anything., i.e., it is not her neder and therefore 
she cannot receive malkus for violating it. 
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Nedarim 15b 

 ּתְיוּבְתָּא  

 דְרַב יְהוּדָה 

 כִי קָתָנֵי  

 דְאִי אִיתְהֲנִי  

ה בְבַל יַחֵל דְבָרוֹ   הֲרֵי זֶׁ

 תְּנַן  

אַתְּ    שֶׁ

הֱנֵית לִי  נֶׁ

חָג    עַד הֶׁ

 אִם תֵּלְכִי לְבֵית אָבִיךְ  

סַח    עַד הַפֶׁ

 
9 What is the Chiddush that She is Allowed to Go After Pesach? 
The case of the Baraisa is that if she goes to her father’s house before 

Pesach, then it will be assur to benefit from her husband until Sukkos. And on 
the Mishna on this said that if she did not keep ‘the condition part’, that is, if 
she did go to her father’s house before Pesach, then she will be assur to benefit 
from her husband until Sukkos, but she will be allowed to go to her father’s 
house from then until Sukkos.  

The problem is that seemingly this last part of this halacha is obvious and 
seems unnecessary. Of course, she can go to her father’s house after Pesach. 
The whole issue of going to her father’s house was only before Pesach. And 
once she went, all this did was to say that it is now assur to benefit from her 
husband, but it has no relevance to her going to her father’s house after 
Pesach. That is, there seems to be absolutely no reason she should not be 

סַח   הָלְכָה לִפְנֵי הַפֶׁ

 אֲסוּרָה בַהֲנָאָתוֹ  

חָג    עַד הֶׁ

ת לֵילֵךְ   רֶׁ  וּמוּתֶּׁ

סַח   אַחַר הַפֶׁ

 הָלְכָה אֲסוּרָה  

 לאֹ הָלְכָה  

 לָא

 אָמַר רָבָא  

 הוּא הַדִין  

 דַאֲפִילּוּ לאֹ הָלְכָה  

 אֲסוּרָה  

 הָלְכָה  

 אֲסוּרָה  

allowed to go to her father’s house after Pesach, and if so, we are going to 
need an explanation as to why the Mishna felt it necessary to write this. 

The Ran answers that one could have thought that in this case the 
Chachamim would make a gezirah that she is assur to go to her father’s house 
then. Because if we say that she is allowed to go to her father’s house she 
might forget that she went to her father’s house before Pesach and caused the 
neder to take effect (i.e.,  if we allow her to go now, she might forget that as a 
result of her going to her father’s house before Pesach, she is now assur to 
benefit from her husband). Therefore, one could have thought that to prevent 
this mistake from happening, they said that it would be assur for her to go to 
her father’s house after Sukkos. The Mishna therefore comes to teach us 
otherwise, that after Sukkos, the only issur  in affect is that she is not allowed 
to benefit from her husband, but she is allowed to go to her father’s house. 
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 וְלוֹקָה  

 לאֹ הָלְכָה  

 אֲסוּרָה בְעָלְמָא 

 מֵיתִיבִי 

 כִכָר זוֹ  

 עָלַי הַיוֹם  

 אִם אֵלֵךְ  

 לְמָקוֹם פְלוֹנִי 

 לְמָחָר  

 אָכַל  

ה בְבַל יֵלֵךְ   הֲרֵי זֶׁ

 מִי קָתָנֵי אוֹכֵל  

 אָכַל קָתָנֵי  

 דְכִי אֲכַל  

ה בְבַל יֵלֵךְ   הֲרֵי זֶׁ

ךְ בַל יֵּלֵּ

 הָלַךְ  

ה    הֲרֵי זֶׁ

 בְבַל יַחֵל דְבָרוֹ 

 מְהַלֵּךְ  

 לָא 

 וְקַשְיָא לְרַב יְהוּדָה 

 

 אָמַר לָךְ רַב יְהוּדָה  

 הוּא הַדִין  
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 ךְ  דְלִיתְנֵי מְהַלֵּ 

 אַיְידֵי דְקָתָנֵי רֵישָא  

 אָכַל  

 דְלָא מִיתְנֵי לֵיהּ אוֹכֵל  

 תָּנֵי סֵיפָא הָלַךְ 

The Valid Way to Forbid One’s Wife on Himself 

 

 הָאוֹמֵר לְאִשָה  

אֲנִי מְשַמְשֵךְ    קוֹנָם שֶׁ

ה    הֲרֵי זֶׁ

 בְבַל יַחֵל דְבָרוֹ  

 
10 The Halacha if the Person Ate the Bread on the First Day Without 
Remembering the Neder 

The Ran explains that the reason the raysha could not of said a   case of 
 is because if it would have done so, the מְהַלֵךְ and the sayfa a case of הָלַךְ
implication would be that there is a case that he is allowed to go even though 
he ate the day before. And although this would seem to be an incorrect 
implication, as his going on the second day means that retroactively the bread 
he ate on the first day was assur, the Ran continues and says that this is not 
necessarily true. If on the first day the person ate the bread without realizing 
that it was part of the neder, then it will be mutur for the person to go on the 
second day. This is because there is a rule that nedarim that are made  בּשוֹגֵג 
are not considered nedarim. Therefore, since when he ate the bread he forgot 
that his going will now become assur, the neder does not take effect.  

 מִשְתַּעְבַד לָהּ  וְהָא 

 מִדְאוֹרָיְיתָא  

 דִכְתִיב  

 שְאֵרָהּ כְסוּתָהּ וְעֹנָתָהּ  

 לאֹ יִגְרָע

 בְאוֹמֵר  

 הֲנָאַת תַּשְמִישֵךְ  

 עָלַי 

 וְהָא לָא קָא נִיחָא לֵיהּ  

 בְתַשְמִיש 

 דְאָמַר רַב כָהֲנָא  

 תַּשְמִישִי  

יךָ   עָלֶׁ

 כוֹפִין אוֹתָהּ  

  וּמְשַמַשְתּוֹ  

ת לֵיהּ   דֶׁ דְשַעְבוֹדֵי מְשוּעְבֶׁ

 הֲנָאַת תַּשְמִישְךָ  

 עָלַי 

 אָסוּר  

אֵין מַאֲכִילִין לוֹ לְאָדָם    שֶׁ

In other words, the Baraisa would be assumed to be referring to two 
cases. The first case would the case in which he ate the bread on the first day 
with the full knowledge that this eating will cause that it will now be assur to 
go on the next day. And in this case, if he goes on the second day, he will be 
violating the lav of “Baal Yachel”.  

And we would also know the second case in which the person eats the 
bread without the awareness that this will cause his going the next day to be 
assur. But although this implication would reflect a true halacha, the Ran 
explains that since the Baraisa was not discussing this halacha of making a 
neder without full knowledge, the Baraisa did not want to imply this halacha. 
and for this reason, the Baraisa had to say a case of ְהָלַך and not ְמְהַלֵך. 
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 דָבָר הָאָסוּר לוֹ 

  משנה
 

Various Shevuos that are Effective and Various 

Shevuos that Are Not Effective 

 

 שְבוּעָה  

אֵינִי יָשֵן    שֶׁ

אֵינִי מְדַבֵר    שֶׁ

אֵינִי מְהַלֵּךְ    שֶׁ

 אָסוּר  

 
11 How Can One Assur Tasmish on Himself if Tasmish is not a Tangible Object? 

The Ran asks that this that the Mishna says that there is  a lav of “Baal 
Yachel” with regard to one that assurs tasmish on himself, is only saying that 
there is as issur of “Baal Yachel” M’Drabbanan but not M’Dorayisa.  

The Ran says that it has to be this way because M’Dorayisa a neder is not 
effective on something that is not tangible. If so, how could this neder work? 
The answer is that although it is not a neder M’Dorayisa, it is a neder 
M’Drabbanan.  

But the Ran then asks that if it is not effective M’Dorayisa, how could the 
Chachamim say that it works if by doing so they are uprooting two mitzvohs. 
Since this person cannot live with his wife, he will not be able to do the  
mitzvah of ‘Onah’ (the mitzvah of living with one’s wife) and he will also not 
be able to do the mitzvah of פְרִיָה וּרְבִיָה (the mitzvah to have children).  

The Ran answers that there is a rule that the Chachamim have the power 
to uproot a mitzvah min HaTorah בְּשֵב וְאַל תַּעֲשֶה. That is, the Chachamim can 
never tell you to do an action that goes against the Torah, but they are able to 
tell you that you do not have to do something that the Torah says to do (i.e., 
they can tell you do rest and not to do).  

If so, in our case as well. The Chachamim have the power to say that the 
person must abide by this neder, even though by doing so, the person will not 
be able to do two mitzvohs that are min HaTorah. 

The Ran points out that one cannot answer that the case of the  Mishna 
is simply that he assured his body from getting benefit, and if so, the neder 
would be effective M’Dorayisa (as the neder is taken effect on a tangible 
object, i.e., on him). The Ran explains that one cannot answer this way because 
the Mishna compares this case to the case of making a neder to forbid sleep. 
And Ravina answered that in all of these cases the issur is only an issur 
M’Drabbanan. If so, we have the question of how the Rabbanan could make 
an issur if this causes him not to do two mitzvohs. 

 
The Fundamental Machlokes HaRishonim with Regard to   לֵיהָנוֹת לַאו  מִצְוֹת 
 (?is Incidental Benefit Included in this Rule) נִיתְּנוּ

The Gemara says that if one assurs the benefit of tasmish on himself, the 
neder would be effective. But the Ran asks that seemingly the husband should 

יֵּשׁ בּוֹ     מַמָשׁ דָבָר שֶׁׁ

 קׇרְבָן  

 לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

 הָא קׇרְבָן  

אוֹכַל לָךְ    שֶׁ

 לאֹ קׇרְבָן  

 לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

 מוּתָּר 

still be allowed to have tasmish with her, the neder notwithstanding. There is 
a rule is Shas that says ּמִצְוֹת לַאו לֵיהָנוֹת נִיתְּנו, that the benefit of a mitzvah is not 
considered benefit. Therefore, since there is a mitzvah to be with one’s wife, 
he should be allowed to be with her even though he made this neder. That is, 
since the tasmish is a mitzvah, the benefit that he gets from it is not considered 
a benefit, and if so, living with her would not be in violation of his neder. 

The Ran answer that when the Gemara says ּנִיתְּנו לֵיהָנוֹת  לַאו   this ,מִצְוֹת 
means that the actual benefit of getting the mitzvah is not considered a 
benefit, but any side benefit that he might receive as a result of doing this 
mitzvah would be considered a mitzvah.  

The Ran brings the example of someone who has a mitzvah to go into a 
mikva. The Gemara tells us that if a person makes a neder not to get benefit 
from a mikva, then he would be allowed to into it during the winter but not 
during the summer. During the summer, his going into the mikva would be 
beneficial, not just as a result of his getting a mitzvah for going to the mikva, 
but he will be benefiting by cooling off in it.  

If so, in our case as well, since he gets physical benefit from the tasmish, 
that will cause him to be assur to have tasmish with her. 

The Rashba disagrees and he holds that any benefit that one gets from 
doing a mitzvah is not considered as benefit, even if this benefit is a “side-
benefit”. 

And the reason he is not allowed to have tasmish with her, is because the 
only time there is a mitzvah for him to have tasmish with her is when he is 
obligated to do so, but once this neder takes effect, that obligation goes off. If 
so, once he makes a neder, he no longer has a mitzvah to have tasmish, and 
therefore it will be assur for him to do so.  

The Rashba points out that even though there is a mitzvah of פְרִיָה וּרְבִיָה, 
and as such, if he has tasmish with her, the benefit of the tasmish should be 
mutur as he is doing a mitzvah, he will still be assur to have tasmish with her. 
This is because although he does have a mitzvah of וּרְבִיָה  there is no ,פְרִיָה 
reason he would have to fulfill this mitzvah with her specifically. 
  

 





17 
 

אוֹכַל לָךְ הָא קׇרְבָּן שֶׁׁ אוֹ כַל לָךְהָקׇרְבָּן שֶׁׁ

הָקׇרְבָּן  

 ֹּ ֹּא קׇרְבָּן ל א אוֹכַל לָךְל

ן  עַ הֵּ מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵּ

ן עַ הֵּ מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵּ

ן עַ הֵּ מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵּ

ן עַ הֵּ מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵּ
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Nedarim 16A 

 גמרא
  

The Difference Between Saying  לַקׇרְבָן  and Saying   לָא

 According to R' Meir  לְקׇרְבָן 

 

 

 מַנִי מַתְנִיתִין  

 רַבִי מֵאִיר הִיא  

 דְאִי רַבִי יְהוּדָה  

לָא שָנֵי לֵיהּ  

 קׇרְבָן  

 וְלָא שָנֵי לֵיהּ  

 הַקׇרְבָן 

כְקָרְבָּן

כ כ

אוֹכַל לָךְ קׇרְבָּן שֶׁׁ

ֹּא אוֹכַל לָךְ ל ֹּשֶׁ קׇרְבָּן

כ

כ

 אֵימָא סֵיפָא  

  לַקׇרְבָן  

 לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

 מוּתָּר  

 וְהָתְנַן  

 לַקׇרְבָן  

 לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

 רַבִי מֵאִיר אוֹסֵר  

 וְאָמַר רַבִי אַבָא  

 נַעֲשָה  

 כְאוֹמֵר לַקׇרְבָן יְהֵא  

 לְפִיכָךְ לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ 

ן  עַ הֵּ מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵּ  

מִכְלָל לָאו  

ן עַ הֵּ אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵּ

 

מִכְלָל  

עַ הֵּ  ן לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵּ

 לָא קַשְיָא  

 הָא דְאָמַר  

 לַקׇרְבָן  

   הָא דְאָמַר

 לָא לְקׇרְבָן  

דְלָא הָוֵי קׇרְבָן קָאָמַר 
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ן עַ הֵּ מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵּ

ן עַ הֵּ מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵּ
 

 משנה
  

The Various Expressions that Do Not Work for 

Nedarim but Do Work for Shevuos 

 

 שְבוּעָה  

  לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

אוֹכַל לָךְ   הָא שְבוּעָה שֶׁ

 

 לָא שְבוּעָה  

 לאֹ אוֹכַל לָךְ  

  אָסוּר

 
12 The Girsa of the Ran (the difference between the cases is not if he said one 
word or two words but rather the difference is if he said “La’korban” or “Li 
’korban”). 

According to the girsa of the Ran in both cases the person just said one 
word and the difference between them is if he used a patach or a sheva. If he 
said “La’korban’ with a patach, then the implication is that it should not be a 
korban, and the neder will not take effect. If, however, he said “Li ‘korban” 
with a sheva, then the implication is that he is saying it should be a korban, 
and as then the neder would take effect. 

ןמִכְלָל לָ  עַ הֵּ או אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵּ

ן עַ הֵּ מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵּ

אַ  לָאו  ןמִכְלָל  הֵּ עַ  שׁוֹמֵּ תָּה 

ן  עַ הֵּ מִכְלָל לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵּ

מִכְלָל 

ןלָאו אַ  עַ הֵּ תָּה שׁוֹמֵּ

ל מִכְלָ 

ן עַ הֵּ לָאו אַתָּה שׁוֹמֵּ

 

 גמרא
   

The Intention of a Person When He Says  ְאוֹכַל לָך   שְבוּעָה שֶׁ

– Does He Mean to Say that He Will Eat or that He Will 

Not Eat? 

 

 מִכְלָל  

אוֹכַל לָךְ  דְהָא    שְבוּעָה שֶׁ

 דְלָא אָכֵילְנָא מַשְמַע  

The Rishonim who have our girsa that the difference is between if he said 
one word or two words, hold that as long as he said one word, the implication 
is that he is trying to make it a korban and it will not make a difference if he 
said “La’korban” or “Li ‘korban”. According to them the only time his words 
have the implication that he is not trying to make it a korban is if he uses the 
two words “Lo Korban”. 
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שְבוּעוֹת בּיִטוּי

 וּרְמִינְהוּ  

 שְבוּעוֹת  

 שְתַּיִם  

הֵן אַרְבַע    שֶׁ

אוֹכַל    שֶׁ

לּאֹ אוֹכַל    וְשֶׁ

אָכַלְתִּי    שֶׁ

לּאֹ אָכַלְתִּי    וְשֶׁ

א   שׁ כִי תִשָּׁבַע לְבַטֵּּ פֶׁ אוֹ נֶׁ

יטִיב בִשְׂפָתַיִם לְהָרַע אוֹ לְהֵּ

 מִדְקָאָמַר  

לּאֹ אוֹכַל    שֶׁ

אָכַלְתִּי    שֶׁ

לּאֹ אָכַלְתִּי    וְשֶׁ

 מִכְלָל  

אוֹכַל לָךְ    דְשֶׁ

 דְאָכֵילְנָא מַשְמַע 

 אָמַר אַבָיֵי  

אוֹכַל    שֶׁ

 שְתֵּי לְשוֹנוֹת מַשְמַע  

 הָיוּ מְסָרְבִין בוֹ  

אֱכוֹל    לֶׁ

 וְאָמַר  

 אָכֵילְנָא אָכֵילְנָא 

 וְתוּ  

אוֹכַל    שְבוּעָה שֶׁ

 דְאָכֵילְנָא מַשְמַע  

 אֲבָל אָמַר  

 לָא אָכֵילְנָא לָא אָכֵילְנָא  

 וְתוּ אָמַר  

אוֹכַל    שְבוּעָה שֶׁ

דְלָא אָכֵילְנָא קָאָמַר 

 

 

 רַב אָשֵי אָמַר  

אוֹכַל    שֶׁ

 דִשְבוּעָה  

אִי אוֹכַל קָאָמַר   שֶׁ
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 אִם כֵן  

 פְשִיטָא  

 מַאי לְמֵימְרָא  

 מַהוּ דְתֵימָא  

 מֵיקַם לִישָנָא הִיא  

 דְאִיתְּקִיל לֵיהּ  

 קָא מַשְמַע לַן 

אִי אוֹכַל שֶׁׁ

אִי אוֹכַל שֶׁׁ

אוֹכַל שֶׁׁ

אִי אוֹכַל  שֶׁׁ

אוֹכַל  שֶׁׁ

אִי אוֹכַל שֶׁׁ

אִי אוֹכַל   שֶׁׁ

אִ  י אוֹכַלשֶׁׁ

ֹּא   ל שֶׁׁ

אוֹכַל

 אַבָיֵי לָא אָמַר  

 טַעַם כְרַב אָשֵי  

 דְלָא קָתָנֵי  

אִי אוֹכַל   שֶׁ

אִי אוֹכַל שֶׁׁ

 וְרַב אָשֵי  

 נָאדֵי 

 אַבָיֵי מִן טַעַם דְ 

 קָסָבַר  

לּאֹ אוֹכַל    שֶׁ

 נָמֵי מַשְמַע שְתֵּי לְשוֹנוֹת  

אֱכוֹל    הָיוּ מְסָרְבִין בוֹ לֶׁ

 וְאָמַר  

 לָא אָכֵילְנָא לָא אָכֵילְנָא  

 וְאָמַר נָמֵי 

 שְבוּעָה  

אוֹכַל    בֵין שֶׁ

לּאֹ אוֹכַל   בֵין שֶׁ

הָדֵין אָכֵילְנָא מַשְמַע דְאָמַר 

 וְאִיכָא לְתָרוֹצַהּ נָמֵי  
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לּאֹ אוֹכַל    לִישָנָא שְבוּעָה שֶׁ

   שְבוּעָה

 דְלָא אָכֵילְנָא קָאָמַר  

לָּא תַּנָא פַסְקַהּ    אֶׁ

אוֹכַל    שֶׁ

 דְאָכֵילְנָא מַשְמַע  

לּאֹ אוֹכַל    וְשֶׁ

ֹּא אוֹכַל מַשְׁמַע ל

 

  משנה
 

The Chumrah of Nedarim Over Shevuos 

 

ר   ה חוֹמֶׁ  זֶׁ

 בַשְבוּעוֹת  

  מִבַנְדָרִים  

ר בַנְדָרִים   וְחוֹמֶׁ

  מִבַשְבוּעוֹת  

 

  כֵיצַד  

  אָמַר קוֹנָם סוּכָה  

אֲ  ה  שֶׁ   נִי עוֹשֶׁ

  לוּלָב  

אֲנִי נוֹטֵל    שֶׁ

  תְּפִילִּין  

אֲנִי מַנִיחַ     שֶׁ

 בַנְדָרִים 

  אָסוּר

 בַשְבוּעוֹת  

מוּתָּר  

 

אֵין נִשְבָעִין    שֶׁ

 לַעֲבוֹר עַל הַמִצְוֹת 

 

  







23 
 

Nedarim 16B 

 גמרא
  

The Case in Which a Shevuah is More Chamor than a 

Neder 

  

ר     חוֹמֶׁ

ר הוּא   דֶׁ   מִכְלָל דְנֶׁ

 וְהָא מוּתָּר קָתָנֵי 

 

 אַסֵּיפָא  

  דְאִידַךְ בָבָא קָתָנֵי 

 שְבוּעָה  

אֵינִי יָשֵן     שֶׁ

אֵינִי מְדַבֵר     שֶׁ

אֵינִי מְהַלֵּךְ     שֶׁ

  אָסוּר  

ר   ה חוֹמֶׁ  זֶׁ

 בַשְבוּעוֹת  

 מִבַנְדָרִים

ר    חוֹמֶׁ

 בַנְדָרִים 

 מִבַשְבוּעוֹת  

  כֵיצַד כוּ'  

 

 

The Source in the Torah that One Can Make a Neder 

Not to Do a Mitzvah but One Can Not Make a Shevuah Not 

to Do a Mitzvah 

 

  רַב כָהֲנָא מַתְנֵי  

 אָמַר רַב גִידֵל  

  אָמַר רַב  

 

  וְרַב טָבְיוֹמֵי מַתְנֵי  

 ל  אָמַר רַב גִידֵ 

  אָמַר שְמוּאֵל  

  מִנַיִן 

אֵין נִשְבָעִין     שֶׁ

  לַעֲבוֹר עַל הַמִצְוֹת  

תַּלְמוּד לוֹמַר  

 לאֹ יַחֵל  

  דְבָרוֹ  

ר לַה’   דֶׁ אִישׁ כִי יִדֹּר נֶׁ

ֹּא יַחֵּ  אְסֹּר אִסָר עַל־נַפְשׁוֹ ל האוֹ הִשָּׁבַע שְׁבֻעָה לֶׁ א מִפִיו יַעֲשֶׁׂ ל דְבָרוֹ כְכָל־הַיֹּצֵּ

 דְבָרוֹ  

  לאֹ יַחֵל  

 אֲבָל  

 מֵיחֵל הוּא  

פְצֵי שָמַיִם  לְחֶׁ
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 מַאי שְנָא  

ר  דֶׁ   נֶׁ

  דִכְתִיב  

ר לַה'   דֶׁ  אִיש כִי יִדֹר נֶׁ

  לאֹ יַחֵל דְבָרוֹ  

ר לַה' דֶׁ נֶׁ

  שְבוּעָה נָמֵי  

  הָא כְתִיב

 אוֹ הִשָבַע שִבְעָה לַה'  

 לאֹ יַחֵל דְבָרוֹ 

לַה'

ר לַה' דֶׁ יִדֹּר נֶׁ

לה' 

אוֹ הִשָּׁבַע שְׁבֻעָה

 

  מַר אַבָיֵי  אָ 

 הָא דְאָמַר  

 הֲנָאַת סוּכָה  

  עָלַי 

 הָא דְאָמַר  

 שְבוּעָה  

ה   הֱנֶׁ לּאֹ אֶׁ  שֶׁ

 מִן הַסּוּכָה 

 

How Can One Make a Neder Not to Benefit from a 

Sukkah if ּמִצְוֹת לַאו לֵיהָנוֹת נִיתְּנו ? 

  אָמַר רָבָא  

  וֹת נִיתְּנוּ וְכִי מִצְוֹת לֵיהָנ

מִצְוֹת  

נִיתְּנוּ יהָנוֹת  לֵּ לַאו 

לָּא אָמַר רָבָא     אֶׁ

  הָא דְאָמַר  

  יְשִיבַת סוּכָה עָלַי  

 וְהָא דְאָמַר  

 שְבוּעָה  

בַּסוּכָה ב  שֵּׁ אֵּ ֹּא  ל שֶׁׁ
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13 Why Is Sitting in a Sukkah Not Considered an Intangible Object Upon Which 
a Neder Cannot Work? 

We previously learned that a neder does not work on an intangible object. 
If so, how could one make a neder on his sitting in a sukkah? His sitting is 
obviously something that is not tangible, and as such, this should be the classic 
case in which his neder should not be effective. 

The Ran answers that in reality the neder that the person made was that 
the sukkah is konam for his sitting, and Rava’s objective was just to explain 
that the subject of the neder could not be the benefit of the sukkah but rather 
the subject of the neder has to be the sitting. And once we know this, we also 
know that in order for the neder to be effective, he cannot put the neder 
directly on his sitting but rather he has to assur the sukkah with regard to his 
sitting. 

The Ran then brings Tosefos that explains that this that one cannot make 
a neder on an intangible object is only if he does not mention a tangible object. 
For example, if a person says he is making his sleep assur, the neder will not 
work. Or if the person just made his sitting assur, this would not work as well. 
But in a case that he does mention a tangible object, for example he says 
“Konam the sitting in the sukkah on me”, this would be an effective neder. 
That is, since he mentioned the sukkah, it is as if he said, “Konam the sukkah 
for my sitting in it”. 

 
Why is the Sitting in the Sukkah Considered Benefit from the Mitzvah? 

An Additional Source that One Can Not Make a 

Shevuah to Transgress a Mitzvah and an Explanation as to 

Why Both Sources are Needed 

 

אֵין נִשְבָעִין    וְשֶׁ

  לַעֲבוֹר עַל הַמִצְוֹת  

  מֵהָכָא נָפְקָא לֵיהּ  

  מֵהָתָם נָפְקָא לֵיהּ  

  דְתַנְיָא 

 יָכוֹל 

 נִשְבַע  

ת הַמִצְוָה    לְבַטֵל אֶׁ

  וְלאֹ בִיטֵל 

 יָכוֹל 

 יְהֵא חַיָיב

 

The Ran asks that even if the person assurs his sitting in the sukkah, why 
is the neder effective? Presumably, the point of a neder is to forbid benefit on 
oneself, and if so, even in this case the neder should forbid him from sitting in 
the sukkah. Since sitting in the sukkah is a mitzvah, and since we have the rule 
that ּלֵיהָנוֹת נִיתְּנו  ,his sitting in the sukkah is not considered benefit ,מִצְוֹת לַאו 
and as such, it should not be assur.  

Tosefos answer that since at the end of the day the person said the sitting 
should be assur, it is assur to sit there even though he does not benefit from 
it. The Ran adds that according to this, if a person would make a neder not to 
throw a rock into the water,  his neder will be effective, even though he gets 
no benefit from throwing the rock.  

The Ran concludes that all of this is true only if the person mentions that 
specific action, but if the person just assurs himself from the object, then we 
assume that the point of this shevuah is to get benefit from the object and 
sitting in a sukkah or throwing the rock (i.e., actions that a person does not 
benefit from) would be mutur. That is, if a person just says that he is forbidding 
the sukkah or a rock then in order to violate this neder he would have to get 
benefit. However, if he assurs the object with regard to a specific action, then 
that action will be assur even if the person does not benefit from it. 
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Nedarim 17A 

 

 

 תַּלְמוּד לוֹמַר  

 לְהָרַע  

 אוֹ לְהֵיטִיב  

מָה הֲטָבָה

רְשוּת  

 אַף הֲרָעָה  

 רְשוּת  

 יָצָא 

 נִשְבַע  

ת הַמִצְוָה    לְבַטֵל אֶׁ

 וְלאֹ בִיטֵל 

אֵין הָרְשוּת    שֶׁ

 בְיָדוֹ

א בִשְׂפָתַיִם   שׁ כִי תִשָּׁבַע לְבַטֵּּ פֶׁ אוֹ נֶׁ

יטִיב  לְהָרַע  אוֹ לְהֵּ

 חַד קְרָא  

 יפְטְרֵיהּ מִקׇרְבַן שְבוּעָה  לְמִ 

 וְחַד  

 לְמִיפְטְרֵיהּ  

 מִן לָאו  

 דִשְבוּעָה 

אוֹ   יטִיב לְהָרַע  לְהֵּ

ג שוֹגֵּ בְֹּּ

דְבָרוֹ   ל  ֹּא יַחֵּ ל

 

 משנה
  

The Case of  ר דֶׁ ר בְתוֹךְ נֶׁ דֶׁ  and the (that Works)  נֶׁ

Case of  שְבוּעָה בְתוֹךְ שְבוּעָה  (that Does Not Work) 

 

ר  יֵש  דֶׁ  נֶׁ

ר   דֶׁ  בְתוֹךְ נֶׁ

 וְאֵין שְבוּעָה  

 בְתוֹךְ שְבוּעָה  

 כֵיצַד  

 אָמַר הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר 

 אִם אוֹכַל  

 ינִי נָזִיר אִם אוֹכַל  הֲרֵ 

 וְאָכַל  

 חַיָיב 

עַל כׇל אַחַת וְאַחַת  
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 שְבוּעָה  

לּאֹ אוֹכַל    שֶׁ

לּאֹ אוֹכַל    שְבוּעָה שֶׁ

 וְאָכַל  

לָּא אַחַת   אֵינוֹ חַיָיב אֶׁ

 גמרא
  

עי' שם
 

The Machlokes Rav Huna and Shmuel if this that    יֵש

ר  דֶׁ ר בְתוֹךְ נֶׁ דֶׁ  is only if the Person Added a Day to His  נֶׁ

Nezirus or Not 

 

  אָמַר רַב הוּנָא  

  לאֹ שָנוּ  

לָּא דְאָמַר     אֶׁ

  הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם 

  הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר לְמָחָר

  דְמִיגוֹ  

  דְקָא מִיתּוֹסַף יוֹמָא יַתִּירָא  

  חָיְילָא נְזִירוּת עַל נְזִירוּת  

  אֲבָל אָמַר 

  הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם 

  הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם 

  אֵין חָלָה נְזִירוּת  

  עַל נְזִירוּת  

  וּשְמוּאֵל אָמַר  

 אֲפִילּוּ אָמַר  

  הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם 

  הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם 

  חָלָה נְזִירוּת עֲלֵיהּ 
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  וּלְרַב הוּנָא  

 אַדִתְנָא  

 אֵין שְבוּעָה  

  בְתוֹךְ שְבוּעָה  

  לִיתְנֵי 

ר   דֶׁ  יֵש נֶׁ

ר   דֶׁ   בְתוֹךְ נֶׁ

ר   דֶׁ ר בְתוֹךְ נֶׁ דֶׁ וְאֵין נֶׁ

  הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם 

  הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר לְמָחָר  

ר   דֶׁ  יֵש נֶׁ

ר   דֶׁ   בְתוֹךְ נֶׁ

 נָזִיר הַיוֹם הֲרֵינִי 

 הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם
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Nedarim 17b 

ר   דֶׁ  אֵין נֶׁ

ר   דֶׁ   בְתוֹךְ נֶׁ

  14קַשְיָא 

 

What is the Case of a Shevuah Not Being Chal on a 

Shevuah (according to Rav Huna)? 

 

 תְּנַן  

ר   דֶׁ  יֵש נֶׁ

ר   דֶׁ  בְתוֹךְ נֶׁ

 וְאֵין שְבוּעָה  

 בְתוֹךְ שְבוּעָה  

 הֵיכִי דָמֵי  

 אִילֵימָא 

 דְאָמַר  

 
14 Understanding the Gemara’s Question 

The Ran explain asks that seemingly the same question that the Gemara 
is asking on Rav Huna could have been asked on Shmuel as well. Even 
according to Shmuel not every neder is ‘chal’ on a neder. If a person makes a 
neder that this bread should become assur and then repeats his neder and 
says that the bread should become assur, the second neder is not ‘chal’. That 
is, it is only with regard to nezirus that we say that a neder can be ‘chal’ on a 
neder’.  

If so, even according to Shmuel we also have the question of why the 
Mishna needed to refer to a case of shevuos in order to find a case to contrast 
with the case of the neder that is ‘chal’ on a neder. The Mishna could have just 
said that a neder that is ‘chal’ on a neder is the case of becoming a nazir. And 
the case that the neder is not ‘chal’ on a neder is the case of a regular neder 
(i.e., not nezirus). If so, why is the Gemara only asking this question on Rav 
Huna and not on Shmuel? 

The Ran answers that in reality this question on Shmuel would not be 
difficult at all. Of course, the Gemara wanted to mention both nedarim and 
shevuos as the point of the Mishna is to say that nedarim are more chamor 
than shevuos.  

The question on Rav Huna was not simply why the Mishna felt the need 
to mention shevuos. This would not be a question as we just said. The Mishna 
would specifically want to mention shevuos in order to have the contrast 
between shevuos and nedarim. The question on Rav Huna is that according to 
him the Mishna is misleading. The Mishna said that a neder is ‘chal’ on a neder 
with regard to nezirus. This statement would seem to imply a blanket rule, that 
nezirus is always ‘chal’ on nezirus. Because if not, why would the Mishna not 
say so? The Mishna should have said the specific case in which nezirus is ‘chal’ 

 הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם 

 הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר לְמָחָר  

 דִכְווֹתַהּ גַבֵי שְבוּעָה  

לּאֹ אוֹכַל תְּאֵנִים    שֶׁ

 וְחָזַר וְאָמַר  

 שְבוּעָה  

לּאֹ אוֹכַל עֲנָבִים    שֶׁ

 אַמַאי לָא חָלָה שְבוּעָה  

 עַל שְבוּעָה 

on nezirus and then told us when it is not ‘chal’. And once it would tell us this, 
the Mishna would go ahead and explain that nedarim are more chamor than 
shevuos as nedarim have at least one case in which a neder is ‘chal’ on a neder, 
as opposed to shevuos where there is no such case.  

But since the Mishna did not do this, this implies that indeed in all cases 
of nezirus, a second nezirus can be chal on the first and it does not make a 
difference if he added a day or not. 

The Ran concludes by saying that one cannot ask that seemingly this 
question applies on Shmuel as well. After all, the Mishna said that neder is chal 
on a neder. But how could it make such a blanket statement. By saying that a 
neder is chal on a neder, the Mishna seems to imply that a neder is always chal 
on a neder, even if it is a regular neder and not nezirus. This is not true, and as 
such, why are we only asking our question on Rav Huna if this question 
seemingly applies to everyone. 

The Ran answers that no one would ever make this mistake. No one will 
say that our Mishna holds that any neder can be chal on a neder. Because if 
this was really true, why would the Mishna need to bring the case of nezirus 
to explain the case of a neder being chal  on a neder. The Mishna should have 
picked the classic case of nedarim. That is, if the halacha would really be that 
even a regular neder is chal on a neder, the Mishna would never pick a case of 
nezirus to demonstrate this halacha. And if the Mishna does pick nezirus, it 
must be that it does so because only nezirus is chal on a nezirus and a regular 
neder is not chal on another neder.  

That is, it is specially according to Rav Huna, who differentiates  between 
the cases of  nezirus, that we have this question that the Mishna is open for 
misinterpretation, but according to Shmuel there is no room for such a 
mistake. 
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לָּא הֵיכִי דָמֵי    אֶׁ

 דְלָא חָלָה שְבוּעָה  

 ל שְבוּעָה  עַ 

 כְגוֹן  

 דְאָמַר  

לּאֹ אוֹכַל תְּאֵנִים    שְבוּעָה שֶׁ

 וְחָזַר וְאָמַר 

לּאֹ אוֹכַל תְּאֵנִים    שְבוּעָה שֶׁ

 דִכְווֹתַהּ גַבֵי נְזִירוּת  

 הֵיכִי דָמֵי  

 דְאָמַר  

 הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם 

 הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם 

 וְקָתָנֵי  

ר   דֶׁ  יֵש נֶׁ

ר   דֶׁ  בְתוֹךְ נֶׁ

קַשְׁיָא לְרַב הוּנָא 

 רַב הוּנָא  אָמַר לְךָ 

 מַתְנִיתִין  

 דְאָמַר הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם 

 הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר לְמָחָר  

 דִכְווֹתַהּ גַבֵי שְבוּעָה  

 דְאָמַר  

לּאֹ אוֹכַל תְּאֵנִים    שֶׁ

 וְחָזַר וְאָמַר  

 שְבוּעָה  

לּאֹ אוֹכַל תְּאֵנִים וַעֲנָבִים    שֶׁ

 דְלָא חָיְילָא

 ה  וְהָאָמַר רַבָ 

 שְבוּעָה  

לּאֹ אוֹכַל תְּאֵנִים    שֶׁ

 וְחָזַר וְאָמַר  

לּאֹ אוֹכַל    שְבוּעָה שֶׁ

 תְּאֵנִים וַעֲנָבִים 

 וְאָכַל תְּאֵנִים  

 וְהִפְרִיש  

 קׇרְבָן  

 וְחָזַר וְאָכַל עֲנָבִים  

 הָוְיָא לְהוּ עֲנָבִים 

 חֲצִי שִיעוּר 

 וְאֵין מְבִיאִים קׇרְבָן   

 עַל חֲצִי שִיעוּר 

 אַלְמָא  

 הֵיכָא  

 דְאָמַר שְבוּעָה  

לּאֹ אוֹ  כַל תְּאֵנִים  שֶׁ
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 וְחָזַר וְאָמַר  

לּאֹ אוֹכַל    שְבוּעָה שֶׁ

 תְּאֵנִים וַעֲנָבִים 

 מִיגוֹ  

 דְחָל שְבוּעָה  

 ים עַל עֲנָבִ 

 חָיְילָא נָמֵי עַל תְּאֵנִים  

 רַב הוּנָא  

לָא סְבִירָא לֵיהּ כְרַבָה

 

One Who Accepts Two Sets of Nezirus and then 

Uproots the First Nezirus – Does He Still Have to be a 

Nazir for Another Thirty Days? 

 

 מֵיתִיבִי 

נָזַר שְתֵּי נְזִירוֹת    מִי שֶׁ

ת הָרִאשוֹנָה    מָנָה אֶׁ

 וְהִפְרִיש קׇרְבָן  

יהָ    וְנִשְאַל עָלֶׁ

 עָלְתָה לוֹ שְנִיָה  

 בָרִאשוֹנָה 

 הֵיכִי דָמֵי  

 אִילֵימָא 

 דְאָמַר  

 הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם 

 הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר לְמָחָר  

 אַמַאי  

 עָלְתָה לוֹ שְנִיָה בָרִאשוֹנָה  

 הָא אִיכָא יוֹמָא יַתִּירָא  

לָּא פְשִיטָא    אֶׁ

 דְאָמַר  

 הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם 

 הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם
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 Nedarim 18A 

 

 וּתְיוּבְתָּא דְרַב הוּנָא 

  לָא 

  עוֹלָם לְ 

  הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם 

  הֲרֵינִי לְמָחָר  

 וּמַאי

  עָלְתָה לוֹ  

 לְבַר  

יוֹמָא יַתִּירָא  מֵהָהוּא 

 
 

  אִי נָמֵי 

  כְגוֹן  

קִיבֵל    שֶׁ

  שְתֵּי נְזִירוּת בְבַת אַחַת 

 

The Source that Nezirus is Chal on Nezirus – And the 

Resulting Question on Rav Huna 

 

  תִיב רַב הַמְנוּנָא  מֵ 

  נָזִיר לְהַזִיר 

  מִכָאן  

הַנְזִירוּת חָל עַל הַנְזִירוּת     שֶׁ

יָכוֹל     שֶׁ

  וַהֲלאֹ דִין הוּא  

 וּמָה  

  שְבוּעָה חֲמוּרָה  

    אֵין שְבוּעָה חָלָה

  עַל שְבוּעָה  

  נְזִירוּת קַלָּה  

כֵן     לאֹ כׇל שֶׁ
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  תַּלְמוּד לוֹמַר  

  נָזִיר לְהַזִיר 

  כָאן  מִ 

הַנְזִירוּת     שֶׁ

  חָלָה עַל הַנְזִירוּת 

  הֵיכִי דָמֵי  

  אִילֵימָא 

  דְאָמַר  

  הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם 

  זִיר לְמָחָר  הֲרֵינִי נָ 

  הָא קְרָא בָעֲיָא  

לָּא לָאו     אֶׁ

  דְאָמַר  

  הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹם 

  ם הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר הַיוֹ

 וְקָתָנֵי  

 נְזִירוּת חָל עַל נְזִירוּת 

 

  לָא 

  הָכָא בְמַאי עָסְקִינַן  

 
15 Why is a Posuk Needed for the Case of Someone Accepting Two Sets of 

Nezirus at One Time? 
The Gemara tells us that the posuk is coming to teach us that if someone 

accepts two sets of nezirus at one time, both of them are chal. 
And on this the Ran asks that seemingly this would be unnecessary. If a 

person says that he is accepting two sets of nezirus, this would seem to be the 
same as one saying that he is accepting sixty days of nezirus upon himself, and 
if so, it would seem obvious that this case should work without the need for a 
posuk. 

  כְגוֹן  

קִיבֵל עָלָיו     שֶׁ

 שְתֵּי נְזִירוּת בְבַת אַחַת 

 

What is the Chumrah of Shevuos? 

  

 וּמַאי חוּמְרָא  

ר   דֶׁ   דִשְבוּעָה מִנֶׁ

   אִילֵּימָא

  מִשוּם דְחָיְילָא 

  אֲפִילּוּ  

אֵין בוֹ מַמָש     עַל דָבָר שֶׁ

ר נָמֵי חָמוּר   דֶׁ   נֶׁ

כֵן חָל עַל הַמִצְוָה    שֶׁ

כִרְשוּת  

 

לָּא    אֶׁ

 מִשוּם  

  דִכְתִיב בָהּ בִשְבוּעָה  

The Ran answers that without the posuk one could have thought that 
indeed one cannot accept two separate nezirisim at one time. And if the 
person says that that he is, he should have to count one sixty-day nezirus.  

But now that we have a posuk, the halacha in this case is that two separate 
chiyuvim of nezirus are chal on the person. And even though in this case he 
will also have to count sixty days, the halachic difference between this case 
and someone who just accepts a sixty-day nezirus upon himself, is that in this 
case, upon the conclusion of the first thirty days, the person will have to shave 
himself and to bring a korban, i.e., he will have to finish his first nezirus (and 
do all that that entails), and only then will he count his second nezirus. 
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  ה לאֹ יְנַקֶׁ 

 

 

What Happens if One Makes Two Shevuos and is then 

 ?On the First One  שֹוֹאֵל

 

 שְבוּעָה  

לּאֹ אוֹכַל     שֶׁ

לּאֹ אוֹכַל     שְבוּעָה שֶׁ

  וְאָכַל  

לָּא אַחַת    אֵינוֹ חַיָיב אֶׁ
 

 

 
16 Summary of a Neder Being Chal on a Neder and of Shevuah Being Chal on 
a Shevuah  
 
Nezirus: 

1. If a person accepts two sets of nezirus at one time, everyone agrees 
that the person is chayiv to keep two sets of nezirus. 

2. If a person says, “I am a nazir today, I am a nazir tomorrow”, 
everyone agrees that he is chayiv to keep two sets of nezirus (i.e., 
for sixty-one days). 

3. If a person says, “I am nazir today, I am a nazir today”, in this case 
there is a machlokes. Rav  Huna holds that the second nezirus is not 
chal and Shmuel holds that it is. 
 

Shevuos: 
1. If a person says “Shevuah that I am not eating figs”, and then 

repeats and says “Shevuah that I am not eating figs”, 
everyone agrees that the second shevuah is not chal.  

2. If a person says, “Shevuah that I am not eating figs”, and then 
he made another shevuah and said “Shevuah that I will not 
eat figs and grapes”, in this case there is a machlokes. Rabbah 
holds that the second shevuah is chal and Rav Huna holds that 
it is not. This machlokes will also determine what the rule “A 
shevuah is not chal on shevuah means”. According to Rav 
Huna, this rule covers all cases, and according to Rabbah it 
only covers the first case (as the second case it is chal). 
 

Nedarim:  
The Ran brings that there are those that hold that the same 
way nezirus is chal on nezirus, so too a regular neder is chal 
on a neder (i.e., if a person says “Konam this bread on me, 
konam this bread on me”, he will be chayiv twice if he eats it. 
However, the Ran disagrees, and he holds that it is only the 
case of nezirus that can be chal on nezirus and not a neder on 
a neder. 

 
Can a Neder be Chal on a Shevuah and Can a Shevuah be Chal on a Neder? 

  אָמַר רָבָא  

  אִם נִשְאַל עַל הָרִאשוֹנָה  

 שְׁנִיָה חָלָה עָלָיו   

ל שוֹאֵּ

 From what (i.e., what did Rava see from the Mishna to מִמַאי

teach us this halacha) 

 

  מִדְלָא קָתָנֵי  

לָּא אַחַת     אֵינוֹ אֶׁ

 וְקָתָנֵי  

לָּא אַחַת     אֵינוֹ חַיָיב אֶׁ

 רַוְוחָא  

  הוּא דְלֵית לַהּ  

 כִי מִיתְּשִיל  

 
The Ran explains that it would seem that a neder could be chal on a 

shevuah. That is, if a person makes a shevuah that he will eat this bread, and 
he then makes a neder that the bread should be assur to him, the neder will 
be chal.  

The reason for this is that the shevuah is not worse than a mitzvah. That 
is, the same way we find that a person is able to make a neder on a mitzvah, 
so too he should be able to make a neder on a shevuah as well. The reason 
why he is able to make a neder not to do a mitzvah, is because the mitzvah is 
a commandment on him (the גברא) and the neder is on the object (the חפצא). 
And as such, we say that despite the fact that this person has a chiyuv to do 
this mitzvah, we cannot “feed” him something that is assur to him. With regard 
to a shevuah it is the same thing. Although the shevuah obligates him to eat 
this bread, a neder has the power to forbid him to do so (i.e., although the 
person has a chiyuv to eat the bread, the bread has an issur on it, and as such, 
we cannot feed this person something that is assur to him). 

The Ran says that seemingly the next case should be true as well. That if 
a person makes a shevuah not to eat this bread, and he then makes a neder to 
assur the bread, if he then eats it, he will transgress both the shevuah and the 
neder. The Ran explains that the reason for this is the same as before. That a 
neder can be chal on a shevuah, because although the person’s shevuah 
creates an issur on the person (an איסור גברא) his neder still has the ability to 
create an issur on the object (an  איסור חפצא). 

However, the Ran continues and says that the reverse would not be true. 
That is, if the person makes a neder not to eat this bread, and the person either 
makes a shevuah to eat it, or a shevuah not to eat, in both these cases, the 
shevuah would not be chal. The reason for this is because once the neder takes 
effect, although at first the neder creates an issur on the object, there is an 
issur on the person as well. This is for the simple reason that the person must 
follow the  halacha that he is not allowed to eat things that are assur. And 
therefore, the same way a person is not allowed to make a shevuah to either 
fulfill or to uproot a mitzvah, so too he cannot make shevuah to either keep or 
to transgress his neder. 
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ירְתַּהּ     עַל חֲבֶׁ

 חָיְילָא 

ל ֹּשוֹאֵּ

 לִישָנָא אַחֲרִינָא  

  חִיוּבָא הוּא דְלֵיכָא  

  הָא שְבוּעָה אִיכָא  

לְמַאי הִלְכְתָא  

 

לְכִדְרָבָא  

 

  דְאָמַר רָבָא  

  נִשְאַל עַל הָרִאשוֹנָה  

 עָלְתָה לוֹ שְנִיָה  

יהָ  תַּחְתֶּׁ

 

 לֵימָא  

  מְסַיַיע לֵיהּ  

 
17 The Ran’s Observation that the Gemara’s Proof is Only in Accordance with 

Rav Huna and not Shmuel 
The Ran points out that this proof is only in accordance with Rav Huna and 

not Shmuel. According to Shmuel, when a person says, “I am a nazir, I am a 
nazir”, he is chayiv in two nezirisim. And if so, of course when the person is 
 on the first nezirus, the days that he counted work for the second nezirus שֹוֹאֵל
(as he was chayiv in the second nezirus all along). And this will not be a proof 
to the case in which he made a shevuah on a shevuah (as a because with regard 
to shevuos, even Shmuel holds that one is not chayiv for the second shevuah).  

נָדַר    מִי שֶׁ

  שְתֵּי נְזִירוֹת  

ת הָרִאשוֹנָה     וּמָנָה אֶׁ

  וְהִפְרִיש קׇרְבָן  

יהָ     וְנִשְאַל עָלֶׁ

עָלְתָה לוֹ שְנִיָה בָרִאשוֹנָה 

 

ל ֹּשוֹאֵּ

ל ֹּשוֹאֵּ

  כְגוֹן  

קִיבֵל עָלָיו     שֶׁ

  שְתֵּי נְזִירוֹת בְבַת אַחַת 

 

ל ֹּשוֹאֵּ

ל ֹּשוֹאֵּ

In this case, one could argue that since the second shevuah is not chal 
originally, it cannot be chal a later point when the person is שֹוֹאֵל on the first. 
It is only according to Rav Huna that we can say that the cases are comparable. 
And if we see that with regard to nezirus, the second nezirus is chal when the 
person is ֹשוֹאֵל on the first, we can say that the same should apply to shevuos 
as well. That when the person is שֹוֹאֵל on the first shevuah, the second shevuah 
will then be chal. 
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ל ֹּשוֹאֵּ

 
 

  







37 
 

Nedarim 18b 

  

 משנה

The Halacha and the Cases of Stam Nedarim 

 סְתַם נְדָרִים 

  לְהַחֲמִיר  

 וּפֵירוּשָם  

 לְהָקֵל  

 

  כֵיצַד  

 אָמַר  

  הֲרֵי עָלַי כְבָשָר מָלִיחַ  

ךְ  סֶׁ   כְיֵין נֶׁ

ל )שְלָמִים( נָדַר  שָמַיִםאִם בְשֶׁ

 

  אָסוּר

ל עֲבוֹדָה זָרָה נָדַר   אִם בְשֶׁ

 

  מוּתָּר  

  וְאִם סְתָם  

  אָסוּר

הַנָדוּר  דָבָר 

 
18 The Girsa of the Gemara 

הָאָסוּר )דָבָר

   הֲרֵי עָלַי

ם     כְחֵרֶׁ

 אִם 

ל שָמַיִם   ם שֶׁ   כְחֵרֶׁ

  אָסוּר  

 וְאִם 

ל  ם שֶׁ   כֹהֲנִיםכְחֵרֶׁ

  מוּתָּר  

  וְאִם סְתָם  

 אָסוּר

Although our girsa in the Gemara says שְלָמִים, the girsa of many of the 
Rishonim is שָמַיִם. 
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 הֲרֵי עָלַי  

  כְמַעֲשֵר  

דַר  אִם כְמַעְשַר בְהֵמָה נָ 

 

  אָסוּר  

 וְאִם 

ן   ל גוֹרֶׁ   שֶׁ

  מוּתָּר  

  וְאִם סְתָם  

ראָסוּ 

דָבָר הַנָדוּר 

  

דָבָר הַנָדוּר 

 

 הֲרֵי עָלַי  

  כִתְרוּמָה  

 אִם 

  כִתְרוּמַת הַלִּשְכָה נָדַר  

  אָסוּר  

 וְאִם 

ן   ל גוֹרֶׁ   שֶׁ

 
19 Why is Maaser Goren Not Considered a דָבָר הַנָדוּר? 

There are many different possibilities to explain why maaser is not 
considered a הַנָדוּר  The simplest reason will be like the shita of many .דָבָר 
Tannaim that maaser rishon is mutur, and if so, one can obviously not make a 
neder with it. However, the Rishonim point out that the implication of our 
Mishna is that it is in accordance with everyone, that is, our Mishna can even 
be in accordance with the shita of R' Meir who holds that maaser rishon is 
assur to זָרִים (non-Leviim) (as the Mishna will bring that R' Meir argues with 
the sayfa, which implies that he does not argue in the sayfa(.  

Many Rishonim say that maaser is similar to terumah, and on daf yud bais, 
the Ran (and others) explain that when the person declared these crops as 
terumah, his declaration did not differentiate between Kohanim and 
Yisrayalim. And yet, Kohanim are mutur in terumah and Yisrayalim are assur. 

  מוּתָּר  

  וְאִם סְתָם  

  אָסוּר  

  דִבְרֵי רַבִי מֵאִיר 

כִתְרוּמַת  

הַלִשְׁכָה

הַנָדוּר דָבָר 

דָבָר הַנָדוּר 

  רַבִי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  

  סְתַם תְּרוּמָה בִיהוּדָה  

  אֲסוּרָה 

  בַגָלִיל

ת   רֶׁ   מוּתֶּׁ

אֵין אַנְשֵי גָלִיל     שֶׁ

 מַכִירִין  

ת תְּרוּמַת הַלִּשְכָה     אֶׁ

If so, we see that in reality it was not the person’s declaration that made the 
issur. Rather, all the person did was to make the grain terumah, and then it 
was the Torah that made the issur. If so, so too in regard to maaser the 
explanation is the same. That although it is the person who makes it maaser, 
it is the Torah that makes the issur, and therefore it is not considered a   דָבָר
 .הַנָדוּר

Another explanation said by the Ritva (and others), is that this issur of 
maaser was there all along, and when one separates the maaser, all he is doing 
is separating something that was already assur (that is, the maaser is  mixed 
up with the rest of the grain and the person is just separating it out). If so, 
maaser is not considered a דָבָר הַנָדוּר. 
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  סְתַם חֲרָמִים בִיהוּדָה  

  מוּתָּרִין  

  בַגָלִיל 

  אֲסוּרִין 

אֵין אַנְשֵי גָלִיל     שֶׁ

רְמֵי הַכֹהֲנִים  ת חֶׁ מַכִירִין אֶׁ

 
 

 גמרא
  

Who is the Tanna of Our Misha that Holds that Stam 

Nedarim are L’chumrah? 

 

  וְהָתְנַן  

 סְפֵק נְזִירוּת לְהָקֵל 

 

  אָמַר רַבִי זֵירָא  

  לָא קַשְיָא  

 הָא  

ר   זֶׁ   רַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ

 הָא  

  רַבָנַן  

  דְתַנְיָא 

 הַמַקְדִיש  

 חַיָיתוֹ 

מְתּוֹ     וּבְהֶׁ

ת הַכוֹי     הִקְדִיש אֶׁ

ר אוֹמֵר   זֶׁ   רַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ

ת הַכוֹי    לאֹ הִקְדִיש אֶׁ
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מַאן דְאָמַר 

 מָמוֹנוֹ

 מְעַיֵיל לִסְפֵיקָא  

 יהּ נָמֵי  גוּפֵ 

וּמַאן דְאָמַר   מְעַיֵיל 

  לָא מְעַיֵיל

לִסְפֵיקָא 

גוּפֵיהּ )נָמֵי
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Nedarim 19A 

כֵן  כׇל שֶׁ

דְלָא מְעַיֵיל 

לִסְפֵיקָא

 

The Halacha of a Sofek Bechor (the difference between 

kedusha that comes by itself and kedusha that comes as a 

result of a person’s actions) 

 

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ אַבָיֵי  

 בְמַאי אוֹקֵימְתָּא  

 לִסְפֵק נְזִירוּת לְהָקֵל  

ר   זֶׁ  כְרַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ

 אֵימָא סֵיפָא  

 סְפֵק בְכוֹרוֹת  

חָד בְכוֹרֵי אָדָם    אֶׁ

חָד בְכוֹרֵי בְהֵמָה    וְאֶׁ

 בֵין טְמֵאָה  

 
20 Why is the Gemara’s Question Only on R' Zayra (why is there not an 
inherent contradiction in the Mishna)? 

The Ran explains that without R' Zayra there is no contradiction in the 
Mishna (i.e., there is no contradiction between the raysha of the Mishna 
saying that sofek nezirus is l’kulah and the sayfa of the Mishna that says that 
a sofek bechor is assur to benefit from).  

That is, one could answer that there is no contradiction in the Mishna as 
the Mishna could hold that although a person would allow his money to be 
subject to a sofek, he will not allow his body to be subject to a sofek. Therefore, 
in the raysha that discusses him becoming a nazir, the halacha is that we go 
l’kulah (as we are discussing the person himself). But in the sayfa we are 
discussing the person’s money (i.e., the sofek bechor), and if so, it could very 

 בֵין טְהוֹרָה  

  הַמוֹצִיא  

 מֵחֲבֵירוֹ  

 עָלָיו הָרְאָיָה 

  וְתָנֵי 

 עֲלַהּ  

 וַאֲסוּרִים 

 בְגִיזָה וַעֲבוֹדָה 

ירוֹ עָלָיו הָרְאָיָה  חֲבֵּ הַמוֹצִיא מֵּ

 הּ  אֲמַר לֵי

well be that the reason the bechor is assur is because the person would agree 
to allow his possessions to be subject to a sofek. 

However, according to Reb Zayra, the one who holds that sofek nezirus is 
l’kulah is R' Eliezer who holds that a ‘koy’ does not become hekdesh. That is, 
R' Zayra holds that our Mishna is R' Eliezer who does not differentiate between 
the willingness of a person to subject himself to a sofek and between the 
willingness of a person to subject his money to a sofek. But if so, we have a 
contradiction in our Mishna with regard to this that the raysha says a sofek 
nezirus is l'kulah, and yet it still says in the sayfa that sofek bechor is l’chumrah. 
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 אַמַאי קָא מְדַמֵית  

יהָ    קְדוּשָה הַבָאָה מֵאֵלֶׁ

 לִקְדוּשָה הַבָאָה  

 בִידֵי אָדָם

 

The Shita of R' Eliezer with Regard to the Tumah of 

Liquids 

 

לָּא אִי קַשְיָא    אֶׁ

 הָא קַשְיָא  

 סְפֵק  

 מַשְקִין

 לִיטָמֵא 

 טָמֵא  

 לְטַמֵא אֲחֵרִים  

 טָהוֹר  

 דִבְרֵי רַבִי מֵאִיר  

לְעָזָר אוֹמֵר    וְכֵן הָיָה רַבִי אֶׁ

 כִדְבָרָיו

ר  וּמִי סְבִירָא לֵיהּ לְרַבִי אֱלִי זֶׁ  עֶׁ

 לִיטָמֵא 

 טָמֵא

 וְהָתַנְיָא  

ר אוֹמֵר   זֶׁ  רַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ

 אֵין טוּמְאָה  

 לְמַשְקִין  

 כׇל עִיקָר  

 תֵּדַע 

ר   זֶׁ ן יוֹעֶׁ הֲרֵי הֵעִיד יוֹסֵי בֶׁ  שֶׁ

 אִיש צְרֵידָה  

 קַמְצָא   עַל אַיָל

 דְכַן  

 וְעַל מַשְקִין  

בֵית מִטְבְחַיָא  

 דְכַן
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 הָנִיחָא לִשְמוּאֵל  

 דְאָמַר  

 דְכַן  

מִלְּטַמֵא אֲחֵרִים  

 אֲבָל  

ן  טוּמְאַת עַ   צְמָן יֵש בָהֶׁ

 שַפִיר 

לָּא לְרַב    אֶׁ

 דְאָמַר דְכַן מַמָש  

 מַאי אִיכָא לְמֵימַר 

 
21 Why is the Gemara’s Question Only Difficult According to R' Zayra (why is 
there not an intrinsic contradiction in the shita of R' Eliezer with regard to 
the tumah of liquids)? 

The Ran explains that without the statement of R' Zayra, we would not 
have a contradiction in the shita of R' Eliezer. It could be that R' Eliezer holds 
that the tumah of liquids is only M’Drabbanan but he could also hold that even 
in a sofek M’Drabbanan we go l’chumrah (that is, although we hold that with 
regard to a sofek D’Rabbanan we go l’kulah, it could be that R' Eliezer goes 
l’chumrah). 

The question only starts with what R' Zayra told us that R' Eliezer holds 
that sofek nezirus is l’kulah. That is, even in a case of an issur M’Dorayisa, R' 
Eliezer still holds that one can be maykil. If so, it is not understandable how he 
could be more machmir with regard to a sofek tumah of liquids if he holds that 
liquids only become tamei M’Drabbanan. 

The Ran points out that one could have argued that there is no 
comparison between the case of nazir and the case of tumas maskin (liquids), 
as the kedusha of a nazir comes from the person, and as such, it could be that 
a person would not want to subject himself to a sofek and that is why sofek 
nezirus is l’kulah. But with regard to sofek tumas maskin, no such reasoning 
could apply as the tumah of maskin comes by itself and does not depend on 
the willingness of a person. And if so, perhaps that is why it will be tamei even 
though it is only tamei M’Drabbanan. 

The Ran says, that although one could have made such an argument, at 
the end of the day it would not make sense to have a sofek involving an issur 

 

Defining the Shita of R' Yehuda with Regard to a 

Person’s Willingness to Subject Himself to a Sofek 

 

לָּא הָא רַבִי יְהוּדָה    אֶׁ

 וְהָא רַבִי שִמְעוֹן 

 דְתַנְיָא 

 הֲרֵינִי נָזִיר 

ה    אִם יֵש בִכְרִי הַזֶׁ

D’oraysa (nezirus) be more chamor that a sofek M’Drabbanan. And if so, if R' 
Eliezer is really the one that holds sofek nezirus is l’kulah, he would also have 
to hold that a sofek with regard to tumas maskin is l’kulah as well. 

The Ran continues and says that even without R' Zayra we should have 
the Gemara’s question. The Mishna quotes R' Eliezer as holding that a sofek 
hekdesh with regard to a ‘koy’ is mutur, even though it is a question of a 
D’oraysa. If so, how could he also hold that a sofek with regard to tumas 
maskin in l’chumrah? The same way we said before that it cannot be that R' 
Eliezer is more machmir with regard to a D’Rabbanan, and is so, if he holds 
that a sofek tumas maskin is l’chumrah, he cannot also hold that sofek nezirus 
is l’kulah, so too we should ask with regard to a sofek ‘koy’. If R' Eliezer holds 
that a sofek tumas maskin is l’chumrah, how could he also hold that a sofek 
hekdesh with regard to a ‘koy’ is l’kulah. 

The Ran answers that one could have said that with regard to a ‘koy’ 
becoming hekdesh R' Eliezer holds that it does not become hekdesh simply 
because a person does not refer to a ‘koy’ as a behayma or as a chaya. 
Therefore, when a person says that his chayos or his behaymos should become 
hekdesh, we know with certainly that he was not referring to the ‘koy’. In other 
words, it could be that R' Eliezer’s opinion with regard to the question of the 
‘koy’ becoming hekdesh as nothing to do with his opinion with regard to what 
the halacha is in the place of a sofek, and as such, we cannot ask on R' Eliezer 
from the case of a koy. 
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 מֵאָה כוֹר  

 וְהָלַךְ  

נִגְנַב    וּמְצָאוֹ שֶׁ

אָבַד    אוֹ שֶׁ

 רַבִי יְהוּדָה מַתִּיר  

 וְרָמֵי   וְרַבִי שִמְעוֹן אוֹסֵר 

 דְרַבִי יְהוּדָה  

 אַדְרַבִי יְהוּדָה  

 מִי אָמַר רַבִי יְהוּדָה  

 לָא מְעַיֵיל אִינִיש נַפְשֵיהּ

 לִסְפֵיקָא  

 וּרְמִינְהִי  

 רַבִי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  

 סְתַם תְּרוּמָה  

 בִיהוּדָה  

 אֲסוּרָה  

ת   רֶׁ  וּבַגָלִיל מוּתֶּׁ

אֵין אַנְשֵי הַגָ  לִיל מַכִירִין  שֶׁ

ת תְּרוּמַת הַלִּשְכָה    אֶׁ

 טַעְמָא  

 דְאֵין מַכִירִין 
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Nedarim 19B 

 מַכִירִיןהָא 

 אֲסוּרִין

 

The Chumrah of a Sofek Nazir 

 

 

  אָמַר רָבָא  

 גַבֵי כְרִי  

 

  קָסָבַר  

סְּפֵיקוֹ     כׇל שֶׁ

 חָמוּר  

  מִוַּדַאי  

 לָא מְעַיֵיל נַפְשֵיהּ  

  לִסְפֵיקָא  

 דְאִילּוּ גַבֵי  

  נָזִיר וַדַאי 

  מְגַלֵּחַ  

 
22 The korban chatas is eaten be the Kohanim and the korban shelamim 

is eaten by the nazir (except for certain parts that are given to the Kohanim). 
 

23 Why Does the Nazir Have to Bring a Korban Chatas? 
The Ran asks that seemingly the sofek nazir does have a way out. Although 

it is true that a sofek nazir cannot bring his korban chatas, he can bring his 
other two korbanos, i.e., his korban shelamim and his korban olah. These two 
korbanos can be brought with a condition (as they can be brought as a korban 

  וּמֵבִיא קׇרְבָן  

אֱכָל    וְנֶׁ

  עַל סְפֵיקוֹ  

 לָא מָצֵי מְגַלַּח 

לַעַזָרָה חוּלִין 

 

  אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 רַב הוּנָא בַר יְהוּדָה  

  לְרָבָא  

  אָמַר  

 הֲרֵינִי 

nadava), and therefore it would seem that the sofek nazir could just bring 
these two korbanos. That is, although l’chatchila a nazir brings three korbanos 
(a chatas, shelamim, and olah), we learned previously, that b’dieved if a nazir 
does not bring all three, he can still shave his hair and end his nezirus. If so, 
why can the sofek nazir not just do the same? The Ran answers that although 
this is true b’dieved, l’chatchila he must bring all three. And therefore, with 
regard to this sofek nazir, we cannot l’chatchila tell him to just bring his 
shelamim and olah. 
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  נְזִיר עוֹלָם 

 מַאי  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 נְזִיר עוֹלָם נָמֵי 

 סְפֵיקוֹ  

 חָמוּר מִוַּדַאי  

 דְאִילּוּ וַדַאי  

 הִכְבִיד שְעָרוֹ  

 מֵיקֵל בְתַעַר 

 וּמֵבִיא שָלוֹש בְהֵמוֹת  

 וְאִילּוּ 

 סְפֵיקוֹ  

 לאֹ

 אָמַר  

 הֲרֵינִי נְזִיר שִמְשוֹן  

 מַאי

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 נְזִיר שִמְשוֹן  

 לָא תַּנְיָא  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 וְהָאָמַר רַב אַדָא בַר אַהֲבָה  

 תַּנְיָא נְזִיר שִמְשוֹן  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 אִי תַּנְיָא  

 תַּנְיָא

The Shita of R' Tarfon that the Acceptance of Nezirus 

Needs to be Done in a Definitive Manner -   לּאֹ נִיתְּנָה נְזִירוּת שֶׁ

לָּא לְהַפְלָאָ    אֶׁ

 

 רַב אָשֵי אָמַר  

 הָהִיא רַבִי יְהוּדָה  

 מִשוּם רַבִי טַרְפוֹן הִיא  

 דְתַנְיָא 

 רַבִי יְהוּדָה  

 מִשוּם רַבִי טַרְפוֹן  

 אוֹמֵר  

ם נָזִיר   חָד מֵהֶׁ  אֵין אֶׁ

לּאֹ נִיתְּנָה נְזִירוּת    לְפִי שֶׁ
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לָּא לְהַפְלָאָה   אֶׁ

לִנְדֹּר  יַפְלִא  כִי  אִשָּׁה  אוֹ  אִישׁ 

 אִי הָכִי  

 מַאי אִירְיָא  

אָבַד  שֶׁ   נִגְנַב אוֹ שֶׁ

לָּא    אֶׁ

 
24 Why Did the Mishna Not Want to Teach Us the Chiddush of R' Yehuda?  

Typically, when the Mishna has the choice of picking a case in order to 
teach us a chiddush, the Mishna will pick the case that teaches us the chiddush 
that is l’kulah and not the chiddush that is l’chumrah, כֹחָה דְהִיתֵּרָא עָדִיף.  

This is because by definition it is always considered a bigger chiddush to 
be maykil than it is to be machmir (as one can always be machmir, because 
even if it is not the correct halacha, nothing wrong has happened, as opposed 
to someone being maykil incorrectly). If so, why is the Gemara saying that we 
picked the case in which the grain was lost to teach us the chiddush that even 
in this case R' Shimon is machmir, it should have picked the case in which it 
was not lost in order to teach us the chiddush that even in this case R' Tarfon 
(quoted by R' Yehuda) is maykil? 

 לְהוֹדִיעֲךָ  

 כֹחוֹ  

 דְרַבִי שִמְעוֹן  

 דְאַף עַל גַב  

אָבַד    דְנִגְנַב אוֹ שֶׁ

 קָסָבַר  

 יֵיל אִינִישמְעַ 

 24נַפְשֵיהּ לִסְפֵיקָא 

Understanding the Halacha of the Sayfa – The Shita of 

R' Elazar bar R' Tzadok 

 רַבִי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  

 סְתָם תְּרוּמָה  

 בִיהוּדָה כוּ

 הָא מַכִירִין  

 אֲסוּרִין 

 אַלְמָא  

 סְפֵיקָא  

 לְחוּמְרָא 

The Ran answers that with regard to the shita of R' Tarfon, there is no 
difference between the cases. Since his shita is that you must accept nezirus 
in a definitive manner, the cases don’t make a difference. As long as we do not 
know how much grain was in the pile at the time that he accepted his nezirus 
the nezirus is not chal.  

However, according to R' Shimon, the case  in which the grain is not lost 
or stolen, only teaches us the halacha that he holds nezirus does not have to 
be accepted in a definitive manner. Therefore, the Baraisa picked the case in 
which the grain was lost or stolen in order to teach us the bigger chiddush that 
he holds that a person is even willing to subject himself to a sofek nezirus (even 
though the sofek nezirus is more chamor than a definite nezirus). 
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25

 אֵימָא סֵיפָא  

 סְתָם חֲרָמִים בִיהוּדָה  

 מוּתָּרִין  

 וּבַגָלִיל אֲסוּרִין 

אֵין אַנְשֵי הַגָלִיל  שֶׁ

 מַכִירִין  

רְמֵי   ת חֶׁ  אֶׁ

 הַכֹהֲנִים  

 הָא מַכִירִין  

 מוּתָּרִין  

 אַלְמָא  

 סְפֵיקָא לְקוּלָּא 

 
25 Why Does the Gemara Not Ask from the Words of the Mishna Themselves? 

The Ran asks an obvious question. The Gemara proves from a diyuk from 
R' Yehuda’s words with regard to Galiel, that he must holds that stam nedarim 
are l’hachmir.  

But why do we need to come onto a diyuk? R' Yehuda said that in Yehuda 
if a person makes a neder using terumah, it is assur, as in Yehuda they 
recognize the terumas haliska. But what difference does that make? Even if 
they are familiar with the terumas haliska, they certainly are also familiar with 
the terumah of crops! Therefore, even in Yehuda when they make a neder 
using terumah, it should be no better than a sofek, and yet R' Yehuda says that 
the neder is chal. If so, we see that R' Yehuda holds that a sofek neder is chal, 
and that being the case, why do we need to use a diyuk from the halacha with 
regard to Galiel to prove this?  

This question applies to the last case of the Mishna as well. The Mishna 
said that in Yehuda (a place in which they recognize both the charamim of 
hekdesh and the charamim of the Kohanim), if a person uses charamim to 
make a neder, the neder is not chal. If so, we see that a sofek nedarim are 

 אָמַר אַבָיֵי  

 סֵיפָא 

לְעָזָר בְרַבִי צָדוֹק הִיא   רַבִי אֶׁ

 דְתַנְיָא 

 רַבִי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  

 סְתַם תְּרוּמָה בִיהוּדָה  

 אֲסוּרָה  

לְעָזָר בְרַבִי צָדוֹק אוֹמֵר    רַבִי אֶׁ

 סְתַם חֲרָמִים בַגָלִיל  

  סוּרִיןאֲ 

l’kulah, and if so, why do we need to come to the diyuk from the halacha with 
regard to the people of Galiel. 

The Ran answers that one could have said that from the halacha that is 
said with regard to the people of Yehuda, we cannot know the halacha of sofek 
nedarim. When the Mishna said that when the people of Yehuda use terumah 
to make nedarim it is chal, it could be that this is not because stam nedarim 
are l’chumrah but rather it is because in Yehuda when they refer to terumah, 
they only refer to the terumas haliska (that is, since they are so used to it), and 
when they want to refer to terumah of crops, they will say so specifically. And 
the reverse is true as well. It could be that the reason when people in Yehuda 
use charamim for a neder it is mutur, is not because stam nedarim are l’kulah 
but rather it is because they are so familiar with the charamim of Kohanim 
(and therefore when they use the term charamim without specifying which 
type, we assume that they are referring specifically to the charamim of 
Kohanim and not of hekdesh). 

However, from the halacha that is said with regard to the nedarim of 
those that live in Galiel, we can infer whether stam nedarim are l’chumrah or 
l’kulah (as the Gemara explains). 
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Nedarim 20A 

  משנה
 

A Person’s Ability to Explain His Intentions While 

Making a Neder 

  

 

ם   ר בְחֵרֶׁ דֶׁ  נֶׁ

 וְאָמַר  

 לאֹ נָדַרְתִּי  

ל יָם   רְמוֹ שֶׁ לָּא בְחֶׁ  אֶׁ

 קׇרְבָן  בְ 

 וְאָמַר  

 לאֹ נָדַרְתִּי  

לָּא    אֶׁ

ל   מְלָכִים בְקׇרְבָנוֹת שֶׁ

   הֲרֵי עַצְמִי קׇרְבָן 

 וְאָמַר  

 לאֹ נָדַרְתִּי  

ם   צֶׁ לָּא בְעֶׁ  אֶׁ

הִנַחְתִּי לִי    שֶׁ

 לִהְיוֹת נוֹדֵר בוֹ  

עַצְמִי 

ם צֶׁ עֶׁ

עַצְמִי

עַצְמִי  הֲ    י  רֵּ

קׇרְבָּן  

 קוּנָם 

הֱנֵית לִי    אִשְתִּי נֶׁ

 וְאָמַר  

 לאֹ נָדַרְתִּי  

לָּא בְאִשְתִּי הָרִאשוֹנָה    אֶׁ

גֵירַשְתִּי  שֶׁ

 עַל כוּלָּן  

ם    אֵין נִשְאָלִין לָהֶׁ

 וְאִם נִשְאֲלוּ  

 עוֹנְשִין אוֹתָן  

ן    וּמַחְמִירִין עֲלֵיהֶׁ

 דִבְרֵי רַבִי מֵאִיר 

 וַחֲכָמִים אוֹמְרִים  

ן    פוֹתְחִין לָהֶׁ

תַח    פֶׁ

 מִמָקוֹם אַחֵר  

 וּמְלַמְדִין אוֹתָן  

 כְדֵי 

לּאֹ יִנְהֲגוּ    שֶׁ

 קַלּוּת ראֹש  

 בִנְדָרִים

 

 גמרא
  

The Difference Between a Talmid Chacham Explaining 

His Nedarim and an Am Ha’aretz Explaining His Nedarim 
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ל שוֹאֵּ

חָכָם ילַת  שְאֵּ

חַרָטָה

 הָא גוּפָא קַשְיָא 

 אָמְרַתְּ  

ן    אֵין נִשְאָלִין לָהֶׁ

 וַהֲדַר תָּנֵי  

 אִם נִשְאֲלוּ  

 עוֹנְשִין אוֹתָן  

ן   וּמַחְמִירִין עֲלֵיהֶׁ

 מַר רַב יְהוּדָה  אָ 

 הָכִי קָתָנֵי 

 וְכוּלָּן  

 אֵין צְרִיכִין שְאֵלָה  

ה דְבָרִים אֲמוּרִים    בַמֶׁ

 בְתַלְמִיד חָכָם  

 אֲבָל  

ץ    בְעַם הָאָרֶׁ

בָא לִישָאֵל    שֶׁ

 עוֹנְשִין אוֹתוֹ  

 וּמַחְמִירִין עָלָיו 

 בִשְלָמָא  

 מַחְמִירִין  

 דְלָא פָתְחִינַן לֵיהּ  

 בַחֲרָטָה  

לָּא עוֹנְשִין    אֶׁ

 הֵיכִי דָמֵי 

 

One Who Breaks His Nezirus and then Comes to be 

 on it  שֹוֹאֵל 

 

 כִדְתַנְיָא  

נָזַר    מִי שֶׁ

 בַר עַל נְזִירוּתוֹ  וְעָ 

 אֵין נִזְקָקִין לוֹ  

יִנְהוֹג בוֹ אִיסּוּר    עַד שֶׁ

 כַיָמִים 

ן   נָהַג בָהֶׁ  שֶׁ

יתֵּר    הֶׁ

 דִבְרֵי רַבִי יְהוּדָה  

 אָמַר רַבִי יוֹסֵי 

ה דְבָרִים אֲמוּרִים    בַמֶׁ

ת   טֶׁ  בִנְזִירוּת מוּעֶׁ

 אֲבָל בִנְזִירוּת מְרוּבָה  

 דַיוֹ שְלֹשִים יוֹם

ל ֹּשוֹאֵּ

ל ֹּשוֹאֵּ
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ל ֹּשוֹאֵּ

ל ֹּשוֹאֵּ

ל ֹּשוֹאֵּ

ל ֹּשוֹאֵּ

 
26 The Chiddush of Rav Yosef 

Seemingly, it is hard to understand what Rav Yosef was coming to tell us. 
That Chachamim said that a Bais Din should not ‘listen’ to a person who breaks 
his neder before he makes it up. If so, it would seem obvious that a Bais Din 
that does not listen to this directive has not acted properly. If so, why would 
Rav Yosef need to tell us this? 

The Ran answers that one could have thought that when the Chachamim 
said that Bais Din does not listen to this person when he comes to be matir his 
neder, this means that they do not actively pursue him to do so. That is, Bais 
Din does not want a person to be bound by a neder (for the fear that he might 
come to violate it). Therefore, if they know of a person who has made a neder 

 

A Bais Din that ‘Listens’ to a Person Who Broke His 

Neder 

 

 אָמַר רַב יוֹסֵף  

 הוֹאִיל וְאָמְרִי רַבָנַן  

 אֵין נִזְקָקִים לוֹ  

 בֵי דִינָא דְמִזְדַקְקִי  

 לָא עָבֵיד שַפִיר  

 רַב אַחָא בַר יַעֲקֹב אוֹמֵר  

 ( מְשַמְתִינַן לֵיהּ 

ל שוֹאֵּ

The Importance of Not Becoming Accustomed to 

Making Nedarim (and other undesirable situations 

 

 וַחֲכָמִים אוֹמְרִים  

תַח כוּ'    פוֹתְחִין לוֹ פֶׁ

and not yet violated it, they will go and try to persuade that person to be matir 
his neder. Based on this, one could have thought that when the Chachamim 
says that Bais Din should not ‘listen’ to a person who broke his neder, this just 
means that Bais Din should not actively pursue this person to have him be 
matir his neder. But if this person of his own volition would come to Bais Din, 
we would listen to him and we would be matir his neder. Rav Yosef comes to 
teach us otherwise. That not only will Bais Din not pursue this person, but even 
if he would come to Bais Din by himself, the Bais Din should not ‘listen’ to him 
until he has ‘made up’ the number of days that he has violated his nezirus 
(neder). 
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 תָּנָא  

 לְעוֹלָם 

 אַל תְּהִי רָגִיל  

 בַנְדָרִים 

סּוֹפְךָ    שֶׁ

 לִמְעוֹל  

 בִשְבוּעוֹת  

 וְאַל תְּהִי רָגִיל  

ל    אֵצֶׁ

ץ   עַם הָאָרֶׁ

סּוֹפְךָ    שֶׁ

 טְבָלִים   לְהַאֲכִילְךָ

 אַל תְּהִי רָגִיל  

ל    אֵצֶׁ

ץ    כֹהֵן עַם הָאָרֶׁ

סּוֹפְךָ    שֶׁ

 לְהַאֲכִילְךָ תְּרוּמָה  

ה שִיחָה    וְאַל תַּרְבֶׁ

 עִם הָאִשָה  

סּוֹפְךָ    שֶׁ

 לָבוֹא לִידֵי נִיאוּף

The Danger of Looking at Women Inappropriately 

 

 רַבִי אַחָא בְרַבִי יאֹשִיָה אוֹמֵר  

ה בְנָשִים    כׇל הַצּוֹפֶׁ

 סוֹפוֹ  

 בָא לִידֵי עֲבֵירָה  

 וְכׇל הַמִסְתַּכֵל  

ל אִשָה    בַעֲקֵבָהּ שֶׁ

 הָוְיִין לוֹ בָנִים 

אֵינָן מְהוּגָנִין   שֶׁ

 אָמַר רַב יוֹסֵף  

 וּבְאִשְתּוֹ נִדָה  

ן לָקִיש    אָמַר רַבִי שִמְעוֹן בֶׁ

 עֲקֵבָהּ דְקָתָנֵי 

ת    בִמְקוֹם הַטִנוֹפֶׁ

הוּא    שֶׁ

עָקֵב  ד הֶׁ גֶׁ  מְכֻוּוֹן כְנֶׁ

לשון נקיה

 

The Middah Tova of Being a   בַיְישָן     

 

 תַּנְיָא 
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 בַעֲבוּר  

 תִּהְיֶׁה יִרְאָתוֹ  

ם  עַל פְנֵיכֶׁ

 זוֹ בוּשָה  

חֱטָאוּ    לְבִלְתִּי תֶׁ

 מְלַמֵד  

הַבוּשָה    שֶׁ

 מְבִיאָה  

 לִידֵי יִרְאַת חֵטְא  

 מִיכָן אָמְרוּ  

ה בְאָדָם    סִימָן יָפֶׁ

הוּא בַיְישָן    שֶׁ

 אֲחֵרִים אוֹמְרִים  

 כׇל אָדָם הַמִתְבַיֵיש  

 לאֹ בִמְהֵרָה הוּא חוֹטֵא  

 וּמִי  

אֵי  ן לוֹשֶׁ

ת פָנִים    בוֹשֶׁ

 בְיָדוּעַ  

לּאֹ עָמְדוּ אֲבוֹתָיו    שֶׁ

 עַל הַר סִינַי 

ת פָנִים בּוֹשֶׁׁ

ת פָנִים בּוֹשֶׁׁ

 

What a Person is Allowed To do and What a Person is 

Not Allowed To do During Tasmish  (and the consequences 

for someone who violates these guidelines) 

 

ן דַהֲבַאי    אָמַר רַבִי יוֹחָנָן בֶׁ

 אַרְבָעָה דְבָרִים  

 סָחוּ לִי מַלְאֲכֵי הַשָרֵת  

 חִיגְרִין 

 מִפְנֵי מָה הָוְיִין  

 מִפְנֵי  

ת שוּלְחָנָם   הוֹפְכִים אֶׁ  שֶׁ

 אִילְּמִים 

   מִפְנֵי מָה הָוְיִין

מְנַשְקִים   מִפְנֵי שֶׁ

 עַל אוֹתוֹ מָקוֹם  

 חֵרְשִים  

 מִפְנֵי מָה הָוְיִין  

מְסַפְרִים    מִפְנֵי שֶׁ

 בִשְעַת תַּשְמִיש  

 סוֹמִין 

 מִפְנֵי מָה הָוְיִין  

מִסְתַּכְלִים    מִפְנֵי שֶׁ

  ( בְאוֹתוֹ מָקוֹם 
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When is a Person Allowed to Talk During Tasmish? 

 

 וּרְמִינְהוּ  

 שָאֲלוּ  

ת אִימָא שָלוֹם    אֶׁ

  מִפְנֵי מָה 
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Nedarim 20B 

 בָנַיִךְ 

 יְפֵיפִין בְיוֹתֵר  

ן    אָמְרָה לָהֶׁ

 אֵינוֹ מְסַפֵר  

 עִמִי  

 לאֹ בִתְחִלַּת הַלַּיְלָה  

 וְלאֹ בְסוֹף הַלַּיְלָה  

לָּא    אֶׁ

  בַחֲצוֹת הַלַּיְלָה  

הוּא מְסַפֵר    וּכְשֶׁ

פַח   ה טֶׁ  מְגַלֶּׁ

פַח   ה טֶׁ  וּמְכַסֶּׁ

ה עָלָיו    וְדוֹמֶׁ

כְפָאוֹ    כְמִי שֶׁ

 שֵד 

 וְאָמַרְתִּי לוֹ  

 מָה טַעַם  

 וְאָמַר לִי  

 כְדֵי 

לּאֹ אֶׁ  ת עֵינַי  שֶׁ  תֵּן אֶׁ

ת   רֶׁ  בְאִשָה אַחֶׁ

 וְנִמְצְאוּ  

 בָנָיו בָאִין  

 לִידֵי מַמְזֵרוּת 

 לָא קַשְיָא  

 הָא  

 בְמִילֵּי דְתַשְמִיש  

 הָא  

 בְמִילֵּי אַחְרָנְיָיתָא

 

The Shita that Everything is Mutur During Tasmish 

 

 אָמַר רַבִי יוֹחָנָן  

 זוֹ דִבְרֵי  

ן דַהֲבַאי    יוֹחָנָן בֶׁ

 אֲבָל אָמְרוּ חֲכָמִים 

 אֵין הֲלָכָה  

ן דַהֲבַאי    כְיוֹחָנָן בֶׁ

לָּא    אֶׁ

 כֹל מַה  

ה לַעֲשוֹת   אָדָם רוֹצֶׁ  שֶׁ

 בְאִשְתּוֹ  

ה    עוֹשֶׁ

 מָשָל  

 לְבָשָר הַבָא  

 מִבֵית הַטַבָח  

לַח    רָצָה לְאׇכְלוֹ בְמֶׁ

 אוֹכְלוֹ  

 צָלִי 
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 אוֹכְלוֹ  

 מְבוּשָל  

 אוֹכְלוֹ  

 שָלוּק  

 אוֹכְלוֹ  

 וְכֵן דָג  

 הַבָא מִבֵית הַצַּיָיד

Who Where the  מַלְאֲכֵי הַשָרֵת  that Spoke to R' 

Yochanan ben Dahavai? 

 

 אָמַר אַמֵימָר  

 מַאן מַלְאֲכֵי הַשָרֵת  

 רַבָנַן  

 דְאִי תֵּימָא  

 מַלְאֲכֵי הַשָרֵת מַמָש  

 אַמַאי אָמַר רַבִי יוֹחָנָן  

 ין הֲלָכָה  אֵ 

ן דַהֲבַאי    כְיוֹחָנָן בֶׁ

 הָא אִינְהוּ בְקִיאִי  

 בְצוּרַת הַוָּלָד  

 טְפֵי 

 וְאַמַאי קָרוּ לְהוּ  

 מַלְאֲכֵי הַשָרֵת  

 דִמְצַיְינִי 

 כְמַלְאֲכֵי הַשָרֵת 

הָיוּ   שֶׁׁ ד  מְלַמֵּ

ל מְצֻיָנִים  שָׁם  יִשְׂרָאֵּ

The Response to the Women that Complained about their 

Husband’s Actions During Tasmish 

 

 הַהִיא  

 דַאֲתַאי לְקַמֵיהּ דְרַבִי  

 אָמְרָה לוֹ  

 רַבִי 

 עָרַכְתִּי לוֹ שוּלְחָן  

 וַהֲפָכוֹ  

 אֲמַר לָהּ  

 בִתִּי  

ךְ    תּוֹרָה הִתִּירָתֶׁ

 וַאֲנִי 

ה לִיךְ   מָה עֱשֶׁ  אֶׁ

כִי יִקַּח אִישׁ  

אִשָּׁה

 הָהִיא   

 דַאֲתַאי לְקַמֵיהּ דְרַב  

 אָמְרָה לוֹ  

 רַבִי 

 עָרַכְתִּי לוֹ שוּלְחָן  

 וַהֲפָכוֹ  

 אָמַר  

 מַאי שְנָא  

 בִינִיתָא מִן 
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The Issur to Think of Another Woman During Tasmish 

 לאֹ תָתוּרוּ  וְ 

ם    אַחֲרֵי לְבַבְכֶׁ

 מִכָאן אָמַר רַבִי  

ה אָדָם    אַל יִשְתֶּׁ

ה    בְכוֹס זֶׁ

 וְיִתֵּן עֵינָיו 

 בְכוֹס אַחֵר  

  

 אָמַר רָבִינָא 

 לאֹ נִצְרְכָא  

לָּא    אֶׁ

 דַאֲפִילּוּ שְתֵּי נָשָיו 

 

The Nine Types of Children that Result from Improper 

Actions (thoughts) During Tasmish 

 

ם    וּבָרוֹתִי מִכֶׁ

 הַמֹרְדִים  

 
27 The Nine Cases 

י אֲנוּסָה   ימָה בְנֵּ י אֵּ  It is assur to have tasmish if the woman is doing so out - בְנֵּ
of fear, or if the husband physically forces her to have tasmish. The Ran explains 
that the first case refers to where she is just scared of him but not that he actually 
forces her to have tasmish. The second case refers to where he actually forces 
her to have tasmish. The Ran explains that although these are two different 
situations, they are similar to each other, and as such they are counted as one 
case (i.e., in the list of nine cases being discussed). 

י שְנוּאָה  It is assur to have tasmish if the husband hates the woman. The - בְנֵּ
Ran explains that if the husband hates her, there is a concern that he will be 
thinking of a different woman during tasmish (the Mefarshim ask that if so, why 
was this not a problem with Yaakov and Leah, עי' שם.. 

י נִידּוּי   .It is assur to have tasmish when one is a nidui (excommunicated) - בְנֵּ
The Rosh explains that this refers to a case in which either he or she is in nidui, 
as it is assur for someone in nidui to have tasmish. The Rosh adds that this also 
refers to a case in which either he or she is in avaylus (the mourning period for a 
close relative), as an avel (mourner) is assur in tasmish. The Rosh explains that 
the reason the Gemara picked the case of being is nidui is because this is  more 
common (seemingly the Rosh doesn’t mean that nidui is more common but 
rather that having tasmish while being a nidui is more common that having 
tasmish while being an avel). It must be pointed out that although our Gemara 
says that it is assur for someone in nidui to have tasmish, the Mefarshim bring 
the Gemara in Moed Katan (15:) that has a sofek if someone in nidui could have 
tasmish or not, עי' שם ואכמ''ל. 

תְמוּרָה   י   The Ran explains that this case refers to someone who has – בְנֵּ
tasmish with one of his wives while thinking that he is having tasmish with a 
different one. The Mefarshim ask that seemingly this problem occurred when 

 וְהַפוֹשְעִים בִי  

 בִי לֵוִי  אָמַר רַ 

 אֵלּוּ בְנֵי 

 תֵּשַע  

 מִדוֹת  

 בְנֵי 

 ת -נ-ס-אׇסְנַ"ת א

 ח -ע-ג-ש-ממשגע"ח  

 בְנֵי אֵימָה  

 בְנֵי אֲנוּסָה 

 בְנֵי שְנוּאָה  

 בְנֵי נִידוּי 

 בְנֵי תְמוּרָה  

 בְנֵי מְרִיבָה  

 בְנֵי שִכְרוּת  

 בְנֵי גְרוּשַת הַלֵּב  

 בְנֵי עִרְבוּבְיָא  

 בְנֵי חֲצוּפָה  

 

 

 

Yaakov married Leah, as he had tasmish with Leah thinking that it was really 
Rochel, עי' שם ואכמ''ל. 

י מְרִיבָה  The Ran explains that this refers to a case in which the wife is –  בְנֵּ
not hated but there still is an argument between them, and they have not yet 
appeased each other. 

י שִכְרוּת  The Ran explains that since he is drunk, he does not think about – בְנֵּ
his wife during tasmish. The Mefaraish explains that because of this his tasmish 
is not considered a complete tasmish, but rather is it is considered as just an act 
of z’nus immoral behavior. 

י גְרוּשַת הַלֵּב  This refers to a case of man having tasmish at a time in which – בְנֵּ
he plans on divorcing his wife. The Rosh explains that this issur is even in a case 
that the man does not hate his wife but just plans on divorcing her. The problem 
with having tasmish at that time, is that since the man plans on divorcing her, his 
mind will be on a different woman. 

י עִרְבוּבְיָא    The Ran explains that this refers to a case in which many men –בְנֵּ
have tasmish with one woman, and therefore, when she becomes pregnant, we 
don’t know who the father is. The Mefaraish adds two more cases. This case 
could be referring to a man who has tasmish with one of his wives, but he does 
not know which one. Or it could be referring to a case in which a woman gets 
divorce, and within three months, marries someone else. Because of this, if she 
becomes pregnant seven months after her second marriage, we will not know it 
the child is from her first husband (i.e., it is a baby born after nine months), or if 
the child is from her second husband (i.e., it is a baby born after seven months). 

י חֲצוּפָה  This refers to a woman who has the chutzpah to explicitly ask – בְנֵּ
her husband to have tasmish. 
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The Children that Result from a Woman ‘Asking for 

Tasmish’ 

 

 אִינִי 

 וְהָאָמַר רַבִי שְמוּאֵל בַר נַחְמָנִי  

 אָמַר רַבִי יוֹנָתָן  

 כׇל אָדָם  

אִשְתּוֹ    שֶׁ

 תּוֹבַעְתּוֹ  

 הָוְיִין לוֹ בָנִים 

אֲפִילּוּ    שֶׁ

ה רַבֵינוּ   ל מֹשֶׁ  בְדוֹרוֹ שֶׁ

 לאֹ הָיוּ כְמוֹתָם  

אֱמַר   נֶׁ  שֶׁ

ם    הָבוּ לָכֶׁ

 אֲנָשִים 

 חֲכָמִים וּנְבֹנִים 

 וּכְתִיב  

ם ת רָאשֵי שִבְטֵיכֶׁ קַח אֶׁ    וָאֶׁ

 וְלָא כְתִיב  

   נְבוֹנִים 

 וּכְתִיב  

ם    יִשָשכָר חֲמֹר גָרֶׁ

לַי תָּבוֹא כִי   ר אֵּ אָה לִקְרָאתוֹ וַתֹּּאמֶׁ א לֵּ צֵּ ב וַתֵּּ רֶׁ ה בָּעֶׁ ֹּא יַעֲקֹּב מִן הַשָּׂדֶׁ וַיָב

י בְּנִי וַיִשְׁכַב עִ  מָהּ בַּלַיְלָה הוּאשָׂכֹּר שְׂכַרְתִּיךָ בְּדוּדָאֵּ

 וּכְתִיב  

 מִבְנֵי יִשָשכָר  

 יוֹדְעֵי 

 בִינָה לַעִתִּים

נבונים

 הַהִיא  

 דְמַרְצְיָא אַרְצוֹיֵי

 

 

 וְאֵלּוּ מוּתָרִיןהַדְרָן עֲלָךְ 
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Perek Gimmel Nedarim 20b 

 

  משנה

 

The Four Invalid Nedarim 

 אַרְבָעָה נְדָרִים 

 הִתִּירוּ חֲכָמִים  

נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין 

 וְנִדְרֵי הֲבַאי  

 וְנִדְרֵי שְגָגוֹת  

וְנִדְרֵי אוֹנָסִין 

רוּזִין  י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

 נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין 

 כֵיצַד  

ץ   הָיָה מוֹכֵר חֵפֶׁ

 וְאָמַר  

 קוּנָם 

אֵינִי פוֹחֵת לְךָ    שֶׁ

לַע    מִן הַסֶּׁ

 וְהַלָּה  

 אוֹמֵר 

 קוּנָם 

אֵינִי מוֹסִיף לָךְ    שֶׁ

ל  קֶׁ   עַל הַשֶׁ
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Nedarim 21a 

רוּזִין  י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

ם רוֹצִין  שְ   נֵיהֶׁ

 בִשְלֹשָה דִינָרִין 

  

 

ינָם דְבָ  ב אֵּ בְּלֵּ רִיםדְבָרִים ֹּשֶׁ

ב בְּלֵּ דְבָרִים ֹּשֶׁ  
 

  גמרא

 

Two Explanations as to Why נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין  are Not Chal 

 

 אַרְבָעָה נְדָרִים 

 הִתִּירוּ חֲכָמִים כוּ'  

ל   מֶׁ  אֲמַר לֵיהּ רַבִי אַבָא בַר מֶׁ

 לְרַבִי אַמֵי  

 אֲמַרְתְּ לַן  

 מִשְמֵיהּ  

 
28 According to the Reasoning of R' Tarfon, Why Does the Mishna Pick a Case 
in Which They Both Agree to a Price of Three Dinarim? 

 דְרַבִי יְהוּדָה נְשִיאָה  

 מַאן תְּנָא  

 אַרְבָעָה נְדָרִים 

 רַבִי יְהוּדָה הִיא  

 דְאָמַר מִשוּם  

 רַבִי טַרְפוֹן  

 לְעוֹלָם 

ן נָזִיר   חָד מֵהֶׁ  אֵין אֶׁ

לּאֹ נִיתְּנָה נְזִירוּת    לְפִי שֶׁ

לָּא לְהַפְלָאָה   אֶׁ

י  נִדְרֵּ

רוּזִין זֵּ רוּזִין י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

The Ran asks that if the explanation of the Mishna is that conditional 
nedarim cannot be chal, then seemingly the end of the case is unnecessary. The 
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 רָבָא אָמַר  

 אֲפִילּוּ תֵּימָא  

 רַבָנַן  

 מִי קָתָנֵי  

ן רָצוּ    שְנֵיהֶׁ

ן רוֹצִין    שְנֵיהֶׁ

קָתָנֵי

 
Mishna concludes that even though the seller made a neder not to accept less 
than four, and the buyer made a neder to pay more than two, in the end, they 
both agree to a price of three. But according to R' Tarfon, this piece of 
information is irrelevant. What difference does it make if they both end up 
agreeing to three? Even if they would not agree to this, the nedarim would still 
not be chal, as according to R' Tarfon, conditional nedarim are not chal at all. 

The Ran answers that the Mishna picked this case as it contains a chiddush. 
The case in which R' Tarfon says that a conditional nezirus cannot work is the 
case in which two people accept nezirus upon themselves that are depended on 
if the approaching person is or is not a particular person. In this case, it is 
impossible for both of them to become nezirim. Therefore, one could have 
thought that it is specifically this case that is lacking   הַפְלָאָה - ‘clarity’. That is, 
since we know that one of these ‘acceptances’ cannot be chal, neither on them 
can be. 

However, this is not true in our case. In our case, it could be that both of 
their nedarim will come to be. The seller said that the money should be assur if 
he charges less than four dinarim and the buyer said that the object should be 
assur if he pays more than two. Therefore, if they both end up agreeing to three, 
they would have both violated what they wanted to happen, and as such, both 
of their nedarim would be chal. If so, one could have thought that in this case 
there is not such a lack of clarity, and therefore, they can both be chal, even 
though they are conditional. 

Therefore, the Mishna needs to teach that even in this case, the nedarim 
are not going to be chal (in accordance with the shita of R' Tarfon).  

 

 

The Case of   לַעטְפֵי מִסֶּׁ   and  ל קֶׁ   בְצִיר מִשֶׁ

 

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ רָבִינָא לְרַב אָשֵי  

 אָמַר לוֹ  

לַע    טְפֵי מִסֶּׁ

 וְהַלָּה אֹמֵר  

ל   קֶׁ  בְצִיר מִשֶׁ

 נִדְרָא הָוֵי  

 אוֹ זֵרוּזִין הָוֵי 

29 Can the Sale Take Place at a Price Other than 3 Dinarim? 
The Ran explains that even if they both had intention for three dinarim, they 

are not bound by this amount. That is, if the seller would like to sell it for less 
than three dinarim, or if the buyer would want to buy it for more than three 
dinarim, they would be able to do so. That is, even though they had in mind for 
three, they did not verbalize this, and in this regard, we will say   דְבָרִיםֹ שֶבְּלֵב אֵינָם
 that is, we don’t recognize what he thinks in his heart, and they would not) דְבָרִים
have to worry about violating the neder, as the neder was just said to motivate 
the other). 

However, the Ran continues and says that the seller would not be able to 
sell it for two dinarim. This is because even though we say that the seller didn’t 
really mean what he said with regard to not selling it for less than four dinarim, 
there was a reason why he said it. He said in order to counteract the buyer’s 
offer. The buyer said he wants to pay just two dinarim, and to this, the seller 
responded and made his neder. That is, the neder was made specifically to 
ensure that he will not accept the buyer’s offer. Therefore, since this was the 
 of the neder, he will not be able to accept two dinarim. And (main point) עיקר
this is true with regard to the buyer as well. Although he will be able to pay more 
than two dinarim, he will not be able to pay as much as four. His neder was made 
specifically to prevent him from paying so much, and therefore he will not be 
able to pay this amount. 

The Ran concludes that although this is his shita, there are others who 
disagree and hold that since the Mishna is saying that the nedarim are not chal, 
they are not chal at all, and they could pick any price they want. 
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 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 תְּנֵינָא 

 הָיָה מְסָרֵב בַחֲבֵירוֹ  

יאֹכַל    שֶׁ

צְלוֹ    אֶׁ

 וְאָמַר לוֹ  

 קוֹנָם בֵיתְךָ  

אֲנִי נִכְנָס   שֶׁ

 טִיפַת צוֹנֵן  

אֲנִי טוֹעֵם    שֶׁ

 מוּתָּר לִיכָנֵס לְבֵיתוֹ  

נוּ צוֹנֵן    וְלִשְתּוֹת הֵימֶׁ

ה   לּאֹ נִתְכַוֵּון זֶׁ  שֶׁ

לָּא לְשוּם    אֶׁ

 אֲכִילָה וּשְתִיָה 

 וְאַמַאי  

 וְהָא טִיפַת צוֹנֵן קָאָמַר  

לָּא    אֶׁ

 מִשְתַּעֵי אִינִיש הָכִי  

 הָכָא נָמֵי  

 מִשְתַּעֵי אִינִיש הָכִי

רוּזִין י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ 
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Nedarim 21b 

 מִי דָמֵי  

 גַבֵי 

 צוֹנֵן 

 צַדִיקִים 

 אוֹמְרִים מְעַט  

 וְעוֹשִין הַרְבֵה 

  

 הָכָא סְפֵיקָא הוּא  

 דִלְמָא  

לַע    פָחוֹת מִסֶּׁ

ל   קֶׁ  וְיוֹתֵר עַל שֶׁ

 קָאָמַר  

 וְזֵירוּזִין הָוֵי 

 אוֹ דִלְמָא  

 דַוְקָא קָאָמַר  

 וְנִידְרָא הָוֵי  

 תִּבְעֵי

 
30 The Ran’s First Explanation of the Gemara’s sofek 

Above we explained the Gemara according to the second explanation of the 
Ran (and of many other Rishonim), here we will bring the first explanation that 
he mentions. In this explanation, he says that case of the Gemara is that the 
seller says he will not accept less than a dinar and a perutah, and the buyer says 
that he will not pay more than a shekel minus a perutah. According to this the 
Gemara’s question is as follows. Can say that their statements are only a 
negotiating tactic if they were so specific? That is, if they didn’t really mean the 

 

Do the Four Nedarim Mentioned in the Mishna Need 

 ?שְאֵלָה

 

 

 אָמַר רַב יְהוּדָה  

 אָמַר רַב אַסִּי  

 אַרְבָעָה נְדָרִים הַלָּלוּ  

 צְרִיכִין שְאֵלָה לְחָכָם  

 כִי אַמְרִיתָא  

 קַמֵיהּ דִשְמוּאֵל  

 אָמַר  

 תַּנָא תָּנֵי  

 אַרְבָעָה נְדָרִים 

 הִתִּירוּ חֲכָמִים  

 וְאַתְּ אָמְרַתְּ  

 צְרִיכִין 

 שְאֵלָה לְחָכָם

 

Can a Chacham be Matir a  Neder with חֲרָטָה? 

 

 רַב יוֹסֵף  

 מַתְנִי לַהּ לְהָא שְמַעְתָּא  

 בְהַאי לִישָנָא 

amounts that they said, they would not have said such specific amounts. If they 
were just picking amounts in order to pressure the other person, they would 
have picked more general numbers. And if they did make the effort to be so 
specific, it must be that this is really what they want. 

Or do we say that perhaps even in this case, they are saying these amounts 
in order to pressure the other person?  

And on this, the Gemara brings a proof from the Mishna that describes a 
person making a neder not to drink even a drop of water. In this case, as well, 
the person was being very specific, and if so, this is similar to our Gemara’s case. 
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 אָמַר רַב יְהוּדָה  

 אָמַר רַב אַסִּי  

 אֵין חָכָם רַשַאי  

 לְהַתִּיר  

לָּא  כְעֵין  אֶׁ

 אַרְבָעָה נְדָרִים הַלָּלוּ  

 קָסָבַר  

 אֵין פוֹתְחִין  

 בַחֲרָטָה 

חֲרָטָה 

חֲרָטָה

 הַהוּא  

   דַאֲתָא לְקַמֵיהּ 

 דְרַב הוּנָא 

 אָמַר לֵיהּ  

 
31 The Three Levels of חֲרָטָה (A Summary) 

In our sugya, there are three levels of regret that a person could have that 
might be able to revoke a neder. 

1. If the person simply regrets the consequence of his neder. That is, if a 
person just regrets making the neder because he now has to deal with 
its consequences, the Ran tells us that in this case no one would hold 
that a Chacham can be matir the neder. 

2. If the person has regret because he was not in his regular state of mind 
when the neder, this is the case in which there is a machlokes if a 

לִבָךְ עֲלָךְ  

אֲמַר לֵיהּ 

 לָא

וְשַרְיֵיהּ

חֲרָטָה

חֲרָטָה

חֲרָטָה

חֲרָטָה

חֲרָטָה

הָהוּא 

  דַאֲתָא לְקַמֵיהּ 

ה בַר רַב הוּנָא דְרַבָ 

אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

אִילּוּ הָיוּ 

עֲשָרָה בְנֵי אָדָם  

יְפַיְיסוּךְ  שֶׁ

בְאוֹתָהּ שָעָה 

מִי נָדַרְתָּ  

  אֲמַר לֵיהּ 

Chacham can be matir with חֲרָטָה or not. Rav Asi said that a Chacham 
cannot be matir a neder with חֲרָטָה, and others hold that the Chacham 
could be matir the neder with חֲרָטָה. 

3. The case in which there is no machlokes if a Chacham can be matir the 
neder or not, is the case in which the Chacham can find a pesach from 
another place. That is, he finds a reason to say that the neder was 
made under false pretense. 
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לאֹ

וְהִתִּירוֹ

חֲרָטָה

חֲרָטָה 

ועי' בר''ן מה שכתב  

בזה  

חֲרָטָה

 תַּנְיָא 

 רַבִי יְהוּדָה אוֹמֵר  

 אוֹמְרִים לוֹ לָאָדָם  

יךָ  ה עָלֶׁ  לֵב זֶׁ

 אִם אָמַר לָאו  

 מַתִּירִין אוֹתוֹ  

 רַבִי יִשְמָעֵאל בְרַבִי יוֹסֵי אוֹמֵר  

 מִשוּם אָבִיו  

 אוֹמְרִים לוֹ לָאָדָם  

 אִילּוּ הָיוּ  

 עֲשָרָה בְנֵי אָדָם  

יְפַיְיסוּךְ    שֶׁ

 בְאוֹתָהּ שָעָה  

 מִי נָדַרְתָּ  

 אִם אָמַר לָאו  

 מַתִּירִין אוֹתוֹ 

 
32 R' Asi and Rav Asi as Two Separate People 

The Ran points out that although we previously quoted Rav Asi as saying 
that a Chacham cannot be matir a neder with חֲרָטָה, this is not a contradiction to 
this that we are now quoting Reb Asi as saying that a Chacham can be matir with 
 .as R' Asi and Rav Asi are two separate people ,חֲרָטָה

 סִימָן  

לְעָזָר יוֹחָנָן וְיַנַאי  אַסִּי וְאֶׁ

 הַהוּא  

 דַאֲתָא  

 לְקַמֵיהּ דְרַבִי אַסִּי  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 כְדוּ תָּהֵית  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 לָא

 וְשַרְיֵיהּ  

חֲרָטָה

חֲרָטָה

חֲרָטָה

חֲרָטָה

חֲרָטָה

 הָהוּא  

 דַאֲתָא  

לְעָזָר    לְקַמֵיהּ דְרַבִי אֶׁ

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 בָעֵית נָדוּר  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 אִילּוּ לָא מַרְגְזִין לִי  

 לָא בָעֵינַן כְלוּם  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 תְּהֵא  

 כְבָעֵית  
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 הָהִיא אִיתְּתָא  

 דְאַדַרְתַּהּ  

 לִבְרַתַּהּ  

 אֲתַאי  

 לְקַמֵיהּ דְרַבִי יוֹחָנָן  

 אָמַר לַהּ  

 אִילּוּ הֲוָה יָדְעַתְּ  

 דְאָמְרָן מְגֵירָתִיךְ  

 עֲלַהּ דִבְרַתִּךְ  
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 אִילּוּ לָא חֲמָאת בָהּ אִימַהּ  

 מִילִּין דַעֲזִיבָה  

 בִכְדִי  

 לָא אַדַרְתַּהּ  

 מִי אַדַרְתַּהּ  

 אֲמַרָה לֵיהּ  

 לָא 

 וְשַרְיַיהּ  

 בַר בְרַתֵּיה  

 דְרַבִי יַנַאי סָבָא  

 אֲתָא לְקַמֵיהּ  

 דְרַבִי יַנַאי סָבָא  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 אִילּוּ הֲוָה יָדְעַתְּ  

 דְפָתְחִין  

 פִינְקְסָךְ  

 וּמְמַשְמְשִין  

 בְעוֹבָדָךְ  

 מִי נְדַרְתְּ  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 
33 What is the Proof of the Gemara? 

The Mefaraish explains that from this story we do not have a proof one way 
or other with regard to our question if a Chacham can be matir a neder with  
 or not. In this case there was a bone-fide pesach (i.e., a reason to say that חֲרָטָה
the neder was made under false pretense), and as such, even if a Chacham would 
not be able to be matir a neder with  חֲרָטָה, in this case R' Yochanan  would still 
be able to be matir the woman’s neder as she would not have made the neder if 
she would have known the rumors it would cause. 

 לָא 

 וְשַרְיֵיהּ 

 אָמַר רַבִי אַבָא  

 מַאי קְרָאָה  

 וְאַחַר נְדָרִים לְבַקֵר  

 

the Severity of Making a Not Using a Pesach that is Based on 

Neder 

 

 וְאַף עַל גַב  

 דִפְתַח רַבִי יַנַאי  

 לֵיהּ 

 אֲנַן 

 לָא פָתְחִינַן  

 לֵיהּ 

 בְהָא 

Other Rishonim (Meiri) hold that we do have a proof from this case to our 
question. They hold this story proves that a Chacham cannot be matir with   חֲרָטָה, 
because if a Chacham could be matir with  חֲרָטָה, why did R' Yochanan need to 
ask her if she would have made the neder or not? It should have been good 
enough to just ask if she had  חֲרָטָה? It must be that indeed one cannot be matir 
with  חֲרָטָה. 
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 תְחִינַן וְלָא פָ 

 בְהָדָא אַחְרָנִייתָא

 דְאָמַר רַבָה בַר בַר חָנָה  

 אָמַר רַבִי יוֹחָנָן  

 מַאי פְתַח לֵיהּ רַבָן גַמְלִיאֵל  

 לְהָהוּא סָבָא  

ה    יֵש בוֹטֶׁ

ב    כְמַדְקְרוֹת חָרֶׁ

 וּלְשוֹן חֲכָמִים  

 מַרְפֵא  

 כׇל  

ה    הַבוֹטֶׁ

 רָאוּי 

ב   רֶׁ  לְדוֹקְרוֹ בְחֶׁ

לָּא    אֶׁ

 לְשוֹן חֲכָמִים  

 מַרְפֵא 

 
34 The Comparison Between Making a Neder and Building a Bama 

The Ran explains the comparison between making a neder and building a 
bamah as follows. If a person makes a neder, what he is saying that although the 
Torah made certain things assur, he wants to add to them. He wants to go 
beyond the letter of the law, and he wants to assur other things as well. But to 
this we say that he is mistaken. Just like with regard to korbanos,  when the Torah 
says to bring them in the Bais Hamikdosh, that is where they must be brought, 
and one cannot add to this and bring korbanos elsewhere.  

 וְלָא פָתְחִינַן 

 בַהֲדָא אַחְרָנִייתָא  

 דְתַנְיָא 

 רַבִי נָתָן אוֹמֵר  

 הַנוֹדֵר  

 כְאִילּוּ בָנָה בָמָה  

 וְהַמְקַיְימוֹ  

 כְאִילּוּ 

 מַקְרִיב עָלָיו קׇרְבָן  

י חוּץ ֹּשְחוּטֵּ

So too it is with regard to issurim. The Torah says what is assur and a person 
should not go ahead and add to them. As the Yerushalmi says, “Is it not enough 
that I gave them all of these issurim that this person wants to add to them!” 

The Ran continues and says that the comparison between making nedarim 
and building a bama can also be explained as being in regard to this that the 
typical neder involves assuring an object by comparing it to a korban. And 
therefore, since this ‘korban’ is not desired, it is compared to a korban that is 
offered on a bamah (i.e., a korban that is forbidden to be brought). 
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י חוּץ ֹּשְחוּטֵּ

 

 בְרֵישָא פָתְחִינַן  

 בְסֵיפָא  

 אַבָיֵי אָמַר  

 פָתְחִינַן  

 א אָמַר  רָבָ 

 לָא פָתְחִינַן 

 רַב כָהֲנָא  

 מַתְנֵי לַהּ לְהָא שְמַעְתָּא  

 בְהָדֵין לִישָנָא  

י חוּץ ֹּשְחוּטֵּ

 רַב טַבְיוֹמֵי  

 מַתְנֵי הָכִי  

 בְסֵיפָא  

 לָא פָתְחִינַן  

 בְרֵישָא  

 אַבָיֵי אָמַר  

 פָתְחִינַן  

 רָבָא אָמַר  

 לָא פָתְחִינַן  

 וְהִלְכְתָא  

 לָא פָתְחִינַן  

 לָא בְרֵישָא  

 וְלָא בְסֵיפָא 

 וְלָא פָתְחִינַן 

 בְהָא נָמֵי דִשְמוּאֵל  

 דְאָמַר שְמוּאֵל  

 אַף עַל פִי  

מְקַיְימוֹ    שֶׁ
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 נִקְרָא רָשָע  

 אָמַר רַבִי אֲבָהוּ  

מַאי קְרָא  

חְדַל    וְכִי תֶׁ

 לִנְדֹר 

 לאֹ יִהְיֶׁה בְךָ חֵטְא  

 וְיָלֵיף 

 חֲדָלָה חֲדָלָה  

 כְתִיב הָכָא  

חְדַל    וְכִי תֶׁ

 לִנְדֹר 

 וּכְתִיב הָתָם  

ז שָם רְשָעִים חָדְלוּ רֹגֶׁ

חֲדָלָה

 אָמַר רַב יוֹסֵף  

 אַף אֲנַן נָמֵי תְּנֵינָא 

 כְנִדְרֵי 

 כְשֵרִים  

 לאֹ אָמַר כְלוּם  

 כְנִדְרֵי 

 רְשָעִים  

 נָדַר 

 בְנָזִיר 

 וּבְקׇרְבָן  

וּבִשְׁבוּעָה  

 

The Dangers of Becoming Angry 

 

 בִי שְמוּאֵל בַר נַחְמָנִי  אָמַר רַ 

 אָמַר רַבִי יוֹנָתָן  

 כׇל הַכוֹעֵס  

 כׇל מִינֵי גֵיהִנָם 

 שוֹלְטִין בוֹ  

בְּעִיקָר  כוֹפָר 
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אֱמַר   נֶׁ  שֶׁ

ךָ    וְהָסֵר כַעַס מִלִּבֶׁ

 וְהַעֲבֵר רָעָה  

ךָ    מִבְשָרֶׁ

 וְאֵין רָעָה  

לָּא גֵיהִנָם   אֶׁ

אֱמַר   נֶׁ  שֶׁ

 כֹל פָעַל ה'  

 לַמַעֲנֵהוּ  

 וְגַם רָשָע  

 לְיוֹם רָעָה 

רָעָה

 וְלאֹ עוֹד  

לָּא    אֶׁ

הַתַּחְתּוֹנִיוֹת    שֶׁ

 שוֹלְטוֹת בוֹ  

אֱמַר   נֶׁ שֶׁ

   וְנָתַן ה' לְךָ שָם 

 לֵב רַגָז  

 וְכִלְיוֹן עֵינַיִם 

ש    וְדַאֲבוֹן נָפֶׁ

הוּ דָבָר    אֵיזֶׁ

ת הָעֵינַיִם  ה אֶׁ מְכַלֶּׁ  שֶׁ

ש   פֶׁ ת הַנֶׁ  וּמַדְאִיב אֶׁ

 הֱוֵי אוֹמֵר  

 הַתַּחְתּוֹנִיוֹת אֵלּוּ 

 עוּלָּא  

 בְמִיסְּקֵיהּ  

 לְאַרְעָא דְיִשְרָאֵל  

 אִיתְלְווֹ לֵיהּ  

 תְּרֵין בְנֵי חוֹזָאֵי בַהֲדֵיהּ  

 קָם חַד  

 יהּ לְחַבְרֵיהּ  שַחְטֵ 

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ לְעוּלָּא  

 יָאוּת עֲבַדִי  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 אִין 

 וּפְרַע לֵיהּ  

 בֵית הַשְחִיטָה  

 כִי אֲתָא  

 לְקַמֵיהּ דְרַבִי יוֹחָנָן  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 דִלְמָא חַס וְשָלוֹם  

 אַחְזִיקִי 

 יְדֵי עוֹבְרֵי עֲבֵירָה  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 נַפְשְךָ הִצַּלְתָּ  

 יוֹחָנָן  קָא תָמַהּ רַבִי 

 מִכְדִי כְתִיב

 וְנָתַן ה' לְךָ שָם  

 לֵב רַגָז  

ל כְתִיב    בְבָבֶׁ
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  אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 הָהוּא שַעְתָּא 
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Nedarim 22b 

   לָא עָבְרִינַן יַרְדְנָא

ן הַיָרְדֵּ ר  בֶׁ עֵּ

 אָמַר רַבָה בַר רַב הוּנָא  

 כׇל הַכוֹעֵס  

 אֲפִילּוּ שְכִינָה  

גְדוֹ    אֵינָהּ חֲשוּבָה כְנֶׁ

אֱמַר   נֶׁ  שֶׁ

 רָשָע כְגֹבַהּ אַפוֹ  

 בַל יִדְרֹש  

אֱלֹקִים אֵין 

 

 כׇל מְזִמוֹתָיו  

 רַבִי יִרְמְיָה מִדִיפְתִּי אָמַר  

 מְשַכֵחַ תַּלְמוּדוֹ  

 וּמוֹסִיף טִיפְשוּת  

אֱמַר   נֶׁ  שֶׁ

 כִי כַעַס בְחֵיק כְסִילִים יָנוּחַ 

 וּכְתִיב  

ת   לֶׁ  וּכְסִיל יִפְרֹש אִוֶּׁ

 רַב נַחְמָן בַר יִצְחָק אָמַר  

 בְיָדוּעַ  

עֲוֹנוֹתָיו    שֶׁ

 מְרוּבִין מִזְכִיוֹתָיו  

אֱמַר   נֶׁ  שֶׁ

 וּבַעַל חֵמָה

 רַב פָשַע 
 

Four -he Reason that Klal Yisroel Received All TwentyT

Books of Tanach 

 

 אָמַר רַב אַדָא בְרַבִי חֲנִינָא 

 אִלְמָלֵא  

 )לאֹ( חָטְאוּ יִשְרָאֵל  

ם    לאֹ נִיתַּן לָהֶׁ

לָּא    אֶׁ

 חֲמִשָה חוּמְשֵי תוֹרָה  

ר יְהוֹשֻעַ   בִלְבַד    וְסֵפֶׁ

רְכָהּ   עֶׁ  שֶׁ

ץ יִשְרָאֵל הוּא   רֶׁ ל אֶׁ  שֶׁ

 מַאי טַעְמָא  

 כִי בְרֹב חׇכְמָה  

 רׇב כָעַס 

 

The Halachos of Being Matir a Shevuah that Was Made 

with the Name of Hashem 

 

 אָמַר רַבִי אַסִּי  

 אֵין נִזְקָקִין  

אֱלֹקֵי  לֶׁ

 יִשְרָאֵל  

 חוּץ  

 מִקוּנָם אִשְתִּי  

הֱנֵית לִי   נֶׁ

ת כִיסִי  גָנְבָה אֶׁ  שֶׁ

ת בְנִי   הִכְתָה אֶׁ  וְשֶׁ

 וְנוֹדַע  

לּאֹ גָנְבָה    שֶׁ
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לּאֹ הִכַתּוּ   וְשֶׁ

 הָהִיא  

 דַאֲתַאי לְקַמֵיהּ  

 דְרַב אַסִּי  

 אָמַר לַהּ  

 בְמַאי נְדַרְתְּ  

אלֹקֵי בֶׁ

 יִשְרָאֵל 

 אֲמַר לַהּ  

 אִי נְדַרְתְּ בְמוֹהִי  

הִיא כִינוּי בְעָלְמָא    שֶׁ

 מִזְדְקִיקְנָא לִךְ  

 הַשְתָּא  

 דְלָא נְדַרְתְּ בְמוֹהִי  

 
35 If We Find Out that Indeed She Did Not Steal the Cup or Hit the Child, Why 
Would She Need שְאֵלָה? 

Many Rishonim (those quoted in the Ran, Rosh, Tosefos) hold that the 
correct girsa (of the Gemara) is not to include the words “and it was it was found 
to be that she did not steal the cup and she did not hit the child”. They hold that 
it cannot be that this happened, because if it was really discovered that the 
husband’s accusations were not true, then this should be similar to נִדְרֵי שְגָגוֹת   - 
mistaken nedarim. If a person makes a neder mistakenly, then the neder is not 
chal. If so, in this case as well we should say that since the neder was made under 
a mistaken assumption, the shevuah should not be chal and all and there should 
be no need for the Chacham to be matir it. 

The Ran quotes the Rashba who defends this girsa. The Rashba explains, that 
the Mishna with regard to mistaken nedarim is dealing with a case in which the 
person says that now that he knows that the neder was made under a mistaken 
assumption, he regrets making the neder. However, in our case, even after the 
person is informed that his wife did not steal the cup or hit his child, the person 
says that at the time that he made the shevuah, he had in mind to make the 
shevuah, even if what he was accusing his wife of doing is not true.  

However, although he tells us this, the fact that the shevuah was made 
under a mistaken assumption still plays a role in why we allow the Chacham to 
be matir the shevuah. That is, according to this, the reason why R' Asi allows the 
Chacham to be matir the shevuah in this case is because there are two factors 
why we should be matir this shevuah as opposed to all others. The first factor is 
that we want to preserve the shalom bayis of this couple, and the second the 
factor is that this shevuah is similar to a mistaken neder. 

 
Why Does the Need to Preserve Shalom Bais Allow Us to be Matir A Shevuah 
Made with the Name of Hashem? 

אלֹקֵי יִשְרָאֵל   לָּא בֶׁ אֶׁ

 לָא מִזְדְקִיקְנָא לִךְ 

 רַב כָהֲנָא  

 אִיקְלַע לְבֵי רַב יוֹסֵף  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 עוֹם מָר מִידֵי  לִטְ 

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 לָא 

 מָרֵי כוֹלָּא  

 לָא טָעֵימְנָא לֵיהּ  

The Gemara tells us that the only circumstance that we allow a Chacham to 
be matir a shevuah made with the name of Hashem is when being matir the 
shevuah will preserve a couple’s shalom bayis. But why is this? Although 
preserving shalom bayis is certainly a great thing, what is so special about it that 
allows us to be matir this shevuah? 

The Gilyonei Hashas gives a brilliant answer. He explains that the reason we 
do not want to be matir a shevuah that was made with the name of Hashem is 
because if we are matir this shevuah, it will come out that the name of Hashem 
was used in vain (as the shevuah no longer exists). 

And we know that with regard to a sotah, Hashem allows his name to 
actually be erased. Therefore, if we see that Hashem allows His name to be 
actually erased in order to preserve shalom bayis, then certainly He would allow 
a Chacham to be matir a shevuah that contains Hashem’s name in order to 
preserve shalom bayis. 

 
36 The Shita that Holds that R' Asi is Referring to All Shevuos 

Throughout this sugya, we have been explaining R' Asi’s shita as being that 
in the case that a person makes a shevuah using the name of Hashem, we cannot 
be matir the shevuah. But in the case that a person makes a regular shevuah, we 
can be matir the shevuah. 

However, the Ran in his first explanation holds that the shita of R' Asi applies 
to all shevuos. That is, since shevuos are so chamor, R' Asi holds that a Chacham 
cannot be matir it. 

According to this, we have to read the Gemara as follows. R' Asi was saying 
that if she would have made a shevuah with ‘Mohi’, i.e., if she would have made 
a regular shevuah, R' Asi would not have been able to be matir it, but now that 
she made a shevuah with the name of Hashem, he certainly would not be able 
to be matir the shevuah. 
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 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 לָא 

 מָרֵי כוֹלָּא  

 לָא טָעֲימַתְּ לֵיהּ  

 הָנִיחָא 

 רַב כָהֲנָא דְאָמַר  לְ 

 לָא מָרֵי כוֹלָּא  

לָּא לְרַב יוֹסֵף    אֶׁ

 אַמַאי אֲמַר  

 לָא מָרֵי כוֹלָּא  

 הָכִי  

 הוּא דְקָאָמַר לֵיהּ  

לָא מָרֵי כוֹלָּא הוּא דְקָאָמְרַתְּ  

 הִלְכָךְ  

 לָא טָעֲימַתְּ לֵיהּ 

 אָמַר רָבָא אָמַר רַב נַחְמָן  

 א  הִלְכְתָ 

 פוֹתְחִין בַחֲרָטָה  

 וְנִזְקָקִין 

 
37 Why Was Rav Nachman Not Matir the Neder with חֲרָטָה? 

The Ran asks that seemingly if Rav Nachman could not find a pesach for Rav 
Sechora’s neder, why could he not be matir it with חֲרָטָה? The Gemara just told 
us that Rav Nachman said that we are matir with חֲרָטָה. If so, why could he not 
do so with regard to Rav Sechora’s neder. 

The Ran answers that Rav Nachman recognized that Rav Sechora was 
coming to him specifically in order to find a pesach for his neder. That is, even 
though it is true that Rav Nachman held that one could be matir with חֲרָטָה, Rav 
Nachman realized that Rav Sechora wanted to be machmir on himself. 

The Ran continues and says that this neder was in relation to a mitzvah. For 
example, it could be that Rav Sechora made a neder to fast for a certain amount 

 לֵאלֹקֵי 

 יִשְרָאֵל 
 

Can the Aggravation of Not Being Able to Find a ‘Pesach’ be 

Considered a Pesach? 

 

מִשְתַּבַח לֵיהּ רָבָא לְרַב נַחְמָן בְרַב סְחוֹרָה  

 דְאָדָם גָדוֹל הוּא  

 אָמַר לוֹ  

יָבאֹ לְיָדְךָ    כְשֶׁ

 הֲבִיאֵהוּ לְיָדִי  

 הֲוָה לֵיהּ  

 נִדְרָא לְמִישְרֵא  

 אֲתָא  

 לְקַמֵיהּ דְרַב נַחְמָן 

 ר לֵיהּ  אֲמַ 

 נְדַרְתְּ  

 אַדַעְתָּא דְהָכִי  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 אִין 

 אַדַעְתָּא דְהָכִי  

 אִין 

 כַמָה זִימְנִין  

   37אִיקְפַד רַב נַחְמָן 

of time, and now, during the fast, he wants to be matir it. But if Rav Sechora 
would be matir his neder with חֲרָטָה, he would lose the reward for the amount 
that he already fasted. The halacha is that if a person regrets the mitzvohs that 
he has done, he loses the reward that he would have gotten for doing them. 
Therefore, Rav Sechora specially did not want to use חֲרָטָה to be matir his neder 
but rather he wanted to be matir the neder with a pesach.  

However, what still needs explanation is what is the difference between 
being matir the neder with חֲרָטָה or being matir the neder with a pesach. In both 
cases, he is saying that he did not want this neder ויש לפלפל ואכמ''ל. 
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 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 זִיל לְקִילְעָךְ

 נְפַק רַב סְחוֹרָה  

 תַח  וּפְ 

פִיתְחָא לְנַפְשֵיהּ  

 רַבִי אוֹמֵר  

ךְ יְשָרָה   רֶׁ ה הִיא דֶׁ  אֵיזֶׁ

יָבוֹר לוֹ הָאָדָם    שֶׁ

ת   רֶׁ הִיא תִּפְאֶׁ  כֹל שֶׁ

יהָ    לְעוֹשֶׁ

ת לוֹ   רֶׁ  וְתִפְאֶׁ

 מִן הָאָדָם  

 וְהַשְתָּא  

 דְאִיקְפַד רַב נַחְמָן  

 אַדַעְתָּא דְהָכִי  

 לָא נְדַרִי  

 וּשְרָא לְנַפְשֵיהּ 

 רַבִי שִמְעוֹן בְרַבִי  

 הֲוָה לֵיהּ נִדְרָא לְמִישְרֵא  

 אֲתָא  

 לְקַמַיְיהוּ דְרַבָנַן  

 אָמְרִי לֵיהּ  

 נְדַרְתְּ  

 אַדַעְתָּא דְהָכִי  

 אָמַר  

 אִין 

 אַדַעְתָּא דְהָכִי  

 אִין 

 ין כַמָה זִימְנִ 

 

  

 
38 How Was Rav Sechora Allowed to be Matir His Own Neder? 

The Ran points out that when the Gemara says that Rav Sechora found a 
neder for himself, it doesn’t mean that he was actually matir his own neder (as 
the halacha is that one is not allowed to be matir his own neder). Rather, the 
Gemara just means that he found a pesach for himself, and as such, he was now 
able to go to a Chacham and to tell the Chacham this pesach in order that the 
Chacham would be matir the neder. 

 
39 Why Was Rav Sechora Allowed to be Matir the Neder with נוֹלַד – Something 
that has not yet Happened? 

The halacha is that one is not able to be matir a neder with what is referred 
to as נוֹלָד – something that has not yet happened. That is, if after a person makes 

a neder, something is created (i.e., did not exist at the time of the neder), one 
cannot be matir his neder with this. A person can only be matir his neder with 
something or some circumstance that existed at the time of the neder. 
Therefore, in our case, how can R' Nachman’s getting upset with Rav Sechora be 
a reason to be matir Rav Sechora’s neder, if R' Nachman’s getting upset 
happened after the neder was made? 

The Ran answers that it was common for talmidei Chachamim to get upset 
at those people who would make such nedarim, and as such, this that R' 
Nachman got upset was not considered nolad 
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Nedarim 23a 

  וַהֲווֹ מִצְטַעֲרִי רַבָנַן  

 מִשִימְשָא  

 לְטוּלָּא 

  וּמִטוּלָּא לְשִימְשָא 

 

רַבָּנַן  ) מִצְטַעֲרִי  וַהֲווֹ  זִימְנִין  כַמָה  אִין  דְהָכִי  אַדַעְתָּא  אַחֲרָא  לִישָּׁנָא 

 (א לְשִׁימְשָׁא מִשִּׁימְשָׁא לְטוּלָא וּמִטּוּלָ 

  אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

  בָטְנִית בְרֵיהּ דְאַבָא שָאוּל  

ן בָטְנִית     בֶׁ

  מִי נְדַרְתְּ  

 אַדַעְתָּא  

  דְמִצְטַעֲרִי רַבָנַן  

  א לְשִימְשָא  מִטוּלָּ 

  וּמִשִימְשָא לְטוּלָּא  

  אֲמַר  

  לָא 

  וְשַרְיוּהּ 

  רַבִי יִשְמָעֵאל בַר רַבִי יוֹסֵי  

 
40 Did the Rabbanan Purposely Cause Themselves Pain? 

The Shita M’kubetzes brings from the Rit”z, that the Chachamim did this 
purposely in order to give themselves pain, and by giving themselves pain, Reb 
Shimon bar Rebbi would now have a pesach.  

Seemingly, this would still need explanation as to why it is considered that 
R' Shimon bar Rebbi’s neder caused them the pain,  and it is not considered that 

 א  הֲוָה לֵיהּ נִדְרָ 

  לְמִישְרֵא  

 אֲתָא  

  לְקַמַיְיהוּ דְרַבָנַן  

  אָמְרוּ לֵיהּ  

 נְדַרְתְּ  

  אַדַעְתָּא דְהָכִי  

  אֲמַר לְהוּ  

  אִין 

 נְדַרְתָּא  

  אַדַעְתָּא דְהָכִי  

  אֲמַר לְהוּ  

  אִין 

  כַמָה זִימְנִין  

 כֵיוָן 

  דַחֲזָא הָהוּא קַצָּרָא  

  דְמִצְטַעֲרִי רַבָנַן  

 מַחְיֵיהּ  

 בְאוּכְלָא דְקַצָּרֵי  

 

  אֲמַר  

  אַדַעְתָּא  

  דְמָחֵי לִי קַצָּרָא  

  לָא נְדַרִי  

  וְשַרְיֵהּ לְנַפְשֵיהּ 

 

What is and What is not Considered Nolad with Regard to 

Finding a Pesach for a Neder 

 

they caused it to themselves. That is, the Rit”z says that the reason why they 
went back and forth was not just as a result of them trying to find a pesach, but 
rather they did it on purpose, in order to give R' Shimon bar Rebbi a pesach. But 
if it is really true, that they did not have to do this, why is their pain considered 
a pesach, ויש לישב ואכמ''ל. 





78 
 

  He said to him                                                                            אֲמַר לֵיהּ

  Rav Acha M’Difti                                                            רַב אַחָא מִדִיפְתִּי

                                                                                         to Ravinaלְרָבִינָא 

                                                                   but this is noladהַאי נוֹלָד הוּא 

                                                   for he did not thinkדְלָא מַסֵּיק אַדַעְתָּא 

                         that the clothes-washer would it himדְמָחֵי לֵיהּ קַצָּרָא  

                                                            and we learn in the Mishnaוּתְנֵינָא  

 אֵין פוֹתְחִין לוֹ  

 בַנוֹלָד 

41

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 הַאי לָאו נוֹלָד הוּא  

42 דִשְכִיחִי אַפִיקוֹרֵי  

 דִמְצַעֲרִי רַבָנַן

 

The Fulfillment of a Neder Acting as a Pesach 

 

 דְבֵיתְהוּ דְאַבָיֵי  

 
41 Understanding the Two Types of Nolad that Do Not Work as a Pesach? 

Nolad is defined as something that happens later (after the fact), or as 
something that cannot be expected   to happen. The literal translation of the 
word nolad is something that is born, and the connotation is that this thing was 
born, i.e., came into existence after the fact.  

An example of nolad that is given by the Mishna is the case of a person who 
makes a neder not to benefit from a certain person, and that person then 
becomes a sofer. He then says that if he would have known that this person 
would become a sofer, he would not have made a neder against him. This is a 
classic example of nolad. This person was not a sofer at the time the neder was 
made, and therefore, the fact that he eventually became a sofer, cannot be used 
as a pesach.  

The basic explanation for why a person cannot use something that is nolad 
as a pesach is because the concept of a pesach is that the neder was made under 
false pretense, i.e., it is a mistaken neder. That is, the person says that if he would 
have  known all the information that he should of, he would not of made the 
neder. But in the case of nolad, this logic does not apply. The person did know 
everything that he could have known at the time of the neder, and as such, things 
that happen in the future cannot be considered a pesach. 

Our case is similar in this aspect as well. The classic case of a pesach is when 
the person says that he would not have made the neder if he would have known 

הֲוָה לַהּ הָהִיא בְרַתָּא  

 הוּא אָמַר  

 לְקָרִיבַאי  

 הִיא אָמְרָה  

 לְקָרִיבַהּ  

 אֲמַר לַהּ  

 תִי  תִּיתְּסַר הֲנָאָ 

 עֲלָךְ  

 אִי עָבְרַתְּ  

 אַדַעְתַּאי  

 וּמַינְסְּבַת לַהּ  

 לְקָרִיבָךְ 

 אֲזַלַת  

וַעֲבַרַת עַל דַעְתֵּיהּ

 וְאִינַסְבָא

 לְקָרִיבַהּ  

 אֲתָא  

 לְקַמֵיהּ דְרַב יוֹסֵף  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 אִילּוּ הֲוָה יָדְעַתְּ  

 דַעֲבַרַת עַל דַעְתָּךְ  

 וּמַנְסְבָא לַהּ  

 לְקָרִיבַהּ  

 מִי אַדַרְתַּהּ  

 אֲמַר  

 א לָ 

 וְשַרְיֵיהּ רַב יוֹסֵף 

that this would happen, that is, in a sense, at the time of the neder he goes 
through all the possibilities of what his neder could do and he accepts some of 
them. Therefore, if later on one of the possibilities that he was not willing to 
accept happens, the neder is considered as being made as a mistake. But if the 
event that happens later on is so outlandish that the person would never think 
of it at the time of the neder, this cannot be used as a pesach. He cannot say that 
he would not have made the neder if he would have known that this would 
happen. He cannot say this because this possibility never occurred to him. And 
therefore, he cannot say that it is as if he made the neder on condition that this 
would not happen, as this possibility never occurred to him in the first place. 
That is, it is considered that this possibility was ‘born’ later, and therefore, it 
cannot serve as a pesach ויש לפלפל הרבה בענין זהת ואכמ''ל יותר. 

 
42 The Meaning of the Word  אַפִיקוֹרֵי 

The word אַפִיקוֹרֵי comes from the word הֶפְקָר – something that is ownerless. 
The connotation being that this is a low-life person does not live by any rules or 
morals. 
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 וּמִי שְרֵי  

 כִי הַאי גַוְונָא  

 אִין 

 וְהָתַנְיָא  

חָד   ה בְאָדָם אֶׁ  מַעֲשֶׁ

הִדִיר    שֶׁ

ת אִשְתּוֹ  אֶׁ

ל  גֶׁ   מִלַּעֲלוֹת לָרֶׁ

וְעָבְרָה עַל דַעְתּוֹ 

ל  גֶׁ וְעָלְתָה לָרֶׁ

 וּבָא  

  לִפְנֵי רַבִי יוֹסֵי

 אָמַר לוֹ  

 וּ הָיִיתָ יוֹדֵעַ  וְאִילּ

ת עַל דַעְתְּךָ   רֶׁ עוֹבֶׁ  שֶׁ

ל   גֶׁ  וְעוֹלָה לָרֶׁ

 כְלוּם הִדַרְתָּהּ  

 אָמַר לוֹ  

 לאֹ

 וְהִתִּירוֹ רַבִי יוֹסֵי

 
43 Why is this Not Considered as רוּזִין י זֵּ  ?נִדְרֵּ

The Ran asks that seemingly even without finding a pesach this neder should 
not be chal. The Mishna previously told us that if one makes a neder solely in 
order to motivate his friend to do something, then this neder is considered as 
 and is not chal. If so, in this case as well we should say that since he , נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין
only made the neder in order to motivate his wife to do something, it should be 
considered as being from the נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין .  

The Ran says that one could answer that there is no comparison between 
the Mishna and our case. In the Mishna, the people did not mean what they said. 
Although they both said that they only want the sale at a certain price, the reality 
is that they were agreeable to a different price. This is not true in our case. In our 
case, the husband in actuality did not want his wife to be oleh regel, and if so, 
how can we say that the fact that she actually did what he did not want her to 
do serve as a reason that the neder should not be chal. 

However, the Ran continues and brings that one could still ask from the next 
Mishna. In the next Mishna, the person makes a neder, and yet the Mishna says 
that the person does not have to be matir this neder as the neder was only made 

 משנה

  

What To Do if One Does Not Want Any of His Nedarim to be 

Chal? 

  

ן יַעֲקֹב אוֹמֵר  ר בֶׁ זֶׁ  רַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ

ה    אַף הָרוֹצֶׁ

ת חֲבֵירוֹ    לְהַדִיר אֶׁ

צְלוֹ   יאֹכַל אֶׁ  שֶׁ

 יאֹמַר לוֹ 

ר   דֶׁ  כׇל נֶׁ

אֲנִי עָתִיד לִידוֹר    שֶׁ

 הוּא בָטֵל  

 וּבִלְבַד  

יְהֵא זָכוּר    שֶׁ

ר  דֶׁ  בִשְעַת הַנֶׁ

 גמרא

  

 וְכֵיוָן דְאָמַר  

ר   דֶׁ  כׇל נֶׁ

אֲנִי עָתִיד לִידוֹר    שֶׁ

in order to pressure his friend to do something. But in that case, the person 
wants what he said! And yet the Mishna still says that he does not need to be 
matir it as it is considered  נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין . If so, in our case as well. Since we know that 
the husband only made the neder in order to pressure his wife, it should be 
considered as נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין , and as such, it should not need a pesach in order for the 
neder to be mutur. 

The Ran answers, that in the Mishna’s case it is obvious to all that the person 
does not really mean what he says. The person made a neder that all of his 
property should be assur to this person if he does not eat from him. But this is 
something that seems outlandish. No one desires his friend to eat with him so 
badly that he is willing to assur all of his property to him if he does not come. 
And if the person does make such a neder, everyone understands that it was 
done only to pressure the person but not that he really means to make such a 
neder. 

However, in our case it is perfectly reasonable that the husband would make 
such a neder, and as such, it cannot be considered as נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין , and that is why 
the person needs a pesach in order to be matir the neder. 
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 יְהֵא בָטֵל  

 לָא שָמַע לֵיהּ 

 וְלָא אָתֵי בַהֲדֵיהּ 
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 Nedarim 23B 

 חַסּוֹרֵי מִיחַסְּרָא  

 וְהָכִי קָתָנֵי 

ה    הָרוֹצֶׁ

צְלוֹ חֲבֵירוֹ   יאֹכַל אֶׁ  שֶׁ

 וּמְסָרֵב בוֹ  

 וּמַדִירוֹ  

 נִדְרֵי זֵירוּזִין הוּא  

רוּזִין   י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

 

Declaring All of One’s Future Nedarim Null and Void 

(does one have to remember this declaration at the time that 

he makes his future nedarim?) 

 

רוּזִין  י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

ה    וְהָרוֹצֶׁ

לּאֹ יִתְקַיְימוּ   נְדָרָיו  שֶׁ

 כׇל הַשָנָה  

 יַעֲמוֹד בְראֹש הַשָנָה  

 וְיאֹמַר  

ר   דֶׁ  כׇל נֶׁ

אֲנִי    שֶׁ

 עָתִיד לִידוֹר  

 יְהֵא בָטֵל  

 וּבִלְבַד  

יְהֵא זָכוּר    שֶׁ

ר  דֶׁ  בִשְעַת הַנֶׁ

 אִי זָכוּר  

 
44 Is Rava Arguing on the Halacha of Abaye? 

Although Rava explains the Mishna differently than Abaye, the Ran explains 
that there is no machlokes in halacha. Rava’s difficulty with Abaya’s explanation 

 עַקְרֵיהּ  

 לִתְנָאֵיהּ  

 וְקַיֵים לֵיהּ לְנִדְרֵיהּ  

 אָמַר אַבָיֵי  

 תָּנֵי 

 וּבִלְבַד  

לּאֹ יְהֵא זָכוּר    שֶׁ

ר  דֶׁ  בִשְעַת הַנֶׁ

 רָבָא אָמַר  

 לְעוֹלָם 

 כִדְאָמְרִינַן מֵעִיקָרָא  

 הָכָא בְמַאי עָסְקִינַן  

 כְגוֹן  

הִתְנָה    שֶׁ

 בְראֹש הַשָנָה  

 וְלאֹ יָדַע  

ה הִתְנָה    בַמֶׁ

 וְהַשְתָּא קָא נָדַר  

 אִי זָכוּר  

דֶׁ   ר  בִשְעַת הַנֶׁ

 וְאָמַר  

 עַל דַעַת הָרִאשוֹנָה  

 אֲנִי נוֹדֵר 

 נִדְרֵיהּ  

 לֵית בֵיהּ מַמָשָא  

 אָמַר   לאֹ

 עַל דַעַת הָרִאשוֹנָה  

 אֲנִי נוֹדֵר 

 עַקְרֵיהּ  

 לִתְנָאֵיהּ  

 וְקַיֵים לְנִדְרֵיהּ

is that it doesn’t fit the words of the Mishna. The Mishna said that it works as 
long as he remembers it and Abaye interprets this to mean as long as he does 
not remember. This is what Rava was not willing to say; that you can interpret 
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the Mishna in such a manner. But with regard to what Abaye said, that if the 
person completely forgets the declaration at the time of his new neder, the 
declaration works to stop the neder, this is something that Rava does agree to. 
Although this is the shita of the Ran, other Rishonim argue and they hold that 
Rava does argue on Abaye, and according to these Rishonim, Rava’s shita is that 
the person’s declaration will never work unless he remembers it at the time, he 
makes his neder (i.e., he remembers it as Rava explained), ואכמ''ל  בזה. 
45 Which Nedarim Are We Trying to be Matir When We Say Kol Nedrei? 

The Ran brings what he calls the minhag of a minority of kehillos that say kol 
nedrei on the night of Yom Kippur. The Ran explains that the point of this tefillah 
is to accomplish what our Gemara describes. They say kol nedrei in order to be 
mevatal any future nedarim that a person might make. The Ran points out that 
if this is really true, then the wording that is used is incorrect. The wording of kol 

 

The Reason the Mishna ‘Hid’ this Halacha? 

 

 רַב הוּנָא בַר חִינָנָא  

 סָבַר  

 לְמִידְרְשֵיהּ  

 בְפִירְקָא  

 לֵיהּ רָבָא  אֲמַר 

 תַּנָא  

 קָא מְסַתֵּים לַהּ סַתּוֹמֵי  

 כְדֵי 

לּאֹ יִנְהֲגוּ    שֶׁ

 קַלּוּת ראֹש  

 בִנְדָרִים 

 וְאַתְּ  

 דָרְשַתְּ לֵיהּ  

 45בְפִירְקָא 

nedrei seems to indicate that we are also referring to past nedarim, and the Ran 
says that this is impossible as this declaration can only work for future nedarim 
but not past ones. The Ran brings that indeed Rabbinu Yaakov changed the 
wording to indicate that we are just discussing future nedarim and not past 
ones). The nusach of the exact wording of kol nedrei is a discussion in the 
Rishonim and is beyond the scope of this word. However, in regard to this 
discussion if kol nedrei is also said with regard to past nedarim, we do not hold 
like the Ran and Rabbinu Yaakov as we say explicitly that we are trying to be 
mevatal those nedarim that we made from last Yom Kippur to this Yom Kippur 
and those nedarim that will be made from this Yom Kippur until the next Yom 
Kippur. 
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Do the Rabbanan Argue on R' Eliezer ben Yaakov? 

 

 אִיבַעְיָא לְהוּ  

 פְלִיגִי רַבָנַן  

ן יַעֲקֹב   ר בֶׁ זֶׁ  עֲלֵיהּ דְרַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ

 אוֹ לָא  

 וְאִם תִּמְצָא לוֹמַר  

 פְלִיגִי 

 הִלְכְתָא כְוָתֵיהּ 

 אוֹ לָא  

רוּזִין י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

רוּזִין י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

 

The Case in which a Person  Can Say that He Does Not Want 

to Appear as a Dog 

 

 תָּא שְמַע  

 דִתְנַן  

 הָאוֹמֵר לַחֲבֵירוֹ 

 

 

   

 
46 How Are We Allowed to Say Kol Nedrei Publicly if Our Gemara Says Not to? 

Our Gemara brings what Rava said with regard to teaching the halacha of 
being mevatal future nedarim. Rava said that from this  that the  Mishna did not 
say it explicitly, tells us that this halacha was not meant to be known to the 
masses (as knowing this halacha would cause people to not take nedarim 
seriously). If so, how can we get up on the night of Yom Kippur and say kol 
nedrei? If everyone knows that you can just declare all future neder to be batul, 
this will lead to people not taking nedarim seriously. And this is actually the 
conclusion of the Ran, that it is not proper to say kol nedrei in light of our 
Gemara’s concern. 

Although the Ran says that it is not proper to say kol nedrei, our minhag is 
to say it and the Mefarshim give various explanation has to why the Gemara’s 
concern does not apply to what we do. 

The Ritva explains that it was only in that time that nedarim were chamor 
(stringent) in the eyes of the amie ha’aretz that we did not to tell them the 

halacha. That is, if they would not tell them the halacha, they would make sure 
not to make nedarim. However, in our time, when there are so many amie 
ha’aretz who do not take nedarim seriously at all and make many nedarim, we 
have everyone say kol nedrei in order that they should not transgress the 
nedarim that they have made. 

The Meiri explains that the reason why they said to ‘hide’ this halacha was 
because there were so many Ami ha’ eretz at that time. However, in our time 
where there are not so many amei ha’aretz, there is no need to hide the halacha. 

Tosefos explains that the only problem is to give a shiur (lecture) explaining 
this halacha. Since the shiur would be in the language of the people, everyone 
would understand this halacha and that would lead to people not taking nedarim 
seriously. But what we do is not a problem. We say kol nedrei in Aramaic, and as 
such, the ignorant people do not understand it and the Gemara’s concern is not 
applicable. 
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 Nedarim 24A 

ה לְךָ  הֱנֶׁ אֵינִי נֶׁ   קוֹנָם שֶׁ

  אִם אִי אַתָּה נוֹטֵל לְבִנְךָ  

ל חִיטִין   כוֹר שֶׁ

ל יַיִן     וּשְתֵּי חָבִיוֹת שֶׁ

 

ה יָכוֹל     הֲרֵי זֶׁ

ת נִדְרוֹ     לְהַתִּיר אֶׁ

לּאֹ עַל פִי חָכָם     שֶׁ

יָכוֹל לוֹמַר לוֹ     שֶׁ

  כְלוּם אָמַרְתָּ  

לָּא בִשְבִיל כְבוֹדִי     אֶׁ

ה הוּא כְבוֹדִי    זֶׁ

 
47 Understanding  R' Meir’s Shita  

The Yerushalmi explains that R' Meir, who the Gemara will bring in the next 
case, argues in this case as well (that is, we will see that R' Meir argues in the 
next case, and the Yerushalmi says that he argues here as well). 

However, the Yerushalmi explains that the machlokes between R' Meir and 
the Chachamim is not a machlokes in lomdus (i.e., an intrinsic machlokes in 
halacha) but rather it is simple a machlokes as to what the person means, as 
follows.  

In this case, the other person says to the first person, “Since the only reason 
you made the neder in the first place was to give me kavod, it is as if you gave 
me kavod (even if I don’t actually accept the gift). The Yerushalmi explains that 
the machlokes will depend on what the person making the neder says. If the 
person making the neder agrees that he only made the neder in order to give 
the other person kavod, then everyone agrees that the other person can say that 
it is as if he got the kavod.  

But if the one making the neder disagrees, and he says that it is not true, 
that the reason why he made the neder was not to give the other person kavod 
but rather it was to give himself honor, that is, it would be a kavod for himself if 
the other person accepts the gift from him. In this case, everyone would agree 
that even if the other person would say that it is has if he was honored, this 
would not make  a difference. If the point of the other person accepting the gift 
was to give this person kavod, then unless the other person actually accepts the 
gift, the neder would be chal (this is because it is only considered a kavod to this 
person if the other person actually accepts the gift). 

The machlokes between the Rabbanan and R' Meir is in the case in which 
the one making the neder remains silent. R' Meir holds that in this case, it is as if 

  טַעְמָא  

 דְאָמַר  

ה הוּא כְבוֹדִי     זֶׁ

  הָא לָאו הָכִי  

ר הוּא   דֶׁ   נֶׁ

  מַנִי 

 אִי 

ן יַעֲקֹב   ר בֶׁ זֶׁ   רַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ

  נִדְרֵי זֵירוּזִין הָוֵי 

לָּא     אֶׁ

  שְמַע מִינַהּ  

  פְלִיגִי רַבָנַן עֲלֵיהּ 

רוּזִין י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

the one making the neder disagrees with the other person and it is as if he is 
saying that he did it for his own kavod, in which case the other person saying 
that it is as if he was kavod will not help. And the Rabbanan hold that it is as if 
the one making the neder is agreeing to the other person that the neder was 
made for the sake of the other person’s kavod, and as such, the other person 
saying that it is as if he was kavod will cause the neder not to be chal. 

 
48 Why Does this Person Not Need a Chacham to be Matir his Neder? 

There are two ways to understand our Gemara in the Rishonim. Many 
Rishonim explain the Gemara as we did above. That the reason why this neder is 
not chal is because it is considered as if the condition for this neder was met. 
That is, the person says that this should become assur if my friend doe not accept 
my gift, and even though in actuality the friend did not accept it, it is still 
considered as if he accepted it as the offer and his refusal still bring him kavod 
(and even more kavod than if would have accepted the gift. 

The Rosh, however, explains differently. He explains that this neder is 
becoming  mutur through a pesach. That is, the person can say that if he would 
have known that his friend would say that it is as if he accepted the gift, this 
person would never have made his neder. The Rosh points out that even though 
typically in order for a pesach to be able to be matir a neder, the person has to 
go to a Chacham, this case is different. In this case, the logic for his pesach is so 
strong (i.e., everyone knows that he would  not have made the neder if he would 
have known that his friend would say this), and therefore he does not have to go 
to the Chacham. 
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  לְעוֹלָם 

ן יַעֲקֹב הִיא   ר בֶׁ זֶׁ   רַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ

ן יַעֲקֹב   ר בֶׁ זֶׁ ה רַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ   וּמוֹדֶׁ

  בְהַאי  

  דְנִדְרָא הָוֵי  

  דְאָמַר לֵיהּ  

  לָא כַלְבָא אֲנָא  

  דְמִיתְהֲנֵינָא מִינָךְ  

 וְלָא מִיתְהֲנֵית  

 מִינַאי

 

 
49 Why Does this Explanation Not Apply to Our Mishna? 

The Ran explains that this explanation, that the person does not want to 
appear as a dog would not apply to our Mishna. That is, one could ask that 
perhaps the person in our Mishna as well does not want to appear a dog and 
that is why he made the neder. But this cannot be the pshat in the Mishna 
because the Mishna is the case that Reb Eliezer ben Yaakov said is a case of   נִדְרֵי
 If so, we have to understand why the explanation that the person does not !זֵרוּזִין
want to appear as a dog not apply to our Mishna.  

The Ran explains that it is specifically in our case that we can say like this. In 
the Gemara’s case the person does not want to benefit from the other person if 
that person does not benefit from him. Therefore, he makes a neder that he 
should be assur to benefit from the other person if that other person does not 
accept his gift. This neder assures that this person will not be a person who 
benefits from someone else without that other person benefitting from him.  

But in our Mishna, this is not his neder. In the Mishna, the person says that 
the other person should be assur to benefit from him. Now, if this person’s 
concern is that he should not benefit without giving anything back in return, a 
neder to assur the other person from getting benefit from him does not 
accomplish this. 

The Case in Which a Person Can Say that He is Not to be 

Considered as a King 

 

 

  תָּא שְמַע  

  הָאוֹמֵר לַחֲבֵירוֹ  

 קוּנָם 

הֱנֵית לִי   אַתָּה נֶׁ   שֶׁ

  אִם אִי אַתָּה נוֹתֵן  

  לִבְנִי 

ל חִיטִין     כוֹר שֶׁ

ל יַיִן     וּשְתֵּי חָבִיוֹת שֶׁ

  רַבִי מֵאִיר אוֹמֵר  

יִתֵּן     עַד שֶׁ

  וַחֲכָמִים אוֹמְרִים  

ה     אַף זֶׁ

ת נִדְרוֹ     יָכוֹל לְהַתִּיר אֶׁ

לּאֹ עַל פִי חָכָם     שֶׁ

יָכוֹל לוֹמַר     שֶׁ

The Ran then brings that there are those who give another explanation as 
to why the explanation that the person does not want to appear as a dog does 
not apply to our Mishna. They explain that it is specifically in our case that we 
have this concern. This is because if this person is willing to give the other person 
such a large gift, it must be because the other person gave him something. 
Therefore, since the other person gave this person something, this person wants 
to ‘repay’ the other person and that is why he wants to give the other person 
this gift. And this is why this person says that he wants to assur himself from 
getting benefit from the other person if the other person does not want to 
accept this person’s gift. This person wants to make sure that he has the ability 
to pay back what he received from the other person, and that is why he makes 
this neder. 

In our Mishna however, there is no indication that the other person gave 
this person anything. All this person did was to invite the other person to his 
house, something that is not considered a ‘big thing’, i.e., he would do this even 
if the other person did not give him anything. Therefore , since there is no reason 
to assume that this person is trying to pay back the other person, there is no 
reason to assume that he is trying to make sure that he does not appear as a dog 
and that is why in the Mishna R' Eliezer ben Yaakov holds that the neder was only 
made as a נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין. 
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  הֲרֵינִי כְאִילּוּ הִתְקַבַלְתִּי 

 טַעְמָא  

  דְאָמַר  

  הֲרֵינִי כְאִילּוּ הִתְקַבַלְתִּי  

  הָא לָאו הָכִי  

ר הוּא   דֶׁ   נֶׁ

 
50 Can a Person Always Say that it is as if the Condition Has Been Fulfilled (the 
mysterious words of the Rashba)? 

The Ran quotes the Rashba as saying that it is only in a case that is similar to 
ours that a one can say that it is as if he accepted the gift, but one cannot say 
this in all cases. However, the exact reasoning of the Rashba of when one can, 
and when one cannot say this is not clear. In the words of the Rashba as brought 
in the Ran, the Rashba seems to be saying two separate guidelines, as follows. 

At first the Rashba is quoted as saying that the criterion for when one can 
say “it is as if I have accepted” is only with regard to a קיום מעשה and but not 
with regard to a ביטול מעשה. That is, if the person is supposed to do something 
and he doesn’t do, the person can still say that it is as if it was done. However, in 
the case in which the person is not supposed to do something and he does do it, 
then the person cannot say that it is as if he didn’t do it.  

This would seem to be the intent of the Rashba from the end of his words 
as well. The Rashba ends off by saying that the case in which one cannot say that 
it is as if the condition has been fulfilled is the case in which the person is not 
supposed to go to a certain place and he does go there. In this case, the other 
person cannot say that it is as if this person didn’t go there if he really did. 

The Ran ends by saying that although this is the shita of the Rashba, others 
disagree. There are those that say that one can always say that it is as if the 
condition has been fulfilled. The reason for this is because in any case of a neder 
being made on a condition, the reason one must fulfill the condition is because 
this is the desire of the one making the neder. Therefore, the one making the 
neder can say that even though the condition was not fulfilled, the only reason 
it would need to be fulfilled is to satisfy my desire, and therefore I am now saying 
that it is as if my desire has been satisfied even though the condition was not 
fulfilled. 

Although what we wrote as the explanation in the shita of the Rashba (and 
indeed there are those who quote the Rashba this way,), that the entire 
difference between when the person can and when he cannot say this is the 
difference between a קיום מעשה and a ביטול מעשה, the actual words of the Ran 
when he quotes the Rashba seem to indicate that there is a different explanation 
in the Rashba’s shita. 

The Ran quotes the Rashba as saying that the reason the person has the 
ability to say that it is as if he has accepted the gift is because the person can say 
that even if he would actually accept the gift, he could always just return it. 
Therefore, the person can say that why do we need to waste our time by having 
me accept the gift only to return it to you a second later, let it just be considered 
as if I have already accepted it (דאפוכי מטראתא למה לי).  

However, according to this, the only time a person can say that it is as if the 
condition has been fulfilled even when it hadn’t been, is in the case where the 
person is supposed to receive something. But in a case in which the person has 
to do something, no one can say that it is as if this action has been done even 
though it has not yet been (as the above shevara (logical reasoning) would simply 

  מַנִי 

ן יַעֲקֹב   ר בֶׁ זֶׁ   אִי רַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ

  נִדְרֵי זֵירוּזִין הָוֵי 

לָּא לָאו     אֶׁ

  רַבָנַן  

 וּפְלִיגִי

 

  לָא 

 לְעוֹלָם 

ן יַעֲקֹב   ר בֶׁ זֶׁ   רַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ

ר   זֶׁ ה רַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ  וּמוֹדֶׁ

not apply). However, according to this understanding in the Rashba, if a person 
would make a neder on condition that the other person goes to a certain place, 
the person cannot not say that it is as if the person went there, if he really didn’t.  

The problem is that as mentioned before, the end of the Rashba’s words 
seem to indicate otherwise. In the Rashba’s example of a case that does not 
work, he specifically says a case in which the condition was that the person 
should not go to a particular place (and the person ended up going there).  

But according to our second explanation of the Rashba’s shita, the case that 
should have been mentioned as a case in which this does not work should have 
been the case in which the condition was to go to a certain place. And the Rashba 
could have said that even in this case, it cannot be said that it is as if the condition 
has been fulfilled even if the person didn’t go there (that is, if the second 
explanation of the Rashba is the correct one, the Rashba should have said a 
bigger chiddush, that even though this is a case of a קיום מעשה, one can still not 
say that it is as if the condition has been fulfilled). 

And since the Rashba did not give this case, it would seem that the first 
explanation is the correct one, but if so, why would he mention the shevara 
(logical explanation) of “דאפוכי מטראתא למה לי - why should we waste our time”, 
this seems to be totally irrelevant to what he is trying to say (if the first 
explanation is the correct one). 

At the end of the day, we are left with two different explanations of the 
words of the Rashba, and as such, it would still need further clarification as to 
how to understand the Rashba correctly,  וצ''ע ואכמ''ל יותר. 

 
51 Who Has the Ability to Say, “It is as if I Accepted it” (only if his sons rely on 
him (הבנים סוכמים על שולחנו)? 

In the Gemara’s case, the person said that it should for his friend to benefit 
from him if his friend does not give his son this gift. In this case, the Gemara says 
that the person has the ability to say that it is as has if he has accepted the gift. 
The Ran explains that the reason that he can do this is because the point of this 
condition is only to benefit this person, therefore the person has the ability to 
say that he does not need it and it is as if he received that benefit. 

The Ran points out that according to this, this explanation would only work 
in the case that the person’s sons rely on him for their food. That is, since this 
person has to provide for his children’s sustenance, the giving of the gift to his 
children benefits him (as  he will now not have to give his children food as they 
have food from the gift). Therefore, since the point of the gift to his sons his to 
benefit him, he has the ability to say that it is as if he received this benefit. 
However, in the case in which the person’s sons do not rely on him for their food, 
we say that the point of the gift is to benefit them. And that being the case, only 
they would have the ability to say that it is as if they have accepted the gift. 
52  
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  בְהַאי  

  דְנִדְרָא הָוֵי  

  מִשוּם דְאָמַר לֵיהּ  

  לָאו מַלְכָא אֲנָא  

  דִמְהַנֵינָא לָךְ  

 וְאַתְּ לָא מְהַנֵית לִי

 
 

The Case of נִדְרֵי אוֹנָסִין 

 

  אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

  מָר קַשִישָא בְרֵיהּ דְרַב חִסְדָא  

  לְרַב אָשֵי  

  תָּא שְמַע  

  נִדְרֵי אוֹנָסִין 

  הִדִירוֹ חֲבֵירוֹ  

צְלוֹ   יאֹכַל אֶׁ   שֶׁ

  וְחָלָה הוּא  

  אוֹ חָלָה בְנוֹ  

עִכְבוֹ נָהָר     אוֹ שֶׁ

אוֹנָסִין י  נִדְרֵּ

י אוֹנָסִי נִדְרֵּ

  הָא לָאו הָכִי  

ר הוּא   דֶׁ   נֶׁ

  מַנִי 

ן יַעֲקֹב   ר בֶׁ זֶׁ   אִי רַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ

  זֵירוּזִין הָוֵי 

לָּא לָאו     אֶׁ

  רַבָנַן  

  וּפְלִיגִי

רוּזִין י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

 

 לְעוֹלָם 

ן יַעֲקֹב   ר בֶׁ זֶׁ   רַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ

  וּמִי סָבְרַתְּ  

דְאַדְרֵיהּ מְזַמְנָא לִזְמִינָא  

 

 לָא 

 דִזְמִינָא אַדְרֵיהּ  

  לִמְזַמְנָא  

  דַאֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 מְזַמְנַתְּ לִי  

  לִסְעוֹדְתָּיךְ
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 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

  אִין 

ה   ר זֶׁ דֶׁ  נֶׁ

יךָ   עָלֶׁ

ר   דֶׁ   וְנֶׁ

  וְחָלָה הוּא  

חָלָה בְנוֹ     אוֹ שֶׁ

עִכְבוֹ נָהָר     אוֹ שֶׁ

 הֲרֵי אֵלּוּ נִדְרֵי אוֹנָסִין

רוּזִין י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

The Case in which it is a Bigger Chiddush that R' Eliezer ben 

Yaakov Holds that the Neder is Only Considered as נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין 

  

  תָּא שְמַע  

  יָתֵר עַל כֵן  

ן יַעֲקֹב   ר בֶׁ זֶׁ   אָמַר רַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ

 
53 Is Our Gemara Now Saying that R' Eliezer ben Yaakov Does Not Hold of  the 
Shevara that a Person Does Not What to Appear as a Dog? 

According to the way we explained the Gemara, our Gemara is now saying 
that R' Eliezer ben Yaakov does not hold of the shevara that a person does not 
want to appear as a dog. That is, the way we explained why the Baraisa is a bigger 
chiddush than the Mishna is because in the case of the Baraisa the shevara that 
a person does not want to appear as a dog is applicable and yet R' Eliezer still 

  הָאוֹמֵר לַחֲבֵירוֹ  

 קוּנָם 

ה לָךְ   הֱנֶׁ אֲנִי נֶׁ   שֶׁ

 אִם אִי אַתָּה  

צְלִי     מִתְאָרֵחַ אֶׁ

  וְתאֹכַל עִמִי פַת חַמָה  

ה עִמִי כוֹס חַמִין     וְתִשְתֶּׁ

 וְהַלָּה  

גְדוֹ    הִקְפִיד כְנֶׁ

  אַף אֵלּוּ  

 נִדְרֵי זֵירוּזִין 

  וְלאֹ הוֹדוּ לוֹ חֲכָמִים  

רוּזִין י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

רוּזִין י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

רוּזִין י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

רוּזִין י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

רוּזִין י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

רוּזִין זֵּ י  נִדְרֵּ

רוּזִין י זֵּ נִדְרֵּ

holds that the neder is not chal as it is a נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין. If so, we see clearly from this 
Baraisa that R' Eliezer ben Yaakov does not hold of this shevara. 

However, although this is the way that the Ran explains the Gemara in his 
first pshat, in the second pshat that he brings, R' Eliezer ben Yaakov could still 
hold of the shevara.  

That is, previously the Ran (see footnote) brought two reasons why the 
shevara of not wanting to appear as a dog does not apply to our Mishna. The 
first reason is because in our Mishna the person is saying that his friend should 
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   מַאי

לאֹ הוֹדוּ לוֹ חֲכָמִים  

  לָאו

   

 
be assur to benefit from him as opposed to the Baraisa in which the person says 
he should be assur to benefit from his friend. That is, according to this, in any 
case that the  person is forbidding himself from benefitting from his friend the 
shevara of ‘not appearing like a dog’ applies, and if R' Eliezer still says that the 
neder is not chal, as it is considered as נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין, this must mean that R' Eliezer 
ben Yaakov does not hold of this shevara. 

However, in the Ran’s second explanation to differentiate between the 
Mishna and the Baraisa, he says that the deciding factor is if we assume that the 
one making the neder received a large benefit from his friend or not. That is, in 
the Mishna we don’t assume that the person received a large gift from his friend, 
and as such, we say that the neder is only a זֵרוּזִין  as the shevara of ‘not נִדְרֵי 
appearing as a dog’ does not apply. And the reason why in that Baraisa that 
shevara of ‘not appearing like a dog’ does apply, is because in that case we 
assume that the person did receive a large gift from his friend (and that is why 
he demands that his friend accepts a large gift for his son).  

But if that is the case, that in our Baraisa we should also not assume that 
this person received such a large gift from his friend (as the only reason why we 
said that that Baraisa is one in which the person received a large gift is because 
he is demanding that the friend accept a gift). But in the Baraisa that our Gemara 

is now bringing, the person also just wants his friend to eat with him, similar to 
the Mishna. But if this is true, why is our Baraisos a bigger chiddush than our 
Mishna that says that R' Eliezer bar Yaakov holds that it is only a נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין? 

The Ran answers that according to this the reason that our Baraisa is 
considered a bigger chiddush is because in our Baraisa that person is very specific  
in this that he wants his friend to eat with him (i.e., he specifies that he wants 
him to eat warm bread and hot drinks). And therefore, since he was so specific, 
one might have thought that even R' Eliezer ben Yaakov would agree to the 
Chachamim that this is not a case of נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין but rather it is a ‘real’ neder. 

In other words, the chiddush of our Baraisa is not that R' Eliezer ben Yaakov 
holds what he does even though there is a shevara that ‘he does not want to 
appear as a dog’ but rather the chiddush of our Baraisa is that R' Eliezer ben 
Yaakov holds that this is a נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין even through the person was very specific 
when he made his neder. 

The Ran concludes that according to this, even at this point of the Gemara, 
it could be that the Gemara sticks by what it said earlier, that it could be that R' 
Eliezer ben Yaakov would agree that in a case in which the shevara of ‘not 
wanting to appear a dog’ would apply, the neder would be chal and it would not 
be considered as a נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין. 
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Nedarim 24B 

 דַאֲפִילּוּ  

  בְקַמַיְיתָא  

  וּשְמַע מִינַהּ  

  פְלִיגִי רַבָנַן עֲלֵיהּ  

שְׁמַע מִינַהּ 

י נִדְ  רֵּ

רוּזִין זֵּ

 
54 A Different Way to Learn the Gemara 

Although according to the girsa of our Gemara, the Gemara has proven that 
the Chachamim argue on R' Eliezer ben Yaakov even in the case of the Mishna, 
some Rishonim hold that this cannot be the correct girsa as the Gemara has not 
proven this.  

That is, the Baraisa tells us that the case of the Baraisa is a bigger chiddush 
than the Mishna. But if this is really true, that the Baraisa is a bigger, then just 
because the Chachamim argue in this case, how do we know that they argue 
even in the case of the  Mishna? Maybe they just argue in the case of the Baraisa 
but they would agree that in the case of the Mishna it is only considered as   נִדְרֵי
  ?זֵרוּזִין

As a result of this question, there are those Rishonim that hold that the girsa 
of the Gemara is that the Gemara first says that from the Baraisa there is a proof 
that the Chachamim argue even in the case of the Mishna and the Gemara 
answers that no, there is no such proof (as explained), and it could be that they 
just argue in the case of the Baraisa but in the case of the Mishna they would 
agree to R' Eliezer ben Yaakov, see the Ran (on the previous amud) that has such 
a girsa. 

 
55 How Do We Know that the Halacha is Like R' Eliezer ben Yaakov even in the 
Mishna’s Case? 

In the previous footnote, we brought that there are those Rishonim that 
hold that in reality there is no proof that the Chachamim argue with R' Eliezer 
bar Yaakov in the Mishna’s case.  

The problem is that the sugya started with the Gemara asking if the 
Chachamim argue with R' Eliezer ben Yaakov, and if they do, whom is the halacha 
like. And now the Gemara is saying that from R' Huna’s statement we have the 
answer to our questions. That we see that although the Rabbanan argue with R' 
Eliezer ben Yaakov, the halacha is like him. 

But what is the proof from R' Huna? Perhaps R' Huna was referring to the 
Baraisos case, and if so, there would be no proof to the Gemara’s original 
questions which were in regard to the Mishna’s case. As we just said, one can 
differentiate between the Baraisa and the Mishna, and therefore, if indeed R' 
Huna was referring to the Baraisa’s case, there would be no proof to the 
Gemara’s question. 

  

The Halacha with Regard to the Machlokes R' Eliezer and 

the Chachamim 

 

 מַאי הָוֵי עֲלַהּ  

  תָּא שְמַע  

  דְאָמַר רַב הוּנָא  

  הֲלָכָה  

ן  ר בֶׁ זֶׁ   יַעֲקֹב  כְרַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ

  וְכֵן אָמַר  

  רַב אַדָא בַר אַהֲבָה  

  הֲלָכָה  

ן יַעֲקֹב  ר בֶׁ זֶׁ   כְרַבִי אֱלִיעֶׁ

 

The Ran gives three explanations: 
1. At first, he quotes his Rabbayim that say that it must be that the 

Gemara knew that when R' Huna said that the halacha is like R' Eliezer 
ben Yaakov, he was referring to the Mishna. And if R' Huna needed to 
say that with regards to the Mishna the halacha is like R' Eliezer ben 
Yaakov, it must be that even in the Mishna the Chachamim argue on 
him. 

2. The Ran continues and says that in reality we do not need to say like 
his Rabbayim that the Gemara just knew that Rav Huna was referring 
to the Mishna but rather this could be inferred from Rav Huna’s words 
themselves. He explains that when the Gemara asked if the 
Chachamim argue with R' Eliezer ben Yaakov in the Mishna, the 
purpose of this question was not to just see when they have their 
machlokes but rather the point of the question was to see if the 
Chachamim argue with him, and if they do, is the halacha like them or 
like R' Eliezer ben Yaakov. But now that Rav Huna said that the halacha 
is like R' Eliezer ben Yaakov even in the Baraisa’s case, we also know 
that the halacha is like him in the Mishna as well. This is for the simple 
reason that the Baraisa is a bigger chiddush that the neder is 
considered as נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין, and therefore, if in the Baraisa we pasken like 
R' Eliezer ben Yaakov then that neder is considered as נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין, then 
certainly in the Mishna’s case the halacha will be like R' Eliezer ben 
Yaakov that the neder is only נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין. Therefore, once we know what 
the halacha is, it doesn’t make a difference if the Chachamim hold that 
it is just in the Baraisa’s case that the neder is not a נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין, or if they 
hold that even in the Mishna’s case the neder is a real neder and not a 
 The Gemara’s question was only with regard to figuring out .נִדְרֵי זֵרוּזִין
the halacha, and now that we know that the halacha is like R' Eliezer 
ben Yaakov, we no longer need to know the Chachamim’s shita. 

3. The third answer that the Ran brings is that since when Rav Huna said 
that the halacha is like R' Eliezer ben Yaakov and he did not specify if 
he was referring to the Mishna or the Baraisa, we assume that he 
meant the Mishna. This is because the majority of the people were 
familiar with the Mishnayos but not the Baraisos. Therefore, if Rav 
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 שנהמ

  

Non-Sensical Nedarim 

 

י   נִדְרֵּ

הֲבַאי

  נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי  

  אָמַר  

  קוּנָם 

ה   ךְ הַזֶׁ רֶׁ   אִם לאֹ רָאִיתִי בַדֶׁ

 
Huna made an unspecified statement, we can assume that he meant 
the Mishna as this is what most people would be used to. 

 
56 The Two Types of  נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי 

The Ran explains that our Mishna is describing two distinct types of  נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי 
– two types of non-sensical nedarim. That is, each one of the two cases of our 
Mishna represents a different type of נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי and the reason why each one is 
not chal is for a different reason.  

1) The first is what is known as  גוּזְמָא – exaggeration. This person said that 
he saw that number of people  that left Mitzrayim (600,000 men 
between the age of 20 and 60, and many women, children, and older 
men). Now although in theory it could be that true that he actually saw 
this number of people, in reality we say this is virtually impossible and 
the person’s intent was just to exaggerate the number of people that 
he saw. The Ran explains that the reason this neder is not chal is 
because in reality it was, as follows. The  person makes a neder that 
this should be assur if I did not see the number of people who left 
Mitzrayim. Now although we know that he did not see this number of 
people, we say that he did mean what he said. That is, when he said 
the number of people who left Mitzrayim, we say that he didn’t mean 
that actual number but rather he meant to say that he saw a very large 
group of people, similar to the large group of people who left 
Mitzrayim. Therefore, the reason why the neder is not chal to make 
the thing assur is for the simple reason that we say that he did fulfill 
the condition. 

2) The second type of נִדְרֵי הֲ בַאי is a neder in which he says something that 
is so outlandish that it cannot be true. This is the second case of the 
Mishna. In the second case, the person says that this should be assur 
if I did not see a snake like the board of an olive-press. The Gemara will 
explain that his intent is not to say that the snake is the size of the 
board but rather that it is pitted like the board. This is something that 
is blatantly not true as such a snake does not exist. The reason this 
neder is not chal to assur the object (i.e., in the case that he says this 
should be assur if I did not see this type of snake) is because we say 
that he never meant to make a neder to assur this object. This is 
because if the person really wanted to make a real neder, he never 
would have made it depended on such a ridiculous thing. And if he did 
make this ridiculous neder, we assume that his intent was just to use 
the neder to strength the ridiculous story that he was telling his friend 
but not that he meant to make a serious neder. That is, he tells his 
friend that he saw this amazing sight, and he then wants to ‘prove’ to 
his friend that he actually saw this is by saying that if he didn’t, all the 
fruits in the world should be assur to him. 

 

 כְעוֹלֵי 

  מִצְרַיִם  

הֲבַאי  י  נִדְרֵּ

  אִם לאֹ רָאִיתִי  

 נָחָש  

  כְקוֹרַת בֵית הַבַד 

 

 גמרא

 

 The Difference Between נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי  and  שָבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי  

 

  We learned in a Baraisa תָּנָא  

  non-sensical nedarim are mutur נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי מוּתָּרִין  

The Ran continues and says that according to this we can understand the 
Mishna in meseches Shevuos that describes making shevuos in vain. The Mishna 
there lists two cases: If a person makes a shevuah if he did not see a flying camel 
or if a person makes a shevuah that he did not see a snake like the beam of a 
wine press. And through the Mishna listed these two cases, the Mishna there did 
not list the case of one making a shevuah if he did see the number of people who 
left Mitzrayim. But why not? Our Mishna lists this case as one of the נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי, 
and if so, why did the Mishna over there not list it as well. 

The Ran answers that we can understand this omission very well. There the 
Mishna is listing cases in which the shevuah was made in vain, that is, the 
shevuah cannot be true. If so ,the Mishna there could not list the case of seeing 
the number of people who left Mitzrayim because in reality it could be that he 
did see this. Not that he actually saw this number of people but rather he saw 
the number of people that he meant. When he says these words he is just 
referring to a large group, and if so, his shevuah was not necessarily in vain as it 
is certainly possible that he saw a large group. 

The Ran continues and says that we also understand why our Mishna did 
not list the case of the flying camel. According to the Ran our Mishna is not just 
listing various examples of נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי. Rather the Mishna tells us the two distinct 
types ofנִדְרֵי הֲבַא  . And once the Mishna told us the case of the snake being similar 
to the olive press board (i.e., an actuality that cannot exist), there would be no 
reason to also list the case of the flying camel as this is just another example of 
this type of  הֲבַאי  as opposed to the Mishna in meseches Shevuos that is) נִדְרֵי 
listing various example of the same type of false shevuah). 

 
57 The Way Tosefos and the Rosh Understand the Two Cases of the Mishna 

Although in the previous footnote we brought the shita of the Ran who 
holds that the Mishna represent two distinct cases of הֲבַא  the Rosh and ,נִדְרֵי 
Tosefos say that the reasoning for both cases are the same. The reason why 
these nedarim are not chal is because we assume that the person is just 
exaggerating. That is, although he makes the neder conditional on the seeing the 
number of people who left Mitzrayim, we see that he just means to refer to a 
large number of people. Therefore, if he says that this should be assur unless he 
sees the number of people who left Mitzrayim, the fruit will not become assur 
as it could be that he did see a large number of people. They explain that this is 
the reasoning for the second case as well. The man said that this should be assur 
unless he sees this non-existent type of snake. And we see that this person is just 
trying to exaggerate. That is, he means to say that this should be assur unless he 
sees a strange-looking type of snake. Therefore, even though that he definitely 
did not see as exactly as he said (i.e., to see a snake that is similar to the board 
of a winepress), we say that it could be that he saw as strange looking snake, and 
by his seeing this strange snake this would be considered a fulfillment of his 
condition. 
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  שָבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי

 אֲסוּרִין

שָׁבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי 

י   נִדְרֵּ

הֲבַאי וֹת הֲבַאי שָׁבוּע 

  הֵיכִי דָמֵי  

  שָבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי  

  אִילֵימָא 

  דְאָמַר  

  שְבוּעָה  

ה   ךְ הַזֶׁ רֶׁ   אִם לאֹ רָאִיתִי בַדֶׁ

  מִידַעַם קָאָמַר 

 Abaye said                                                                                 אָמַר אַבָיֵי

                                                               that he said (the case is)דְאָמַר  

                                                                                           Shevuah“שְבוּעָה  

רָאִיתִי                                                                                 ”…that I sawשֶׁ

 
58 The Case that Abaye is Referring to When He Explains the Case of  שָבוּעוֹת
 הֲבַאי 

The Ran points out on that this is only works if he says the first case of the 
Mishna. But if the person says that he saw a snake similar to an olive press beam, 
in this case the person will get malkus. As the Ran explained (quoted in an earlier 
footnote), a person will not exaggerate by saying he saw this type of snake as 
this snake does not exist (as opposed to seeing the number of people who left 
Mitzrayim, although extremely unlikely, it could be possible and that  is why  a 
person would exaggerate with this number). However, although this is the shita 
of the Ran, the other Rishonim disagree. They hold that a person would 
exaggerate with saying they saw this snake, as his intent is just to say that he saw 
a strange-looking snake, something that is certainly possible. 

 
59 Why is it Mutur to Exaggerate While Making a Neder but Not While Making 
a Shevuah? 

The Rosh explains that the Gemara assumes that it is obvious that a person 
is never allowed to make a shevuah if his words are not perfectly true. That is, 

שָׁבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי

שבועה שוה 

  אֲמַר לֵיהּ רָבָא  

  אִם כֵן  

  לְמָה לִי לְמֵימַר  

  וְעוֹד  

ר קָתָנֵי   דֶׁ  דֻומְיָא דְנֶׁ

even if we can interpret his words in a manner in which he is in a sense he is 
telling the truth (as he was only exaggerating), this is still going to be assur. But 
why? What is the different between making a neder that one is allowed to 
exaggerate and a shevuah that one is not allowed to exaggerate? 

Seemingly, the difference is that with regard to making a neder, there is no 
concept of making a ‘false neder’. The problem is only when a person violates 
his neder. 

Therefore, with regard to a neder we are only concerned with his intent. 
And if we understand that his intent is that he exaggerates, then we say that it is 
mutur. Not that the neder is mutur, but rather the subject of the neder is mutur. 
That is, the way we understand his neder, his neder does not make this object 
assur. 

But with regard to a shevuah this shevara would not apply. While making a 
shevuah one must make sure that is words are true, and if they are not, then he 
has done an issur (even if he only meant to exaggerate and in a certain sense his 
words are true).  
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י הֲבַאי נִדְרֵּ שָׁבוּעוֹת  

הֲבַאי

י הֲבַאי  נִדְרֵּ

שָׁבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי

 

לָּא     אֶׁ

  אָמַר רָבָא  

  בְאוֹמֵר  

 יֵאָסְרוּ 

  פֵירוֹת הָעוֹלָם  

  עָלַי בִשְבוּעָה  

ה   ךְ הַזֶׁ רֶׁ   אִם לאֹ רָאִיתִי בַדֶׁ

 כְעוֹלֵי 

  מִצְרַיִם

 
60 The Ran’s Explanation of the Sugya 

In the Ran’s girsa, the Gemara brings a Baraisa that says, not that  נִדְרֵי הֲ בַאי and  
 are different but rather that they are the same. That in both cases we say שָבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי
that the person is just exaggerating, and as such, when they make either their neder 
or shevuah on the condition that they see something that seems outlandish, they 
don’t actually mean what they say, and as such, it  could very well be that they will 
end up fulfilling their condition. 

According to the Ran, the back-and-forth of the Gemara is as follows. At first the 
Gemara asks to establish the case of  שָ בוּעוֹת הֲבַאי and Abaye answers that the case is 
one in which the person makes a shevuah that he saw the number of people that went 
up from Mitzrayim.  

According to this, the chiddush of the Baraisa is that even though shevuos are 
more chamor than nedarim, people will exaggerate when they make shevuos, and 
therefore, when the person makes a shevuah that he saw the number of people who 
left Mitzrayim, we don’t say that this is a false shevuah but rather we say that it is a  
  .שָבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי

And on this Rava asks two questions. Firstly, what is the chiddush of this Baraisa. 
If a person exaggerates with regard to nedarim, why would we think that he would 
not do the same with regard to shevuos. And secondly, the cases of shevuos are not 
the same as the cases of nedarim. As the Ran previously explained, a person only 
exaggerates about something that is at least theoretically possible. Therefore, since in 
theory a person could see the number of people that left Mitzrayim, when he said that 
he saw that number, we say that he was just exaggerating. However, with regard to a 
person who says that he saw a snake similar to an olive press beam, such an animal 
does not exist. If so, when a person says he saw it, it cannot be that he is exaggerating.  

But according to this, when the Baraisa says that both  נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי and   שָבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי 
are mutur, they are talking about different cases. With regard to  נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי, the halacha 
would be true both in the case in which he said that he saw the number of people who 
left Mitzrayim and it would also be true in the case in which he said he saw this snake. 
However, with regard to   שָבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי, the halacha would only be true in the case that 
the person said that he saw number that left Mitzrayim. This is true because in this 
case we can say that the person was exaggerating, and as such, it comes out that in 
reality he was saying the truth. However, if a person makes a shevuah that he saw this 
snake, in this case his words cannot be interpreted in a way that results in him telling 
the truth, and a such, it would be assur to make such a shevuah (the reason why with 
regard to a neder it is mutur even in this case was explained previous, footnote ). If 
so, it comes out that the  נִדְרֵי הֲבַאי and  שָבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי are not similar. 

And to this Rava answers that the case of the Baraisa is one in which the person 
says that he is making a shevuah that all of the fruits of the world should be assur to 
him if he did not see the number of people that left Mitzrayim or he makes a shevuah 
that all the fruits of the world should be assur to him if he didn’t see this type of snake. 

  י  אֲמַר לֵיהּ רָבִינָא לְרַב אָשֵ 

  וְדִלְמָא  

  הַאי גַבְרָא  

  קִינָא דְשוּמְשְמָנֵי חֲזָא  

 וְאַסֵּיק לְהוֹן שְמָא  

  עוֹלֵי מִצְרַיִם  

  וְשַפִיר מִשְתְּבַע 

 

And with regard to this the Baraisa says that both these shevuos are only considered 
as  שָבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי and the fruits are therefore mutur.  

The chiddush of this halacha is that with regard to the case in which the person 
says that he is making a shevuah that all the fruits of the world should be assur to him 
if he didn’t’ see this type of snake, by saying that the fruits are mutur because this is 
only a  שָבוּעוֹת הֲבַאי, it comes out that the person made a שבועת שוה, a false shevuah, 
something that is assur to do.  

As follows. When a person says that he is making shevuah that all the fruits of the 
world should be assur if he didn’t see this impossible snake,  there are two possible 
ways to understand his intent of saying these words. 

Either he could mean that he is really trying to make all the  fruits of the world 
assur. That is, since he obviously did not see this non-exist type of snake, his shevuah 
will be chal, and it would come out that he did nothing wrong with making this 
shevuah but the fruits become assur. 

The chiddush of the Baraisa is that we say not this way. Rather we assume that 
he never meant to make the fruits assur. We assume this because if this person would 
really mean to assur the fruits, he would have said it straight. That is, he would have 
simply made a shevuah that says that he is making all of the fruits assur.  

But he did not do that. He decided to make the issur depend on this impossible 
sight. And since he took this unnecessary step, we say that is true intent was not to 
make the fruits assur but rather to prove his shevuah. That is, we understand that he 
is making a shevuah that he saw this type of snake, and to prove it, he says that if he 
is not saying the truth, all the fruits in the world should be assur, in other words a  
הֲבַאי  That is, the same way with regard to nedarim we say that he doesn’t .שָבוּעוֹת 
really mean to assur the fruits, so too with regard to shevuos we say that he doesn’t 
really mean to assur the fruits. 

The Ran points out that this is definitely a chiddush as one could have said that 
this assumption should only apply to nedarim. A person who makes a false neder has 
done nothing wrong. Therefore, it makes sense that the condition is only trying to 
prove his false neder.  

But if a person makes a false shevuah it is a terrible avayra. Therefore, when faced 
with a choice with explaining a person’s words as either meaning that he wants to 
make the fruits assur or meaning that he is making a false shevuah, one could have 
said that we would assume that the person would not want to make the false shevuah. 
And if that would be true that we assume that a person would not want to make a 
false shevuah, in this case, since there is a choice between saying that the person 
meant to assur the fruits or he meant to swear on something that is not true, we 
would assume the first choice. And yet the Baraisa says otherwise. The Baraisa says 
that the fruits are mutur even through this results in saying that the person made a 
false shevuah. 
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 Nedarim 25A 

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 כִי מִשְתְּבַע  

 אַדַעְתָּא דִידַן  

 מִשְתְּבַע  

 וַאֲנַן 

 לָא מַסְּקִינַן נַפְשִין  

 אַשוּמְשְמָנֵי 

 

Does a Person Make a Shevuah According to His Own 

Mindset or According to Our Mindset? 

 

 וְעַל דַעְתָּא  

 דְנַפְשֵיהּ  

 לָא עֲבִיד אִינִיש דְמִשְתְּבַע  

 וְהָתַנְיָא  

הֵן מַשְבִיעִין אוֹתוֹ    כְשֶׁ

 אוֹמְרִים לוֹ  

 הֱוֵי יוֹדֵעַ  

לּאֹ עַל תְּנַאי    שֶׁ

בְלִבְךָ    שֶׁ

 אָנוּ מַשְבִיעִין אוֹתְךָ  

לָּא    אֶׁ

 עַל דַעְתֵּינוּ  

 וְעַל דַעַת  

 בֵית דִין  

 לְאַפוֹקֵי מַאי  

 לָאו לְאַפוֹקֵי  

 דְאַסֵּיק לְהוּ לְאִיסְקוּנְדְרֵי  

 וְאַסֵּיק לְהוֹן  

 שְמָא זוּזֵי

 וּמִדְקָאָמַר  

 דַעְתֵּינוּ   עַל

 מִכְלָל  

 דַעֲבִיד אִינָש  

 דְמִשְתְּבַע  

 אַדַעְתָּא דְנַפְשֵיהּ 

 לָא 

 וֹקֵי  לְאַפ

 מִקַנְיָא דְרָבָא  

 דְהָהוּא גַבְרָא  

 דַהֲוָה  

 מַסֵּיק בְחַבְרֵיהּ זוּזֵי 

 אֲתָא לְקַמֵיהּ דְרָבָא  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  
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ה    לְלוֶֹׁ

 זִיל פְרַע לִי  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ  

 פְרַעְתִּיךָ  

 אֲמַר לֵיהּ רָבָא  

 אִם כֵן  

 זִיל אִישְתְּבַע לֵיהּ  

 דִפְרַעְתֵּיהּ 

 אֲזַל 

 וְאַיְיתִי קַנְיָא 

 וְיָהֵיב זוּזֵי בְגַוֵּיהּ  

 וַהֲוָה מִסְתְּמִיךְ וְאָזֵיל  

 וְאָתֵי עֲלֵיהּ לְבֵי דִינָא  

ה    אֲמַר לֵיהּ לְמַלְוֶׁ

 נְקוֹט הַאי קַנְיָא בִידָךְ  

ר תּוֹרָה    נְסַב סֵפֶׁ

 וְאִישְתְּבַע דְפַרְעֵיהּ  

 כֹל מָה דַהֲוָה לֵיהּ בִידֵיהּ 

ה    הָהוּא מַלְוֶׁ

 רְגַז 

 וְתַבְרֵהּ לְהָהוּא קַנְיָא 

 וְאִישְתְּפֻךְ הָנְהוּ זוּזֵי  

 לְאַרְעָא  

 וְאִישְתְּכַח  

 דְקוּשְטָא אִישְתְּבַע 

 וְאַכַתִּי  

 לָא עֲבִיד  

 דְמִישְתְּבַע  

 אַדַעְתָּא דְנַפְשֵיהּ  

The Reasons Why Moshe Had to Make Klal Yisroel Swear in 

a Particular Manner 

 

 וְהָתַנְיָא  

 וְכֵן מָצִינוּ  

ה רַבֵינוּ   בְמֹשֶׁ

ת יִשְרָאֵל   הִשְבִיעַ אֶׁ  כְשֶׁ

 בְעַרְבוֹת מוֹאָב  

ם    אָמַר לָהֶׁ

 הֱווּ יוֹדְעִים  

לּאֹ    שֶׁ

ם    עַל דַעְתְּכֶׁ

ם   תְכֶׁ  אֲנִי מַשְבִיעַ אֶׁ

לָּא עַל דַעְתִּי    אֶׁ

 וְעַל דַעַת  

 הַמָקוֹם  

אֱמַר   נֶׁ  שֶׁ

ם  ם וְג וְלאֹ אִתְּכֶׁ  לְבַדְכֶׁ

ת הַבְּרִית   ת אֶׁ ם אָנֹּכִי כֹּרֵּ ם לְבַדְכֶׁ ֹּא אִתְּכֶׁ וְל

ֹּאת. הַזּ הָאָלָה  ת  וְאֶׁ ֹּאת  ה'   הַזּ י  לִפְנֵּ הַיוֹם  ד  עֹּמֵּ עִמָנוּ  פֹּה  שְׁנוֹ  יֶׁ ר  ת־אֲשֶׁׁ אֶׁ כִי 

נוּ ינֶׁ ר אֵּ ת אֲשֶׁׁ ינוּ וְאֵּ .פֹּה עִמָנוּ הַיוֹם אֱלֹקֵּ  
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 מַאי אֲמַר לְהוּ  

ה לְיִשְרָאֵל    מֹשֶׁ

 לָאו הָכִי קָאָמַר לְהוּ  

 דִלְמָא 

 עָבֵידְתּוּן מִילֵּי   

 וְאָמְרִיתוּן  

 עַל דַעְתֵּינוּ 

 מִשוּם הָכִי  

 אֲמַר לְהוּ  

 עַל דַעְתִּי  

 לְאַפוֹקֵי מַאי  

 לָאו לְאַפוֹקֵי  

 דְאַסִּיקוּ  

 שְמָא לַעֲבוֹדָה זָרָה אֱלוֹהַּ  

 מִכְלָל  

 דַעֲבִיד אִינִיש דְמִשְתְּבַע  

 אַדַעְתָּא דְנַפְשֵיהּ 

 לָא 

 עֲבוֹדָה זָרָה  

 אִיקְרִי אֱלוֹהַּ  

 דִכְתִיב  

 וּבְכָל  

 אֱלֹהֵי מִצְרַיִם וְגוֹ 

 וְלַשְבַע יָתְהוֹן  

 דִמְקַיְימִיתוּן מִצְוֹת  

 מַשְמַע  

ךְ  לֶׁ  מִצְוֹת הַמֶׁ

ךְ לֶׁ ת מִצְוַת הַמֶׁ ר אֵּ מַדוּעַ אַתָּה עוֹבֵּ
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 וְלַשְבַע יָתְהוֹן  

 דִמְקַיְימִיתוּן  

 כֹל מִצְוֹת  

 מַשְמַע  

 מִצְוַת צִיצִית  

 דְאָמַר מָר  

 שְקוּלָה מִצְוַת צִיצִית  

ד  גֶׁ  כְנֶׁ

בַתּוֹרָה   כׇל מִצְוֹת שֶׁ

 וְלַשְבַע יָתְהוֹן  

 דִמְקַיְימִיתוּן תּוֹרָה  

 מַשְמַע תּוֹרָה אַחַת  

 וְלַשְבַע יָתְהוֹן  

 דִמְקַיְימִיתוּן תּוֹרוֹת  

 מַשְמַע  

 תּוֹרַת מִנְחָה  

 תּוֹרַת חַטָאת  

 תּוֹרַת אָשָם  

 וְלַשְבַע יָתְהוֹן  

 דִמְקַיְימִיתוּן  

 ]תּוֹרוֹת[ וּמִצְוֹת ]תּוֹרוֹת[  

 Implies                                                                                             מַשְמַע

                                                    the Torah of the Minchaתּוֹרַת הַמִנְחָה  

                                                                 mitzvohs (and the word)מִצְוֹת  

                                                                                              impliesמַשְמַע 

ךְ לֶׁ                                                          the mitzvohs of the kingמִצְוֹת הַמֶׁ
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 וְלַישְבַע יָתְהוֹן  

 דִמְקַיְימִיתוּן  

 תּוֹרָה כוּלָּהּ  

 תּוֹרָה כוּלָּהּ  

 ע עֲבוֹדָה זָרָה  מַשְמַ 

 דְתַנְיָא 

 חֲמוּרָה עֲבוֹדָה זָרָה 

כׇל הַכוֹפֵר בָהּ    שֶׁ

 כְאִילּוּ 

ה בַתּוֹרָה כוּלָּהּ   מוֹדֶׁ

 וְלַישְבַע יָתְהוֹן  

 דִמְקַיְימִיתוּן  

 עֲבוֹדָה זָרָה  

 וְתוֹרָה כוּלָּהּ  

 אִי נָמֵי 

שְרֵה מִצְוֹת    שֵש מֵאוֹת וּשְלֹש עֶׁ

 
61 The Sugya in Meseches Shevuos 

The Ran points out that although the Gemara in meseches Shevuos has this 
same sugya, the sugya there concluded in a different fashion. At the end of the 
sugya there the Gemara asks that if it was really true that the reason Moshe said 
that the shevuos is being made with his mindset was to prevent Klal Yisroel from 
claiming that they had other intentions, why did he end of by saying “With my 
mindset and with the mindset of Hashem”? It should have been enough to just 

ה רַבֵינוּ   לָּא מֹשֶׁ  אֶׁ

 ילְּתָא דְלָא טְרִיחָא נְקַט מִ 

 

What is the Case in Which One Claims to Have Seen a Snake 

that is Similar to the Beam of a Wine Press? 

 

 אִם לאֹ רָאִיתִי  

 נָחָש כְקוֹרַת בֵית הַבַד  

 וְלָא  

 וְהָא הָהוּא חִוְיָא  

 דַהֲוָה בִשְנֵי  

 שַבוּר מַלְכָא  

 רְמוֹ לֵיהּ  

 תְּלֵיסַר אוּרָווֹתָא דְתִיבְנָא  

 וּבְלַע יָתְהוֹן  

 

 אָמַר שְמוּאֵל  

 בְטָרוּף  

say that the shevuah was being made with Moshe’s mindset and why was there 
a need to mention the mindset of Hashem? 

The Gemara there answers that the reason why Moshe added the words 
“and with the mindset of Hashem” was in order that they would not be able to 
be mayfer (undo) the neder at a later date. Rashi explains that a neder that is 
made על דעת אחרים is considered a neder that is made על דעת הרבים that does 
not have hafarah (i.e., a Chacham cannot be matir such a neder). 
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 כוּלְּהוּ נַחֲשֵי  

 י  מִיטְרָף טְרִפִ 

אַגַבוֹ טָרוּף קָאָמְרִינַן

 

The Accepted Definition of an Olive Press Beam (with regard 

to selling and buying) 

 

 וְלִתְנֵי טָרוּף  

 מִילְּתָא  

 אַגַב אוֹרְחֵיהּ  

 קָא מַשְמַע לַן  

 דְקוֹרַת בֵית הַבַד  

 גַבוֹ טָרוּף  

 לְמַאי נָפְקָא מִינַהּ  

 לְמִקָח וּמִמְכָר  

 לוֹמַר לָךְ  

 הַמוֹכֵר  

 קוֹרַת בֵית הַבַד  

 לַחֲבֵירוֹ  

 אִי גַבוֹ טָרוּף  

 אִין 

 וְאִי לָא  

 לָא
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Nedarim 25B 

 משנה

 

 The Cases of נִדְרֵי שְגָגוֹת   - Mistaken Nedarim 

  

 נִדְרֵי שְגָגוֹת

אִם אָכַלְתִּי 

 

וְאִם שָתִיתִי

 

 וְנִזְכַר 

אָכַל וְשָתָה    שֶׁ

 

אֲנִי אוֹכֵל     שֶׁ

ה   אֲנִי שוֹתֶׁ   וְשֶׁ

 וְשָכַח  

  וְאָכַל וְשָתָה  

 
62 Why Does the Mishna Not Say a Simple Case of A Mistaken Neder? 

Seemingly the Mishna leaves out what would seem to be a basic case of a 
mistaken neder. And that is the case in which one made a simple neder to assur 
a certain food on himself, and subsequently he forgets that he made that neder 
and he eats that food. 

Rashi in meseches Shevuos (28b) explains that this case would not fit the 
Mishna. Because in this case the Mishna would not be able to say that it is mutur 
but rather the Mishna would have to say that he is patur.  

That is, the Mishna is listing different cases of nedarim that are mutur, that 
is, the nedarim are not chal. But this is not true in this case. In the case in which 
the person simply mistakenly violated his neder, the neder is not mutur (i.e., 
there was nothing wrong with the neder). Rather it was a good neder that he 
transgressed by mistake. And since he only transgressed the neder by mistake 
he will be patur from malkus. 

  אָמַר  

  קוֹנָם אִשְתִּי  

הֱנֵית לִי    נֶׁ

ת כִיסִי גָנְבָה אֶׁ   שֶׁ

ת בְנִי   הִכְתָה אֶׁ   וְשֶׁ

  וְנוֹדַע  

לּאֹ הִכַתּוּ     שֶׁ

 וְנוֹדַע  

לּאֹ גָנְבָה    שֶׁ
  

A Neder that Becomes Partially Mutur (the machlokes Bais 

Shammai and Bais Hillel  

 

 

  רָאָה אוֹתָן  

  אוֹכְלִין תְּאֵנִים  

  וְאָמַר  

ם קׇרְבָן     הֲרֵי עֲלֵיכֶׁ

Rashi continues and says that one cannot learn that this is the case of the 
Mishna by saying that when the Mishna says that it is mutur this meant he is 
‘mutur’ from malkus. This is because the Mishna would not need to tell us that 
he is patur from malkus as this is obvious. Of course he would be patur from 
malkus. In order to receive malkus one needs to be warned beforehand. And this 
person obviously never received any warning as the case is one in which he 
forgot that he made the neder.  

Rashi continues and says that one cannot learn that when the Mishna says 
the neder is mutur, it means to say that he is patur from malkus, because the 
term ‘mutur’ and the term ‘patur’ are not interchangeable. The term ‘patur’ 
means he is exempt, and the term ‘mutur’ means that it is permitted. If so, one 
cannot say that the person is ‘mutur’ from malkus. 
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  וְנִמְצְאוּ  

 אָבִיו 

  וְאָחִיו 

 וְהָיוּ  

ן אֲחֵרִים     עִמָהֶׁ

  בֵית שַמַאי אוֹמְרִים  

 הֵן  

  מוּתָּרִים 

ם אֲסוּרִים   עִמָהֶׁ   וּמַה שֶׁ

  וּבֵית הִלֵּל אוֹמְרִים  

 אֵלּוּ  

   וָאֵלּוּ

 מוּתָּרִין 

 
 

 גמרא

 

 The Case and Halacha of Mistaken Shevuos 

 

  תָּנָא  

  כְשֵם  

 
63 Why in this Case is the Neder Not Chal Even though He Did Not Say Explicitly 
that the Neder is Not Intended to Include His Father and in the Previous Case 
the Neder is Only Batul if He Says that the Neder is Being Made Because His 
Wife Stole His Wallet? 

In this case, the Mishna said that with regard to the father and brother the 
neder is not chal as he never intended to include them in the neder. This is true 
even though he never said to whom the neder is directed towards.  

And yet in the previous case of the Mishna, the reason that the neder is not 
chal is because he explicitly said that the neder is being made because his wife 
stole his wallet, and it turns out that she did not steal it.  

In that case, if he would have made the neder without stating the reason, 
the neder will be chal, even if he claims that it was made under false pretense 
(and the only way the neder will become mutur is if he goes to a Chacham to 
matir it).  

נִדְרֵי שְגָגוֹת    שֶׁ

  מוּתָּרִין  

 כָךְ  

 שְבוּעוֹת שְגָגוֹת  

 מוּתָּרוֹת 

 

 כִי דָמֵי  הֵי

  שְבוּעוֹת שְגָגוֹת  

 כְגוֹן  

 רַב כָהֲנָא וְרַב אַסִּי 

 הָדֵין אָמַר  

 שְבוּעֲתָא  

 דְהָכִי אָמַר רַב  

 וְהָדֵין אָמַר  

 שְבוּעֲתָא  

 דְהָכִי אָמַר רַב  

 דְכֹל חַד וְחַד  

 אַדַעְתָּא דְנַפְשֵיהּ  

 ע שַפִיר קָמִישְתְּבַ 

But why don’t we say that once the neder was made under false pretense, 
the neder should be batul without the need for a Chacham to be matir it? What 
is the difference between these two cases? 

The Ran answers that there is a fundamental difference between these two 
cases. In the last case of the Mishna, there is a mistake in the actual neder itself. 
That is, he made a neder against these people without realizing that his father 
was among them. Therefore, since he never had any intention to assur his father, 
the neder is not chal at all. However, in the case of the wife, he had intention to 
make her assur, although his intention was for a mistaken reason (he thought 
she stole when she really had not).  

Therefore, since he meant to make the neder, the only way he can then be 
matir it, is if he goes to a Chacham and the Chacham uses this mistake as a pesach 
(or if he does as the person did in the Mishna and says the reason for the neder 
at the time that he made the neder). 
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. 

Another Machlokes Tannaim if We Say that Once Part of a 

Neder is Batul the Entire Neder is Batul (someone makes a 

neder not to eat for thirty days and forgets that it is assur to 

fast on Shabbos) 

 

 רָאָה אוֹתָן אוֹכְלִין  

 תְּנַן הָתָם  

 פוֹתְחִין  

 בְשַבָתוֹת  

 וּבְיָמִים טוֹבִים 

 בָרִאשוֹנָה  

 הָיוּ אוֹמְרִים  

 אוֹתָן הַיָמִים 

 מוּתָּרִים  

 וּשְאָר כׇל הַיָמִים 

 
64 Why Did the Gemara Not Pick a Simple Case to Illustrate the Halacha of a 
Mistaken Shevuah? 

Seemingly if the Gemara wants to know a case of a mistaken shevuah, it 
could have said a simpler case, similar to the case that it said for nedarim. That 
is, the case could have been simply that the person said I am making a shevuah 
if I ate yesterday, and it turns out that indeed he did eat yesterday but he forgot 
this at the time that he made his shevuah. This would be a classic case of a 
mistaken shevuah, and if so, why does the Gemara have to quote the story with 
Rav Kahana and Rav Asi to find a case 

The Ran answers that it is true that the Gemara could have found a simpler 
case, however, the Gemara specifically choose this case in order to teach us a 
chiddush. In this case, at the time each one of them made their shevuah, they 
knew that their friend adamantly disagreed with them. As such, one could have 
thought that this case could no longer be considered as a case of a mistaken 
shevuah. That is, how can each one of them claim to have made the shevuah as 
a mistake if their friend was saying not like them. They knew that they could be 
wrong  and yet they made their shevuah anyway. If so, one could have thought 
that this should not be considered as a mistaken shevuah. The Gemara therefore 
teaches us otherwise. That even in this case it is considered as a mistaken 
shevuah since at the end of the day, each one only made their shevuah because 

 אֲסוּרִים 

בָא רַבִי עֲקִיבָא    עַד שֶׁ

 וְלִימֵד  

ר  דֶׁ  נֶׁ

הוּתַּר מִקְצָתוֹ    שֶׁ

 הוּתַּר כֻלּוֹ 

 

When Do Bais Shammai and Bais Hillel Argue with Regard 

to a Neder that Became Partially Mutur? 

 

The Gemara will now define when Bais Shammai and Bais 

Hillel have their machlokes 

 אָמַר רַבָה  

 דְכוּלֵּי עָלְמָא  

 כֹל הֵיכָא  

 דְאָמַר  

 אִילּוּ הָיִיתִי יוֹדֵעַ  

ם  אַבָא בֵינֵיכֶׁ  שֶׁ

 הָיִיתִי אוֹמֵר  

they thought that they were the correct one in this disagreement (as to what Rav 
really said). 

 
65 The Difference Between the Our Case and the Case of that Mishna 

The Ran points out that although our Mishna and that Mishna are similar in 
the respect that they both revolve around the question of what happens when 
part of a neder becomes mutur, there is a difference between them. In our 
Mishna, the part of the neder that affects the father and brother become mutur 
automatically without the need to go to a Chacham. However, in the case of the 
Mishna that the Gemara is now bringing, the part of the neder regarding Shabbos 
and Yom Tov only becomes mutur once the Chacham verifies with the person 
that he would not have made the neder had he known that it is assur to give 
oneself pain on Shabbos and Yom Tov.  

The Ran explains the reason why in our Mishna’s case there is no need to 
find a pesach, is because is it obvious to all that the neder was never meant to 
include his relatives. As opposed to the one who made a neder not to eat meat 
or drink wine the entire year. Even at the time of the neder, he knew that his 
neder would include Shabbos and Yom Tov, he just didn’t know that he was not 
allowed to forbid meat and wine on those days. Therefore, since originally when 
he made the neder, he had in mind to include these days, the only way  his neder 
can become mutur is by going to a Chacham and to find a pesach. 
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ם אֲסוּרִין    כוּלְּכֶׁ

 חוּץ מֵאַבָא  

 דְכוּלְּהוֹן אֲסוּרִין  

 וְאָבִיו מוּתָּר  

חְלְקוּ    לאֹ נֶׁ

לָּא    אֶׁ

 בְאוֹמֵר  

 אִילּוּ הָיִיתִי יוֹדֵעַ  

ם  אַבָא בֵינֵיכֶׁ  שֶׁ

 הָיִיתִי אוֹמֵר  

 לוֹנִי וּפְלוֹנִי  פְ 

 אֲסוּרִין 

 וְאַבָא מוּתָּר 
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Nedarim 26A   

  

 

 וְרָבָא אָמַר  

 דְכוּלֵּי עָלְמָא  

 כֹל הֵיכָא דְאָמַר  

 אִילּוּ הָיִיתִי יוֹדֵעַ  

ם  אַבָא בֵינֵיכֶׁ  שֶׁ

 הָיִיתִי אוֹמֵר  

 פְלוֹנִי וּפְלוֹנִי  

 אֲסוּרִין 

 וְאַבָא מוּתָּר  

 כוּלָּם מוּתָּרִין  

חְלְקוּ    לאֹ נֶׁ

לָּא בְאוֹמֵר    אֶׁ

 אִילּוּ הָיִיתִי יוֹדֵעַ  

ם אַבָא בֵינֵיכֶׁ שֶׁ

 הָיִיתִי אוֹמֵר  

ם אֲסוּרִין    כוּלְּכֶׁ

 חוּץ מֵאַבָא 

 אי סָבְרִי לַהּ  בֵית שַמַ 

 כְרַבִי מֵאִיר  

 דְאָמַר  

 תְּפוֹס  

 לָשוֹן רִאשוֹן 

 וּבֵית הִלֵּל סָבְרִי לַהּ  

 כְרַבִי יוֹסֵי 

 דְאָמַר  

 בִגְמַר דְבָרָיו  

 אָדָם נִתְפָס 
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 אֵיתִיבֵיהּ רַב פָפָא לְרָבָא  

 כֵיצַד  

 י עֲקִיבָא  אָמַר רַבִ 

ר  דֶׁ  נֶׁ

הוּתַּר מִקְצָתוֹ    שֶׁ

 הוּתַּר כוּלּוֹ  

 קוּנָם 

ה   הֱנֶׁ אֵינִי נֶׁ  שֶׁ

ם   לְכוּלְּכֶׁ

ן   חָד מֵהֶׁ  הוּתַּר אֶׁ

 הוּתְּרוּ כוּלָּם  

: 

ה   הֱנֶׁ אֵינִי נֶׁ  שֶׁ

ה   ה וְלָזֶׁ  לאֹ לָזֶׁ

 הוּתַּר הָרִאשוֹן  

 הוּתְּרוּ כוּלָּם  

 הוּתַּר הָאַחֲרוֹן  

 הָאַחֲרוֹן מוּתָּר  

 וְכוּלָּן אֲסוּרִין 

 בִשְלָמָא לְרַבָה  

 שָא  מוֹקֵים לֵהּ לְרֵי

ה  ה וְלָזֶׁ  דְאָמַר לָזֶׁ

 וְסֵיפָא  

ם  דְאָמַר לְכוּלְּכֶׁ
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לָּא לְדִידָךְ    אֶׁ

 בִשְלָמָא  

 רֵישָא  

 מוֹקֵים לֵהּ  

ם  דְאָמַר לְכוּלְּכֶׁ
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Nedarim 26B 

לָּא סֵיפָא    But the sayfa אֶׁ

  that he said דְאָמַר  

ה   ה וְלָזֶׁ  ’from this one and that one‘ לָזֶׁ

  it (really just) R' Akiva (is) רַבִי עֲקִיבָא הִיא  

 why (but) אַמַאי  

 do the Rabbanan argue on him פְלִיגִי רַבָנַן עֲלֵיהּ  

  but you said וְהָאָמְרַתְּ  

  according to everyone it is mutur מוּתָּר דִבְרֵי הַכֹל 

 
6666 Why Does the Gemara Switch its Understanding of What the Terms Raysha 
and Sayfa Refer to? 

When the Gemara discuss the shita of Rabbah, the Gemara refers to both 
case one and case two as the raysha and only case three as the sayfa. And yet, 
while discussing the shita of Rava, the Gemara refers to the first case as the 
raysha and the second case as the sayfa. But why is there is difference? If 
according to Rabbah both cases one and two are referred to as the raysha, why 
would there be a difference with regard to Rava? 

The Ran answers that according to Rabbah both cases one and two are the 
same in the aspect that they are both cases in which the person says that he 
would have changed his wording had he known that his father was among the 
group. Therefore, since they are both the same case, i.e., they belong to the 
same group of cases, they are both labeled with the same term, the raysha.  

But as the Gemara says (and will be explained in the next footnote) 
according to Rava, the first case is a case in which the person would not have 
changed his wording and the second one was one in which he would have 
changed his wording. Therefore, they cannot be put together as they are 
different cases. As such, the case is referred to as the raysha and the second case 
as the sayfa. 

 
67 According to Rava, Why Can the Gemara  Not Just Say that Both Case One 
and Case Two Are Cases in Which the Person Does Not Change the Wording of 
the Neder? 

When the Gemara explained the shita of Rabba, the Gemara said that both 
the first case and second cases are cases in which the person would have 
changed his words. In the first case, the person originally said, ‘all of you’ and 
then when he finds out that his father was in the group, he says that had he 
known that he would have said this ‘one and that one’. And the second case is 
also a case in which he says that he would have changed his words had he known 
that his father was in the group, that is, although he originally said, ‘this one and 
that one’, he now says that had he known his father was there, he would have 
said ‘all of you’. And since both cases are cases in which the person changes his 
words, we understand very well why R' Akiva holds that the entire neder is batul. 

But if so, why can’t we say the same approach with regard to Rava? That is, 
why can we not say that both the first and second case of the Mishna are cases 
in which he says that he would not have changed his words and that is why these 
cases are cases  in which only R' Akiva would hold that the entire neder is batul.  

That is, the first case is a case in which he says, ‘all of you’ and when he finds 
out that his father is among them, he says that he would still say ‘all of you’ but 
would have added the words ‘except for my father. And the second case would 
be a case in which he says, “this one and that one’ and even after he finds out 
that his father was among them, he would still say ‘this one and that one’. And 
if so, we understand that since both these cases are cases in which the person 
would not have changed his wording, that it is why it is specifically R' Akiva who 
says that the entire neder is batul, and this would be in accordance with the shita 
of Rava who says that the machlokes is only in a case in which the person would 
not have changed his words. But in a case in which he would have changed his 
words, everyone would agree that the entire neder is batul. 

The Ran answers that the Gemara could not answer this because according 
to this setup, the first case and the second case would be virtually the same, and 
as such, there would be no need to repeat the same halacha twice. That is, 
according to this, both the first case and the second case tell us the halacha that 
when the person says that he would not have switched his words, it is specifically 
R' Akiva who holds that even so, the entire neder is batul. The fact that in the 
first case he said, ‘all of you’ and in the second case he said ‘this one and that 
one’ should not make a difference as the integral point of the halacha is that 
even when the person does not change his words, the entire neder is batul. 
Therefore, it would not make a difference as to what the person said, and as 
such, there would be no need to repeat the cases. 

However, according to Rabbah there is a need to say both cases. As 
explained previously, both in the case that the person changes from his original 
statement of ‘all of you’ to a ‘statement of ‘this one and that one’, or in the case 
in which he changes from ‘this one and that one’ to ‘all of you’, it is considered 
as if the original statement was made in error as he would not have said it had 
he known that is father was there, as the original statement is considered 
disrespectful to this father. That is, when faced with the question of which 
statement is considered more disrespectful, the statement of ‘all of you’ or the 
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 אֲמַר לֵיהּ רָבָא  

 וּלְרַבָה  

 לְרַבִי עֲקִיבָא  

 מִי נִיחָא סֵיפָא  

 בְמַאי מוֹקֵים לֵהּ 

 דְאָמַר  

ם   לְכוּלְּכֶׁ

 הֵי דֵין הוּא רִאשוֹן  

 וְהֵי דֵין הוּא אַחֲרוֹן 

לָּא    אֶׁ

 רֵישָא  

ם    דְאָמַר לְכוּלְּכֶׁ

 וְסֵיפָא  

 כְגוֹן  

ה   תְּלָאָן זֶׁ  שֶׁ

 
statement of ‘this one and that one’, one could say either way. This is true 
because each statement has a reason to say why it is the more disrespectful of 
the two (and that is why he now changes to the other statement).  

Therefore, since each statement has a reason to say that the person would 
have not said had he known that his father was there, we need both cases to 

ה    בָזֶׁ

 וְאָמַר פְלוֹנִי 

 כִפְלוֹנִי 

 וּפְלוֹנִי כִפְלוֹנִי

 דַיְקָא נָמֵי  

 דְתַנְיָא 

teach us that each one of these reasons are correct. In other words, each one of 
these cases has a chiddush that the other one does not, and that is why we need 
both them. 
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מְצָעִי    הוּתַּר הָאֶׁ

נוּ    הֵימֶׁ

 וּלְמַטָה 

 מוּתָּרִין  

 וּלְמַעְלָה  

 אֲסוּרִין

. 
 

One Who Makes a Neder to Forbid All Onions Because They 

Are Bad for the Heart 

 אֵיתִיבֵיהּ  

 רַב אַדָא בַר אַהֲבָה לְרָבָא   

 קוּנָם 

אֲנִי טוֹעֵם    בָצָל שֶׁ

הַבָצָל רַע לַלֵּב    שֶׁ

 אָמְרוּ לוֹ  

 וַהֲלאֹ הַכוּפְרִי  

ה לַלֵּב    יָפֶׁ

: 

 כוּפְרִי  הוּתַּר בַ 

 וְלאֹ בַכוּפְרִי בִלְבַד  

 הוּתַּר  

לָּא בְכׇל הַבְצָלִים    אֶׁ

ה הָיָה    מַעֲשֶׁ

 וְהִתִּירוֹ רַבִי מֵאִיר  

 בְכׇל הַבְצָלִים

 
68 Is the Gemara’s Question Just on Rava or is it on Rabbah as Well? 

The Ran explains that although the Gemara is asking its question on Rava (as 
explained above), the Gemara is certainly asking on Rabba as well. According to 
Rabbah, in the case in which the person does not change his mind, everyone 
agrees that the neder is not batul, and yet the Mishna says not that way. The 
Mishna says that even in the case in which the person does not change his mind 
the neder is batul. 

. 

 מַאי לָאו  

 דְאָמַר  

 אִילּוּ הָיִיתִי יוֹדֵעַ  

ה לַלֵּב   הַכוּפְרִי יָפֶׁ  שֶׁ

 הָיִיתִי אוֹמֵר  

 כׇל הַבְצָלִים אֲסוּרִין 

 וְכוּפְרִי מוּתָּר 

 לאֹ 

 בְאוֹמֵר  

 אִילּוּ הָיִיתִי יוֹדֵעַ  

ה לַלֵּב   הַכוּפְרִי יָפֶׁ  שֶׁ

 יִיתִי אוֹמֵר  הָ 

The Ran explains that although this is true, the Gemara still chooses to ask 
its question on Rava, as Rava was the one who brought the shita of R' Meir into 
our sugya. Therefore, since the question is from R' Meir’s shita, he chooses to 
ask the question specifically on R' Meir. Tosefos also explains like the Ran that 
the Gemara’s question is certainly a question on Rabbah as well. Tosefos says 
that the reason Rav Ada asked this question on Rava and not Rabbah was  
because Rava was his Rebbi. 
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 בָצָל פְלוֹנִי וּפְלוֹנִי 

 אֲסוּרִין

 וְכוּפְרִי מוּתָּר  

 וְרַבִי מֵאִיר  

 אַלִּיבָא 

 דְרַבִי עֲקִיבָא  

 וְאַלִּיבָא 

 דְרַבָנַן

 
 

Another Example of a Neder that Becomes Partially Mutur 

(superior figs that are mixed into regular figs) 

 

 אֵיתִיבֵיהּ רָבִינָא לְרָבָא  

 רַבִי נָתָן אוֹמֵר  

ר   דֶׁ  יֵש נֶׁ

מִקְצָתוֹ מוּתָּר    שֶׁ

 וּמִקְצָתוֹ אָסוּר  

 כֵיצַד  

 נָדַר 

 מִן הַכַלְכַלָּה 
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