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Daf 12 Amud a
נוֹתר ו ִּפיגּ וּל ְל ַא ַחר זְ ִר ַיקת דָּ ִמים
ָ  וְ ָהאBut notar and piggul are conditions that apply after the sprinkling
N
. הוּאof the blood, when the prohibition against misusing consecrated
property, which the individual is attempting to extend to a permitted item, no longer applies. Since the vow takes eﬀect, this proves
that the individual is associating the object of his vow with the
original forbidden status of the oﬀering.
:יה דְּ ַרב נָ ָתן
ּ יה ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRav Huna, son of Rav Natan, said to him: It is possible to say
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ָ  ְ ּבthat it is speaking here about notar of a burnt-oﬀering. Since a
ּ
burnt-oﬀering may not be eaten even after its blood is sprinkled, the
!עוֹלה
ָ יתנֵי ִ ּב ְב ַ ׂשר
ְ ִל
original prohibition against misusing consecrated property continues to apply to the meat of this oﬀering. Rava said to Rav Huna, son
of Rav Natan: If so, let it teach explicitly that the individual referred
to the meat of a burnt-oﬀering.
יב ֲﬠיָ א ְ ּב ַ ׂשר
ּ ָ  ָלא ִמ:יב ֲﬠיָ א ָק ָא ַמר
ּ ָ  ָלא ִמThe Gemara responds: The tanna is speaking utilizing the style of:
It is not necessary. It is not necessary to state that if one associates
, דְּ ָהא ְ ּב ָק ְר ָ ּבן ָקא ַמ ְת ּ ִפיס,עוֹלה דְּ ָאסוּר
ָ
the object of his vow with meat of a burnt-oﬀering, it is forbidden,
;יכא
ָ עוֹלה ִאיצְ ְט ִר
ָ ְּנוֹתר ו ִּפיגּ וּל ד
ָ
as he extends the status of an oﬀering to the other item. However,
if one extends the status of notar and piggul of a burnt-oﬀering, it
is necessary to say that the other item is forbidden.
,נוֹתר
ָ יסוּר
ּ  ְּכ ִא:ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ְﬠ ָּת ְך ָא ִמינָ א
יה ְּכ ַמ ְת ּ ִפיס
ּ ְּכ ִא
ּ  וַ ֲהוָ ה ֵל,יס ּור ּ ִפיגּ וּל
 ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע, וְ ָלא ִמ ְית ַסר,ְ ּב ָד ָבר ֶה ָאסוּר
.ָלן

It could enter your mind to say that the individual intended to
declare the item forbidden like the prohibition of notar or like the
prohibition of piggul, and this would be like one who associates
the object of his vow with an item that is forbidden by the Torah
rather than an item forbidden by means of a vow. Consequently, the
item is not forbidden, as one can take a vow by associating the
object of his vow with a forbidden item only if that item is itself
prohibited due to a vow. The mishna therefore teaches us that his
intention is to transfer the prohibition of the oﬀering, and the vow
takes eﬀect.

– יסר ָה ָאמוּר ַ ּב ּת ָוֹרה
ָּ  ֵאיזֶ ה ּו ִא:ית ֵיבי
ִ ֵמ
אוֹכל ָ ּב ָ ׂשר וְ ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא
ַ ״ה ֵרינִי ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא
ֲ ָא ַמר
״כיוֹם
ְּ ֶא ׁ ְש ֶּתה יַ יִ ן ְּכיוֹם ׁ ֶש ֵּמת ּבוֹ ָא ִביו״
״כיוֹם ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱה ַרג ּבוֹ ְ ּג ַד ְליָ ה
ְּ ׁ ֶש ֵּמת ּבוֹ ַר ּבוֹ״
יתי יְ רו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם
ִ ״כיוֹם ׁ ֶש ָר ִא
ְּ ֶ ּבן ֲא ִח ָיקם״
 וְ הוּא ׁ ֶש ּנָדוּר: וְ ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל,ְ ּבחו ְּר ָ ּבנָ ּה״
.ְ ּבאוֹתוֹ ַהיּוֹם

The Gemara raises an objectionN based upon the following baraita:
Which is the vow of prohibition [issar]N mentioned in the Torah?
It is a case where one said: I hereby declare that I will not eat meat
and I will not drink wine today like the day his father died,BH
referring to the father of the individual making the vow, as there is
a custom to fast on the anniversary of a parent’s death, or: Like the
day his teacher died, as one mourns his primary teacher like a father,
or: Like the day Gedaliah, son of Ahikam, was killed (see Jeremiah,
chapter ),N i.e., the Fast of Gedaliah, or: Like the day I saw Jerusalem in its state of destruction. And Shmuel said: And this is if
he was obligated by a previous vow to abstain from meat and wine
on that day that he refers to in his declaration.

BACKGROUND

Burnt-oﬀering – עוֹלה:
ָ A burnt-oﬀering may be brought from
male cattle, sheep, goats, or doves, and is totally consumed on
the altar in the Temple. Private individuals generally bring this
oﬀering as a gift oﬀering. However, there are times when it is
sacrificed to atone for the willful non-fulfillment of a positive
mitzva or for immoral or idolatrous thoughts, and there are
certain situations in which individuals are required to bring a
burnt-oﬀering together with other oﬀerings. Burnt-oﬀerings
are considered oﬀerings of the most sacred order. They must
be slaughtered in the northern portion of the Temple courtyard
and their blood is sprinkled at the two opposite corners of the
altar, i.e., the northeastern and southwestern corners, so that it
touches all four sides. Afterward, the animal’s hide is removed
and given to the priests, and its limbs are separated. The remainder of the blood is then poured out at the base of the altar and
the limbs are sacrificed on the altar.

Like the day his father died – כיוֹם ׁ ֶש ֵּמת ּבוֹ ָא ִביו:ְּ The Rema writes
that it is a mitzva to fast on the anniversary of the day one’s
parent died (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 402:12 in the comment
of Rema). This was a widespread custom that was practiced in
many communities (see Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 568:7–8).
Although the obligation to fast on this day is not absolute, it was
customary to treat it as stringently as a general fast day, more
stringently than the Fast of Esther. However, in many communities, especially in recent generations, it has not been customary
to fast on this day. Nevertheless, if one does so, it is considered as
though he took a vow to this eﬀect, and he must continue doing
so unless the vow is dissolved. It is also considered meritorious
to fast on the anniversary of the death of one’s primary teacher
(see Mishna Berura on Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 568:46).

NOTES

After the sprinkling of the blood – ל ַא ַחר זְ ִר ַיקת דָּ ִמים:ְ
Most commentaries explain that Rava is attempting to
prove that the intent of the individual taking the vow is to
extend the original status of the oﬀering. This is because
in their present state, notar and piggul are considered
inherently forbidden rather than forbidden by a vow. One
may express a vow by extending a prohibition only if that
prohibition stems from a vow; therefore, the prohibition in
this case must be an extension of the meat’s original status
as an oﬀering. This proves that the determining factor is
the original status of the oﬀering rather than its current
status (see Rosh and Ran).
Conversely, it is explained in the Commentary on
Nedarim that Rava is proving that the current status of the
meat is the determining factor. This is because the original
prohibited status of the meat as an oﬀering has been
nullified by the sprinkling of the blood. Consequently, the
prohibition must be an extension of the current status of
the meat as notar or piggul. See also the Meiri’s extensive
discussion of this issue.
The Gemara raises an objection [meitivei] – מ ִית ֵיבי:ֵ The
talmudic term meitivei is generally used in order to introduce an objection; however, at first glance, that does not
seem to be the case in this context. Therefore, many commentaries explain that the term meitivei is not employed
here to introduce an objection but rather to introduce a
proof. This is a possible meaning of the word, as its root
means reply. This would be one of many examples of
unusual word usage in tractate Nedarim (Rabbi Avraham
min HaHar; Shita Mekubbetzet). However, the Rosh explains
that this term is employed in its usual fashion and introduces an objection to the statement of Rav Huna, son of
Rav Natan, who refuted Rava’s proof that one associates
the object of his oﬀering with the original status of the
oﬀering.
Which is the vow of prohibition [issar] – איזֶ ה ּו ִא ָּיסר:ֵ It has
been established that one can take a vow by associating
the object of his vow with a forbidden item if that item is
itself forbidden by a vow. However, it has been demonstrated only that one may associate the object of his vow
with an item that is forbidden to all. Therefore, the baraita
adds that one can also associate the object of his vow with
an item forbidden by an issar, which is forbidden only to
one person (Rashba; Tosefot Rid; Meiri).
Like the day Gedaliah, son of Ahikam, was killed – ְּכיוֹם
ש ֶּנ ֱה ַרג ּבוֹ ְ ּג ַד ְליָ ה:
ֶ ׁ This day is a public fast day and one is
obligated to fast even if he does not take a vow to fast.
Nevertheless, since the obligation to fast is by rabbinic
law, if one takes a vow to abstain from meat and wine on
that day, his vow is not considered a vow with regard to an
item that is already forbidden, and it therefore takes eﬀect.
Consequently, if he then associates another day with that
one, he is considered to be extending a prohibition that
took eﬀect due to a vow, and therefore the second vow
takes eﬀect as well (Rashba; Ran).
HALAKHA

Like the day his father died, etc. – כיוֹם ׁ ֶש ֵּמת ּבוֹ ָא ִביו וכו׳:ְּ If
one’s father or teacher died, and he took a vow to fast on
that date and then did so, and then years later he said on
a diﬀerent date: This day is incumbent upon me like the
day my father or teacher died, it is prohibited for him to
eat on that day. This is because he has associated it with a
day when it is prohibited for him to eat due to a vow. This is
in accordance with the baraita and the opinion of Shmuel
(Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 3:5; Shulĥan Arukh
Yoreh De’a 204:1).
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HALAKHA

Like the ĥalla of Aaron or like his teruma – ְּכ ַח ַּלת ַא ֲהרֹן
וְ ִכ ְתרו ָּמתוֹ: If one says: This food is for me like the ĥalla
of Aaron or like his teruma, the food remains permitted,
because he did not associate the food with an item whose
prohibition came about by means of a vow (Rambam Sefer
Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 1:11).

יכי דָּ ֵמי? ָלאו ְּכגוֹן דְּ ָק ֵאי ְ ּב ַחד
ִ ֵה
 וְ ַאף ַﬠל ַ ּגב.יה ֲאבו ּּה
ּ ְ ּב ׁ ַש ָ ּבא דְּ ִמית ֵ ּב
,ית ָרא
ֵּ יכא טו ָּבא ַחד ְ ּב ׁ ַש ָ ּבא דְּ ֶה
ָּ דְּ ִא
ּ ָ  ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה ָ ּב ִﬠ.וְ ָק ָתנֵי ָאסוּר
יקר הוּא
!ַמ ְת ּ ִפיס

The Gemara clarifies: What are the circumstances? Is it not a case
where, for example, it was Sunday,N the same day of the week on
which his father died? And although there were many permitted
SundaysN in the interim, nevertheless, when he said he would not
eat meat or drink wine like the day of the week on which his father
died, his intention was to the particular Sunday when his father died,
when he had vowed to abstain from meat and wine, and therefore
the tanna teaches that it is prohibited. Learn from this that he
associates the object of his vow with the original halakhic status of
the Sunday his father died, and not the status of the intervening
Sundays. Similarly, in the case of peace-oﬀerings following the sprinkling of the blood, he is referring to the original status of the meat
before the sprinkling of the blood.

: ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל,ית ַמר
ְּ  דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָה ִכי ִאThe Gemara responds that this is how the comment of Shmuel was
. ְ וְ הוּא ׁ ֶש ּנָדוּר ו ָּבא ֵמאוֹתוֹ ַהיּוֹם וְ ֵא ָילךstated: Shmuel said: And this is if he was continuously obligated
by a vow from that day forward to abstain from meat and wine on
the anniversary of his father’s death. Consequently, when he associates another day with the day of his father’s death, he expresses a
vow based upon the current status of the day, and there is no proof
with regard to the case of the meat of the peace-oﬀering.
״כ ַח ַּלת ַא ֲהרֹן
ְּ : ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע, ֲא ַמר ָר ִבינָ אThe Gemara cites another attempted proof. Ravina said: Come and
״כ ְתרו ַּמת
ִּ  ָהא. וְ ִכ ְתרו ָּמתוֹ״ – מו ָּּתרhear that which was taught in the mishna ( b): If one declares an
item to be like the ĥalla of Aaron,N i.e., the portion of dough given
.תוֹדה״ – ָאסוּר
ָ ַל ְח ֵמי
to the priests, or like his teruma,HN the portion of agricultural produce given to priests, the item remains permitted. Although these
items are prohibited to non-priests as soon as they are designated,
they are considered forbidden by the Torah rather than forbidden
by a vow. The Gemara infers: But if one declares an item to be like
the teruma of the loaves of the thanks-oﬀering, i.e., the four loaves
of the thanks-oﬀering that were eaten by the priests, the item is
forbidden.

NOTES

Where for example it was Sunday, etc. – דְּ ָק ֵאי ְ ּב ַחד ְ ּב ׁ ַש ָ ּבא וכו׳:
The Ran explains that the individual does not explicitly state that
this day should be like the day on which his father died. Rather,
the case is where the individual abstained from meat and wine
on the day his father died, e.g., the first Sunday in the month of
Nisan. He did not maintain that practice in the following years,
but some years later, on the first Sunday in Nisan, he says: This
day shall be like the first Sunday in Nisan. It is assumed that he
was referring to the first Sunday in Nisan in the year his father
died, and he is taking a vow to abstain from meat and wine
on that day. However, it appears that Tosafot explain that the
individual explicitly states that this day should be like the day
his father died. The Gemara’s point is that although his father’s
anniversary has passed several times since the year his father
died, it is assumed that he meant to refer to the actual day his
father died, when he had abstained from meat and wine, and
not to the more recent anniversaries of that day.

Like the ĥalla of Aaron, etc. – כ ַח ַּלת ַא ֲהרֹן וכו׳:ְּ The commentaries
ask why teruma and ĥalla are considered inherently forbidden
when it is a person who grants them their status by designated
them as teruma or ĥalla. Some explain that since produce and
dough are originally forbidden to everyone until teruma and
ĥalla are separated for the priests, the separation of the teruma
and ĥalla actually cause a permitted, rather than forbidden,
status to take eﬀect: The teruma and ĥalla become permitted
to priests and the rest of the produce and dough are permitted
to everyone. Consequently the teruma and ĥalla cannot be
said to be forbidden by means of a vow (Tosafot; Rashba; Rosh).
Others explain that since the status of ĥalla and teruma can be
granted only to produce from which one is required to separate
these gifts, they are considered inherently forbidden rather than
forbidden by means of a vow (Nimmukei Yosef; see Meiri, citing
Rambam). Rabbi Avraham min HaHar apparently explains that
the prohibitive aspect of ĥalla and teruma does not result from
the individual’s declaration, as he merely designates them for
a priest and the prohibition to everyone else takes eﬀect on
its own.

Permitted Sundays – ית ָרא
ֵּ חד ְ ּב ׁ ַש ָ ּבא דְּ ֶה:ַ Most commentaries
explain that although he abstained from meat and wine on the
day his father died, there were other years in the interim when
he did not abstain on the anniversary of that date. However, it Or like his teruma – וְ ִכ ְתרו ָּמתוֹ: Ravina’s inference is based on
is explained in the Commentary on Nedarim that this refers to the fact that the mishna states: His teruma, rather than simply:
other Sundays that are not on the anniversary of his father’s Teruma. This formulation emphasizes that it refers only to the
death. Although there were many Sundays when he did eat teruma of Aaron, which is either the teruma gedola or the teruma
meat and drink wine, it is understood that he is referring to of the tithe, and not to other forms of teruma (see the Comthe Sunday his father died, when he abstained from meat and mentary on Nedarim).
wine.
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תוֹדה ְל ַא ַחר זְ ִר ַיקת
ָ  וְ ָהא ְּתרו ַּמת ַל ְח ֵמיHaving made this inference, Ravina comments: But the teruma
. דָּ ִמים ִהיאof the loaves of the thanks-oﬀering is designated only after the
sprinkling of the blood. Consequently, the individual must have
made his vow after the sprinkling of the blood, when these loaves
are permitted to priests. If the vow nevertheless takes eﬀect, it
must be because the individual is referring to the original forbidden status of the loaves before the sprinkling of the blood. This
indicates that one has in mind the original status of the item
rather than its current status.
. ִּכ ְתרו ַּמת ַה ִּל ׁ ְש ָּכה ָאסוּר:ימא
ָ  ֵאThe Gemara refutes this: Say that when the mishna specifies that
if one said the food should be like the teruma of Aaron it remains
permitted it thereby indicates that if he said it should be like
the collection of the Temple treasury chamber,HB which is
also called a teruma and is always forbidden, the food becomes
forbidden. However, one cannot infer from the mishna that if
one declares the food to be like the teruma of the loaves of the
thanks-oﬀering the food becomes forbidden.
?תוֹדה ַמאי – מו ָּּתר
ָ ֲא ָבל ְּתרו ַּמת ַל ְח ֵמי
! וְ ָכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ְּתרו ָּמתוֹ,תוֹדה
ָ יתנֵי ַל ְח ֵמי
ְ ִל
– תוֹדה
ָ  ְּתרו ַּמת ַל ְח ֵמי:ָהא ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן
.ְּתרו ָּמתוֹ ִהיא

The Gemara asks: But according to this, if one said the food
should be like the teruma of the loaves of the thanks-oﬀering,
what, does the food remain permitted? If so, let it teach in the
mishna that if one said the food should be like the teruma of the
loaves of the thanks-oﬀering it remains permitted even though
the thanks-oﬀering is forbidden by means of a vow, and one
would know on his own that if he says the food should be like the
teruma of Aaron, all the more so the food remains permitted.
The Gemara responds: It teaches us this: Teruma of the loaves
of the thanks-oﬀering is also referred to as his terumaN and is
therefore included in the mishna.

תוֹדה
ָ  ְּתרו ַּמת ַל ְח ֵמי:ימא
ָ  וְ ִאי ָ ּב ֵﬠית ֵאThe Gemara oﬀers an alternative response to Ravina’s attempted
 ְּכגוֹן,קוֹדם זְ ִר ַיקת דָּ ִמים ה ּוא
ֶ  נַ ִמיproof from the case of the teruma of the loaves of the thanksoﬀering, that one has in mind the original status of an item when
.ישה
ָ ׁ דְּ ַא ְפ ְר ׁ ִשינְ ה ּו ְ ּב ִל
one expresses a vow. And if you wish, say that the teruma of
the loaves of the thanks-oﬀering can also be designated before
the sprinkling of the blood, for example, when he separated
the teruma during the kneading of the dough. Consequently, the
case may be where one makes the vow before the sprinkling of
the blood, when the loaves are forbidden to all, and that is the
reason the vow takes eﬀect.

HALAKHA

Like the collection of the Temple treasury chamber –
כ ְתרו ַּמת ַה ִּל ׁ ְש ָּכה:ִּ If one said that a certain item is forbidden to
him like the collection of the Temple treasury chamber, it is
forbidden to him. This is because he has extended the status
of an item that is forbidden by means of a vow (Rambam
Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 1:14).
If one baked the loaves of the thanks-oﬀering as four
loaves, etc. – תוֹדה ׁ ֶש ֲא ָפ ָאן ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַח ּלוֹת וכו׳
ָ ל ְח ֵמי:ַ If one
prepared the loaves of the thanks-oﬀering as four loaves,
one of each kind, he has fulfilled his obligation. Teruma
for the priest must be separated from each of them while
they are still in dough form. This is in accordance with the
opinion of Rav Tovi bar Kisna, who maintains that baking
forty loaves is the optimal way to fulfill the mitzva but is not
absolutely necessary (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh
HaKorbanot 9:22).
That he may not take a slice – ש ּל ֹא יִ ּטוֹל ּ ְפרו ָּסה:
ֶ ׁ When one
separates the teruma from the loaves of the thanks-oﬀering,
he must take a complete loaf and not merely a slice (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh HaKorbanot 9:22).
BACKGROUND

The collection of the Temple treasury chamber – ְּתרו ַּמת
ה ִּל ׁ ְש ָּכה:ַ The half-shekels donated annually by every adult
male Jew were kept in a specific chamber in the Temple
complex. Three times a year, a priest would enter this chamber with three containers and lift the money and place it in
the containers. The money was used to purchase animals
for communal oﬀerings and other needs of the Temple.
NOTES

Teruma of the loaves of the thanks-oﬀering is referred to
as his teruma – תוֹדה ְּתרו ָּמתוֹ ִהיא
ָ תרו ַּמת ַל ְח ֵמי:ְּ In other words,
the expression: His teruma, is a general term that includes all
types of teruma that belong to a priest (Tosafot).
The loaves of the thanks-oﬀering – תוֹדה
ָ ל ְח ֵמי:ַ The Torah
(Leviticus 7:12–14) states that four types of bread are brought
with the thanks-oﬀering, including leavened bread and
three types of matza: Wafers, loaves, and flour mixed with
water and oil. One loaf of each type is given to a priest. The
Sages taught that in order to do so, one should bake ten
loaves of each type ab initio so that the amount one gives
to the priest will be one-tenth.

יסנָ א ָא ַמר
ְ טוֹבי ַ ּבר ִק
ִ  וְ ִכי ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ַרבAnd this is in accordance with that which Rav Tovi bar Kisna
תוֹדה ׁ ֶש ֲא ָפ ָאן ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע
ָ  ַל ְח ֵמי: ׁ ְשמו ֵּאלsaid that Shmuel said: If one baked the loaves of the thanksoﬀeringN as four loavesH rather than the forty loaves that should
. וְ ָה ְכ ִתיב ַא ְר ָ ּב ִﬠים! ְל ִמצְ וָ ה.ַחלּ וֹת – יָ צָ א
ideally be baked, he has fulfilled his obligation. The Gemara
asks: Isn’t it written that forty loaves must be brought with
the thanks-oﬀering, ten loaves of each of the four diﬀerent types?
The Gemara answers: One must bake forty loaves in order to
fulfill the mitzva in the optimal fashion, but he has nevertheless
fulfilled his obligation with four loaves, one of each type.
ימא
ָ וְ ָהא ָ ּב ֵﬠי ְל ִמ ׁ ְש ַקל ְּתרו ָּמה! וְ ִכי ֵת
:דְּ ׁ ָש ֵקיל ֲח ָדא ִר ְיפ ָּתא ַﬠל ּכו ָּּל ּה – וְ ָה ְתנַן
״א ָחד ִמ ָּכל ָק ְר ָ ּבן״ – ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יִ ּטוֹל ִמ ָ ּק ְר ָ ּבן
ֶ
ימא דְּ ׁ ָש ֵקיל ּ ְפרו ָּסה ִמ ָּכל
ָ ַﬠל ֲח ֵבירוֹ! וְ ִכי ֵת
״א ָחד״ – ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא יִ ּטוֹל
ֶ :ַחד וְ ַחד – וְ ָה ְתנַן
!ּ ְפרו ָּסה

The Gemara asks: But he is required to take teruma, i.e., designate one loaf of each type to be given to the priests. And if you
would say that he takes one loaf of bread of the four as teruma
for all the others, but didn’t we learn in a mishna (Menaĥot b)
with regard to the verse “And of it he shall present one out of each
oﬀering for a gift to the Lord; it shall be the priest’s” (Leviticus
: ), that it indicates that he should not take from one oﬀering,
i.e., one type of loaf, for another? And if you would say that he
takes a slice from each one of the four loaves and gives them to
the priest, but didn’t we learn in that mishna that the word one
in the verse indicates that he may not take a sliceH but rather a
complete loaf?
: פרק א׳ דף יב. Nedarim . Perek I . 12b
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NOTES

This meat is prohibited to me like the meat of a firstborn – ה ֵרי ָﬠ ַלי ִּכ ְבכוֹר:ֲ The male firstborn of cattle, sheep,
or goats belonging to a Jew is sacred from birth and
is given to a priest to be sacrificed on the altar in the
Temple. Its meat is eaten by the priests and their families
(Numbers 18:17–18). It is explained in the Commentary on
Nedarim that the case here is one where a priest made
the vow mentioned in the Gemara, as it is only for a priest
that there is a practical diﬀerence between the meat of
a firstborn animal before and after the sprinkling of the
blood; for a non-priest, the meat is forbidden even after
the sprinkling of the blood. However, according to the
Rambam there is no diﬀerence between a priest and
a non-priest in this regard. This is because the meat of
a firstborn is considered forbidden by means of a vow
before the sprinkling of the blood, and it is considered
forbidden by the Torah after the sprinkling of the blood.
HALAKHA

This meat is prohibited to me like the meat of a firstborn – ה ֵרי ָﬠ ַלי ִּכ ְבכוֹר:ֲ If one says that a particular item
should be like the meat of a firstborn animal to him, the
item remains permitted. The reason for this is that a firstborn animal is considered forbidden by the Torah rather
than forbidden by means of a vow. This is in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a
Hilkhot Nedarim 1:13).

 דְּ ׁ ָש ֵקיל ֲח ָדא,ישה
ָ ׁ  ֶא ָּלא דְּ ַא ְפ ְר ׁ ִשינְ ה ּו ְ ּב ִלRather, it must be that he separated the teruma during the time
, וַ ֲח ָדא ִמן ְר ִק ִיקים, וַ ֲח ָדא ִמן ַחלּ וֹת, ֵמ ָח ֵמץof kneading. He took one piece of dough from the leavened
bread, one from the loaves, one from the wafers, and one from
.וַ ֲח ָדא ִמן ְרבו ָּכה
the flour mixed with water and oil. After separating one tenth
of each type of dough for the priest, he then baked the remainder
into four loaves. Since it is possible to separate the teruma at
the time of the kneading, before the sprinkling of the blood of
the oﬀering, it is possible that the case is one where he expressed
the vow at this time. Consequently, there is no proof that one
has in mind the original status of an oﬀering rather than its
current status when one expresses a vow after the sprinkling of
the blood.
״ה ֵרי ָﬠ ַלי ִּכ ְבכוֹר״ – ַר ִ ּבי
ֲ ;ימא ְּכ ַת ָּנ ֵאי
ָ  ֵלThe Gemara suggests: Let us say that this question, whether
.אוֹסר וְ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ַמ ִּתיר
ֵ  יַ ֲﬠקֹבone intends to extend the original or current status of an oﬀering,
is parallel to a dispute between tanna’im. If one says: This
meat is prohibited to me like the meat of a firstborn,NH Rabbi
Ya’akov renders the meat forbidden and Rabbi Yehuda renders
it permitted.
– נֵימא ִל ְפנֵי זְ ִר ַיקת דָּ ִמים
ָ יכי דָּ ֵמי? ִאי
ִ ֵה
 וְ ִאי ְל ַא ַחר זְ ִר ַיקת,ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ַמאן דְּ ׁ ָש ֵרי
דָּ ִמים – ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ַמאן דְּ ָא ַסר? ֶא ָּלא
ָלאו

The Gemara clarifies: What are the circumstances of this case?
If we say that he associates the object of his vow with the status
of a firstborn animal before the sprinkling of the blood, when
it is forbidden as a consecrated item, what is the rationale of
the one who renders it permitted? And if he associates the
object of his vow with the status of a firstborn animal after the
sprinkling of the blood, when it belongs to the priest and is
permitted to be eaten, what is the rationale of the one who
renders it forbidden? Rather, is it not
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ְ ו ָּמ ֵחית ָ ּב ָ ׂשר דְּ ָה ֵאיך, דְּ ָמ ֵחית ְ ּב ַ ׂשר ְ ּבכוֹרthat he places the meat of a firstborn animal in one place and
. וְ ַת ָּנ ֵאי ִהיא, וַ ֲא ַמר ״זֶ ה ָּכזֶ ה״,יה
ּ  ַ ּג ֵ ּבhe places another piece of meat next to it, and he said: This
second piece of meat is hereby like that meat of the firstborn
animal,H and it is a dispute between tanna’im about whether he
is referring to the original forbidden status of the firstborn animal
or its current permitted status?
HALAKHA

This meat is hereby like the meat of a firstborn animal to me –
ה ֵרי ָﬠ ַלי ִּכ ְב ַ ׂשר ְ ּבכוֹר:ֲ If one had a piece of meat from a firstborn
animal and he said that another item should be like that meat,
the following distinction applies: If the blood had not yet been
sprinkled on the altar, the second item is forbidden, and if the
blood of the firstborn animal had already been sprinkled on
the altar, the second item is permitted. This is the ruling of the
Rambam, but the Ra’avad points out that it is not in accordance
with the straightforward reading of the Gemara here. Many
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commentaries on the Rambam agree with this objection. It is
suggested in the Kesef Mishne that the original version of the
Rambam was diﬀerent and stated that even if the blood had not
yet been sprinkled, the second item is permitted. However, even
the author of the Kesef Mishne concedes that Rabbi Avraham, son
of the Rambam, did not possess this proposed version (Rambam
Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 1:15 and see Kesef Mishne and Leĥem
Mishne there).

