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

Perek I
Daf 13 Amud a
ְ 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).

, דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא ִל ְפנֵי זְ ִר ַיקת דָּ ִמים,ָלא
״כי
ִּ ו ַּמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דְּ ַמאן דְּ ׁ ָש ֵרי – ָא ַמר ְק ָרא
 ְל ַא ּפו ֵּקי,יִ דּ ֹר״ – ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיִּ דּ וֹר ְ ּב ָד ָבר ַה ָּנדוּר
.ְ ּבכוֹר דְּ ָד ָבר ֶה ָאסוּר הוּא

The Gemara responds: No, everyone agrees that he is referring to
the status of the animal before the sprinkling of the blood, and
what is the reason of the one who renders it permitted? The verse
states: “When a man takes a vow” (Numbers : ), which indicates that he has not done so until he takes a vow with an item
forbidden by means of a vow, i.e., by extending the status of an item
that itself was forbidden by a means of a vow. This comes to exclude
a firstborn, which is an item that is forbidden by the Torah rather
than by means of a vow; a firstborn animal is sacred simply because
it is born first.

NOTES

״לה׳״ – ְל ַר ּבוֹת
ַ  ו ַּמאן דְּ ָא ַסר – ָא ַמר ְק ָראAnd the one who renders it forbidden holds that it is because
. דָּ ָבר ֶה ָאסוּרthe verse states: “To the Lord” (Numbers : ), which comes to
include one who takes a vow by associating an object with an item
that is forbidden by the Torah.N

To include associating an object with an item that is
forbidden by the Torah – ל ַר ּבוֹת דָּ ָבר ֶה ָאסוּר:ְ This refers
to a consecrated item that was not consecrated by
means of a vow (Commentary on Nedarim). Some commentaries specify that this includes only items that are
brought as oﬀerings on the altar, including the oﬀspring
of consecrated animals. However, this does not include
consecrated items that are not oﬀerings, e.g., ĥalla and
teruma, and certainly does not include prohibited items
that are not consecrated, e.g., meat from an animal that
was not ritually slaughtered (Rabbi Yitzĥak Tzarfati; see
Rosh). The Ran holds that this category is limited only to
cases like a firstborn animal, which is forbidden by the
Torah but is also somewhat similar to an item forbidden
by means of a vow, because one is required to declare
it consecrated.

ַ : ו ַּמאן דְּ ׁ ָש ֵריThe Gemara asks: And the one who renders it permitted based on
יב ֵﬠי
ּ ָ יה? ִמ
ּ ״לה׳״ ַמאי ָﬠ ֵביד ֵל
.יה ְל ַמ ְת ּ ִפיס ְ ּב ַח ָּטאת וְ ָא ׁ ָשם
ּ  ֵלthe principle that one cannot take a vow by associating the item with
an item that is forbidden by the Torah, what does he do with the
expression “to the Lord”? The Gemara answers: He requires this
expression to include the case of one who associates the object of
his vow with a sin-oﬀering and a guilt-oﬀering.H Although these
oﬀerings are obligatory rather than voluntary, and in that regard they
are dissimilar to items forbidden by means of a vow, one can render
another item forbidden by associating it with these oﬀerings.

One who associates it with a sin-oﬀering and a guiltoﬀering – ל ַמ ְת ּ ִפיס ְ ּב ַח ָּטאת וְ ָא ׁ ָשם:ְ If one says: This food
is hereby like a sin-oﬀering for me, or similarly for a
guilt-oﬀering, then since one can become obligated to
bring these oﬀerings by taking a vow to be a nazirite,
he has associated the food with an item forbidden by
means of a vow. Consequently, his vow takes eﬀect and
the food is forbidden (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot
Nedarim 1:10).

ו ָּמה ָר ִא ָית ְל ַר ּבוֹת ַח ָּטאת וְ ָא ׁ ָשם ו ְּלהוֹצִ יא
ֶאת ַה ְ ּבכוֹר? ְמ ַר ֶ ּבה ֲאנִי ַח ָּטאת וְ ָא ׁ ָשם
 וּמוֹצִ יא ֲאנִי ֶאת,ׁ ֶשהוּא ַמ ְת ּ ִפיס ְ ּבנֶ ֶדר
.דוֹש ִמ ְּמ ֵﬠי ִא ּמוֹ
ׁ ַה ְ ּבכוֹר ׁ ֶשהוּא ָק

The Gemara asks: And what did you see that led you to include a
sin-oﬀering and a guilt-oﬀering and to exclude the firstborn? The
Gemara answers: I include the sin-oﬀering and guilt-oﬀering due
to the fact that he associates the object of his vow with an animal
forbidden by means of a vow, as it is the individual who designates
a particular animal for one of these oﬀerings. And I remove the
firstborn, because it is sacred from its mother’s womb.

ו ַּמאן דְּ ָא ַסר – ְ ּבכוֹר נַ ִמי ַמ ְת ּ ִפיסוֹ ְ ּבנֶ ֶדר
נוֹלד
ָ  ִמ ּנַיִ ן ְל:ּ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי ָא ְמרו: דְּ ַתנְיָא,הוּא
– תוֹך ֵ ּביתוֹ ׁ ֶש ִּמצְ וָ ה ְל ַה ְקדִּ ׁישוֹ
ְ ְ ּבכוֹר ְ ּב
.״הזָּ ָכר ַּת ְקדִּ ׁיש״
ַ ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ֱא ַמר

And the one who renders it forbidden is of the opinion that one
who says that a piece of meat shall be considered for him like the
meat of a firstborn also associates the object of his vow with an
item forbidden by a vow, as it is taught in a baraita: They said in
the name of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: From where is it derived that
if one has a firstborn animal born in his home it is still a mitzva to
consecrate it?H As it is stated: “The males you shall consecrate”
(Deuteronomy : ). Although a firstborn animal is considered
consecrated from birth, its owner is still commanded to declare it
consecrated, and it is therefore considered an item forbidden by
means of a vow.

יה ִמי ָלא
ּ  ִּכי ָלא ַמ ְקדִּ ׁיש ֵל: ו ַּמאן דְּ ׁ ָש ֵריAnd the one who renders it permitted in this case argues that
? ִמ ְיקדִּ ׁישalthough the owner is required to declare it consecrated, if he does
not consecrate it, is it not consecrated?H Since it is consecrated in
any event, it is considered to have been rendered forbidden by the
Torah rather than through a vow.
.ימ ָרא ַּכדִּ ִירים״
ְ ״כ ִא
ְּ

§ It is taught in the mishna that if one says that food shall be
considered like the lamb [imra] of the daily oﬀering, or like the
animals designated as oﬀerings and kept in special enclosures, the
vow takes eﬀect.

,ימ ָרא״
ְ ״כ ִא
ְ ״ל ִא
ְ ימ ָרא״
ְ ״א
ִ :ָּתנָ א
ְּ ימ ָרא״
״ﬠצִ ים״
ֵ ,״כדִּ ִירים״
ַ ״דִּ ִירים״
ַּ ״לדִּ ִירים״
ישים״
ִ ּ ׁ ״ל ִא
ָ ישים״
ִ ּ ׁ ״א
ִ ,״כ ֵﬠצִ ים״
ָ
ָּ ״ל ֵﬠצִ ים״
,ח״ ״כ ִּמזְ ֵ ּב
ַ ח״ ״מזְ ֵ ּב
ִ ,ישים״
ִ ּ ׁ ״כ ִא
ַּ ח״ ״ל ִּמזְ ֵ ּב
ָּ
 ״יְ רו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם״,יכל״
ָ ״כ ֵה
ָ ״ל ֵה
ַ יכל״
ָ ״ה
ֵ
ַּ יכל״
״אוֹכל
ַ  ּכו ָּּלן ׁ ֶש,״כירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם״
ִ
ִּ ״לירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם״
.אוֹכל ְלךָ ״ – מו ָּּתר
ַ  ״ל ֹא:ְלךָ ״ – ָאסוּר

HALAKHA

It is a mitzva to consecrate it – מצְ וָ ה ְל ַה ְקדִּ ׁישוֹ:ִּ It is
a mitzva to consecrate a firstborn animal verbally by
declaring: This is hereby consecrated (Rambam Sefer
Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 1:4; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh
De’a 306:1).
Is it not consecrated – מי ָלא ִמ ְיקדִּ ׁיש:ִ The male firstborn of cattle, sheep, or goats belonging to a Jew is
sacred from birth even if its owner does not declare
it to be consecrated (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot
Bekhorot 1:4).
Enclosures, for enclosures, etc. – דִּ ִירים ַלדִּ ִירים וכו׳: If
one says that an item shall be considered like the lamb,
enclosures, wood, fires, altar, Sanctuary, or Jerusalem,
the item becomes forbidden. It is as though he said
that the item shall be considered like an oﬀering, even
though he did not explicitly mention an oﬀering (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 1:14; Shulĥan Arukh,
Yoreh De’a 204:2).
With regard to all of them, if he adds: That I will eat of
yours, etc. – אוֹכל ְלךָ וכו׳
ַ כו ָּּלן ׁ ֶש:ּ If one says: That which I
eat of yours shall be the Sanctuary, or similarly: For the
Sanctuary, or: Like the Sanctuary, the food is forbidden
by means of a vow. However, if he said: The Sanctuary that I will not eat of yours, or the like, the food is
permitted, because it is as though he is swearing by
the Sanctuary that he will not eat food belonging to
the other individual, and a vow expressed in this way
does not take eﬀect. The same applies in all cases where
one mentions a consecrated item and concludes: That
I will not eat of yours (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot
Nedarim 1:22).

It was taught in a baraita: If one says that food shall be considered
a lamb, for a lamb, like a lamb; enclosures, for enclosures,H like
enclosures; wood, for wood, like wood; fires, for fires, like fires;
the altar, for the altar, like the altar; the Sanctuary, for the Sanctuary, like the Sanctuary; Jerusalem, for Jerusalem, like Jerusalem;
with regard to all of them, if he adds: That which I will eat of
yours,H it is forbidden. This is because his intent is that whatever
he eats that belongs to the other individual should be forbidden to
him like one of these consecrated items. However, if he adds: That
which I will not eat of yours, the food is permitted, since the only
implication of his statement is that whatever he does not eat shall
be forbidden.
. פרק א׳ דף יג. Nedarim . Perek I . 13a
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NOTES

This baraita is referring to a case where one said:
That which I do not eat from you shall not [la] be
for a lamb [le’imra] – ימ ָרא״
ְ ״לא ְל ִא
ָ הא דַּ ֲא ַמר:ָ Many
commentaries explain, based on a slightly diﬀerent
version of the text, that the diﬀerence is whether one
says la’imra, which is interpreted to mean that it shall
not be for a lamb [la imra], or whether he says le’imra,
which indicates that it shall be considered a lamb.
In the first case the statement means that what he
does not eat should not have the status of a lamb
sacrificed as an oﬀering. Since Rabbi Meir holds
that one cannot infer a positive statement from a
negative one, this statement does not express a vow
rendering what he does eat forbidden as though it
was an oﬀering. In the latter case, his statement is
interpreted to mean that the food shall be considered like the lamb of an oﬀering, and therefore he
will not eat it, and the vow takes eﬀect. Similarly, if he
would say: That which I will eat of yours shall be for a
sacrificial lamb [le’imra], the vow takes eﬀect (Ran).
Rabbeinu Tam explains that even if one says
la’imra the vow takes eﬀect. The only case where
the vow does not take eﬀect is where he says la
imra, as two separate words, specifying that it is
not a sacrificial lamb. This is in accordance with the
common version of the Gemara text. See the Shita
Mekubbetzet for a discussion of various details with
regard to this issue.
Rabbi Yehuda renders the food permitted – ַר ִ ּבי
יְהו ָּדה ַמ ִּתיר: The Ran explains (11a) that Rabbi Yehuda’s
ruling is consistent with his statement in the previous mishna (10b) that if one declares food to be
Jerusalem it is not forbidden, but if he says it shall be
considered like Jerusalem, it is forbidden. However,
it appears that even Rabbi Yehuda agrees that if he
declares food to be piggul or notar, without saying it should be like piggul or notar, the vow takes
eﬀect. What is the diﬀerence between the cases?
He explains that when one says simply that an item
should be a burnt-oﬀering, it is possible to interpret
his statement as indicating an intention to consecrate that item as an actual oﬀering, which does not
take eﬀect, rather than as expressing a vow. However,
if he declares an item to be piggul, he certainly does
not intend to thereby grant it the status of piggul,
as this status cannot be granted in that manner. It is
obvious that he intends to associate the item with
the prohibition of piggul (see Tosefot Yom Tov).
By the life of the oﬀering – ב ַחיֵּ י ָק ְר ָ ּבן:ּ ְ Some explain
that hakorban is to be interpreted: Here is an oﬀering
[hinei korban], just as the Targum, the Aramaic translation of the Bible, often renders hinei, which means
here or behold, as ha (Arukh). The Rosh explains
that one is swearing by the life of the animal he
consecrated as an oﬀering. This is not a valid expression of a vow or an oath. Some commentaries had a
version of the Gemara that states: Hei korban, which
is understood as meaning: Ĥei korban, indicating
that he swears by the life of the oﬀering (see Tosefot
Yom Tov and Melekhet Shlomo).

ימ ָרא״
ְ ״א
ִ יה
ּ יה דְּ ָלא ׁ ָשנֵי ֵל
ּ  ַמאן ׁ ָש ְמ ִﬠינַ ן ֵלThe Gemara asks: Who is the Sage of whom we have heard, for
.ימ ָרא״ – ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ִהיא
ְ ״כ ִא
ְ ״ל ִא
ְ whom there is no diﬀerence whether one said a lamb, for a lamb,
ְּ ימ ָרא״
or like a lamb, that I eat of yours? It is Rabbi Meir. Conversely,
Rabbi Yehuda holds that the vow takes eﬀect only if one says: Like
a lamb.
ַ  וְ כו ָּּלן ״ל ֹא:ימא ֵס ָיפא
ָ ֵא
.אוֹכל ְלךָ ״ – מו ָּּתר
,אוֹסר
ֵ אוֹכל ְלךָ ״ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ַ ״ל ָק ְר ָ ּבן ל ֹא
ְ :וְ ָה ְתנַן
 ְל ָק ְר ָ ּבן יְ ֵהא:אוֹמר
ֵ נַﬠ ָ ׂשה ְּכ
ֲ :וְ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא
! ָאוֹכל ְלך
ַ יכךְ ל ֹא
ָ ְל ִפ

However, say the latter clause of the baraita: With regard to all of
them, if he adds: That which I will not eat of yours, the food
remains permitted. But didn’t we learn in the next mishna that if
one says: That which I will not eat of yours shall be for an oﬀering
[lekorban], Rabbi Meir prohibits him from eating food belonging
to the other individual? And Rabbi Abba said in explanation of
this ruling that it is as though he said: It shall be for an oﬀering
[lekorban], and therefore I will not eat that which is yours.
Apparently, according to Rabbi Meir the food is forbidden even if
he said: That which I will not eat of yours.

–  ָהא,ימ ָרא״
ְ ״לא ְל ִא
ָ  ָהא – דַּ ֲא ַמר: ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ אThe Gemara responds: This is not diﬃcult: This baraita is refer.ימ ָרא״
ְ ״ל ִא
ְ  דַּ ֲא ַמרring to a case where one said: That which I do not eat from you
shall not [la] be for a lamb [le’imra].N Although this statement
implies that what he does eat shall be considered like the lamb
of the daily oﬀering, Rabbi Meir holds that one cannot infer a
positive statement from a negative statement. Conversely, that
mishna is referring to a case where he said: For a lamb [le’imra].
In that case, his statement is interpreted as though he said: It shall
be considered the lamb used for the daily oﬀering, and therefore
I will not eat it.
,״מנְ ָחה״
ִ ,״עוֹלה״
ָ
,״ק ְר ַ ּבן״
ָ אוֹמר
ֵ מתני׳ ָה
אוֹכל
ֵ ״ש ֲאנִי
ֶ ׁ ,״ש ָל ִמים״
ְ ׁ ,״ת ָוֹדה״
ַ
ּ ,״ח ָּטאת״
״ה ָ ּק ְר ָ ּבן״
ַ . ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ַמ ִּתיר,ְלךָ ״ – ָאס ּור
.אוֹכל ְלךָ ״ – ָאס ּור
ַ ״ש
ֶ ׁ ,״ק ְר ָ ּבן״
ָ ״כ ָק ְר ָ ּבן״
ְּ
.אוֹסר
ֵ אוֹכל ְלךָ ״ – ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ַ ״ל ָק ְר ַ ּבן ל ֹא
ְ

mishna

With regard to one who says: An oﬀering,
a burnt-oﬀering, a meal-oﬀering,H a sinoﬀering, a thanks-oﬀering, or a peace-oﬀering, and adds: That
which I eat of yours, the vow takes eﬀect and the food is forbidden. Rabbi Yehuda renders the food permittedN in all these cases.
If one says: The oﬀering, like an oﬀering, or an oﬀering, and
adds: That which I will eat of yours, the food is forbidden. If he
says: That which I will not eat of your shall be for an oﬀering,
Rabbi Meir renders the food forbidden.

gemara

It teaches in the mishna that if one says:
אוֹכל
ַ ״ש
ֶ ׁ ,״כ ָק ְר ָ ּבן״
ַ ״ק ְר ָ ּבן״
ָ :גמ׳ ָק ָתנֵי
ְּ ״ה ָ ּק ְר ָ ּבן״
An offering, the offering, or like an
 דְּ ָלא, ְס ָת ָמא ְּתנָ א ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר.ְלךָ ״ – ָאסוּר
oﬀering,H and then adds: That which I will eat of yours, it is
.ימ ָרא״
ְ ״ל ִא
ְ ימ ָרא״
ְ ״א
ִ יה ֵ ּבין
ּ  ׁ ָשנֵי ֵלforbidden. This indicates that this unattributed opinion in the
mishna was taught in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir,
for whom there is no diﬀerence whether one says a lamb [imra]
or as a lamb [le’imra].
אוֹכל
ַ  ׁ ֶש,״ה ָ ּק ְר ָ ּבן״
ַ :]אי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר – ָהא[ דְּ ָק ָתנֵי
ִ
מוֹדים ֲח ָכ ִמים ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְהו ָּדה
ִ : וְ ָה ַתנְיָא,ְלךָ ״ ָאסוּר
״הא ִמנְ ָחה״
ָ ְעוֹלה״ ו
ָ ״הא
ָ ְ״הא ָק ְר ָ ּבן״ ו
ָ אוֹמר
ֵ ְ ּב
 ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא נָ ַדר,אוֹכל ְלךָ ״ ׁ ֶש ּמו ָּּתר
ַ ״הא ַח ָּטאת ׁ ֶש
ָ ְו
!זֶ ה ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַחיֵּ י ָק ְר ָ ּבן

The Gemara asks: However, if it is in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Meir, that which it teaches is diﬃcult. It teaches that if
one says: The oﬀering [hakorban], and adds: That which I will
eat of yours, the food is forbidden. But isn’t it taught in a baraita
that the Rabbis concede to Rabbi Yehuda that with regard to
one who says: This oﬀering [ha korban], or this burnt-oﬀering
[ha ola], or this meal-oﬀering [ha minĥa], or this sin-oﬀering
[ha ĥatat], and then adds: That I will eat of yours, the vow does
not take eﬀect and the food is permitted? The reason for this is
that the individual did not take a vow that the item should be
associated with an oﬀering; rather, he took a vow by the life of
the oﬀering,N which is not a valid expression of a vow.

HALAKHA

An oﬀering, a burnt-oﬀering, a meal-oﬀering, etc. – ,עוֹלה
ָ ,ָק ְר ַ ּבן
מנְ ָחה וכו׳:ִ If one declares food to be like a burnt-oﬀering, a peaceoﬀering, a meal-oﬀering, or a thanks-oﬀering, it is forbidden,
because all these oﬀerings result from vows (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a,
Hilkhot Nedarim 1:10; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 204:1).
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An oﬀering, the oﬀering, or like an oﬀering – ק ְר ָ ּבן ַה ָ ּק ְר ָ ּבן ְּכ ָק ְר ָ ּבן:ָ If
one says: An oﬀering, the oﬀering, or like an oﬀering, and then adds:
That which I will eat of yours, the food is forbidden by means of a
vow. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir (Rambam
Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 1:19).

Perek I
Daf 13 Amud b
–  וְ ָהא,״הא ָק ְר ָ ּבן״
ָ  ָהא – דַּ ֲא ַמר, ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָאThe Gemara answers: This is not diﬃcult. This case, where
 ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ָמא – ַחיֵּ י ָק ְר ָ ּבן.״ה ָ ּק ְר ָ ּבן״
ַ  דַּ ֲא ַמרthe vow does not take eﬀect, is where one said: This oﬀering
[ha korban],N and that case, where the vow does take eﬀect, is
.ָק ָא ַמר
where one said: The oﬀering [hakorban].H What is the reason
that the vow does not take eﬀect when he says this oﬀering [ha
korban]? It is because he is saying that he is taking a vow by
the life of this oﬀering, which is not a valid way to express
a vow.
 ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,אוֹכל ְלךָ ״
ַ ״ל ָ ּק ְר ָ ּבן ל ֹא
ַ :ָק ָתנֵי
יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ִמ ְּכ ַלל
ֵ
ּ  וְ ָהא ֵלית ֵל.אוֹסר
נַﬠ ָ ׂשה
ֲ :ﬠ ֵהן! ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא וֹמ
ֵ ָלאו ַא ָּתה ׁש
. ָאוֹכל ְלך
ַ  ְל ִפ ָיכךְ ל ֹא, ְל ָק ְר ָ ּבן יְ ֵהא:אוֹמר
ֵ ְּכ

The mishna teaches that if one says: That which I will not eat
of yours is lakorban, which indicates la korban, it is not an
oﬀering, Rabbi Meir prohibits him from eating food belonging
to the other individual. This is because his statement indicates
that what he does eat shall be considered an oﬀering. The
Gemara asks: Isn’t it true that Rabbi Meir does not hold that
from a negative statement you can infer a positive statement?
The Gemara answers that Rabbi Abba said: It is as though he
said: It shall be for an oﬀering [lekorban],N and therefore I
will not eat that which is yours.

mishna

One who says to another: It is konam
אוֹמר ַל ֲח ֵבירוֹ ״קוֹנָ ם ּ ִפי ְמ ַד ֵ ּבר
ֵ מתני׳ ָה
for me for my mouth to speak with
עוֹשה ִﬠ ְּמךָ ״ ַ״רגְ ִלי ְמ ַה ֶּל ֶכת
ָׂ
ִﬠ ְּמךָ ״ ״יָ ִדי
you,H or: It is konam for me for my hand to work with you, or:
. ִﬠ ְּמךָ ״ – ָאסוּרIt is konam for me for my foot to walk with you, it is prohibited
for him to speak with, work with, or walk with the other
individual.
חוֹמר ַ ּב ׁ ּ ְשבוּעוֹת ִמ ַ ּב ְּנ ָד ִרים
ֶ :ּגמ׳ ו ְּר ִמינְ הו
– חוֹמר ַ ּב ְּנ ָד ִרים
ֶ ;ו ַּב ְּנ ָד ִרים ִמ ַ ּב ׁ ּ ְשבוּעוֹת
 ַמה,ׁ ֶש ַה ְּנ ָד ִרים ָח ִלים ַﬠל ַה ִּמצְ וָ ה ְּכ ָב ְר ׁשוּת
– חוֹמר ַ ּב ׁ ּ ְשבוּעוֹת
ֶ ְ ו.ׁ ּ ֶש ֵאין ֵּכן ַ ּב ׁ ּ ְשבוּעוֹת
ׁ ֶש ַה ׁ ּ ְשבוּעוֹת ָחלוֹת ַﬠל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ּבוֹ ַמ ָּמ ׁש
! ַמה ׁ ּ ֶש ֵאין ֵּכן ַ ּב ְּנ ָד ִרים,וְ ׁ ֶש ֵאין ּבוֹ ַמ ָּמ ׁש

יבו ִּרי״
ּ ״יֵא ֵסר ּ ִפי ְל ִד
ָ אוֹמר
ֵ  ְ ּב:ָא ַמר ַרב יְהו ָּדה
ּ יהם״ ַ״רגְ ָלי ְל ִה
 דַּ יְ ָקא.ילו ָּכן״
ֶ ״יָ ַדי ְל ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂש
 וְ ָלא ָק ָתנֵי,״פי ְמ ַד ֵ ּבר ִﬠ ְּמךָ ״
ִ ּ  דְּ ָק ָתנֵי,נַ ִמי
.״ש ֲאנִי ְמ ַד ֵ ּבר ִﬠ ְּמךָ ״
ֶׁ

הדרן עלך כל כנויי

gemara

The Gemara raises a contradiction
from the following baraita: There is a
stricture that applies to oaths beyond the strictures that apply
to vows, and there is a stricture that applies to vows beyond
the strictures that apply to oaths. The stricture that applies to
vows is that vows take eﬀect with regard to a mitzva as they
do with regard to optional activities,H which is not the case
with regard to oaths, as one cannot take an oath to neglect a
mitzva. And the stricture that applies to oaths is that oaths
take eﬀect upon a matter that has substance and a matter that
does not have substance,H which is not the case with regard
to vows, which take eﬀect only upon a matter that has substance.
This contradicts the mishna, which states that a vow can apply
to speech or actions, which are not physical items that have
concrete substance.
Rav Yehuda said: The mishna is referring to one who says:
My mouth shall be forbidden with regard to my speech,N or:
My hands shall be forbidden with regard to their work, or: My
feet should be forbidden with regard to their walking. In these
cases the vow applies to a limb, which is a concrete item, and
therefore it takes eﬀect. The Gemara comments: The language
of the mishna is also precise according to this interpretation,
as it teaches: For my mouth to speak with you, and it does
not teach: That which I speak with you. This indicates that
he imposed the vow upon his mouth and not upon the act
of speaking.

NOTES

This case is where one said this oﬀering [ha korban], etc. –
״הא ָק ְר ָ ּבן״ וכו׳
ָ הא דַּ ֲא ַמר:ָ According to those who render the
text hei korban instead of ha korban, the diﬀerence between
that and hakorban is clear. According to the version found in
the Vilna Talmud, the diﬀerence is whether he said hakorban
concisely as one word, or whether he stretched out the first
syllable so that it was clearly pronounced ha korban, i.e., as
two distinct words, so that it means this oﬀering as opposed
to the oﬀering (Rabbi Yitzĥak Tzarfati).
It shall be for an oﬀering – ל ָק ְר ָ ּבן יְ ֵהא:ְ According to the
opinion of the Ri, cited in Tosafot, the Gemara is clarifying
that Rabbi Meir prohibits him from eating the food only if
he says lekorban. However, if he says lakorban, his statement
should be interpreted as though he said la korban, this is not
an oﬀering, and therefore no vow takes eﬀect. The Gemara
here is understood to have assumed at first that the case in
the mishna was where an individual said lakorban, and its
conclusion is that he said lekorban. However, Tosafot also
cite the opinion of Rabbeinu Tam, that Rabbi Meir’s ruling
applies even if one says lakorban, which means the same
thing as lekorban, it shall be for an oﬀering.
One who says: My mouth shall be forbidden with regard
to my speech – יבו ִּרי
ּ אוֹמר יֵ ָא ֵסר ּ ִפי ְל ִד
ֵ ב:ּ ְ Most commentaries
interpret this to mean that his statement is interpreted in
this manner so that his statement will have meaning, even
if he did not formulate it exactly this way. However, it is
explained that the individual actually phrased his statement in this manner (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim
3:1 and Leĥem Mishne there). Other commentaries on the
Rambam disagree (see Beit Yosef on Tur, Yoreh De’a 213).
HALAKHA

Where one said the oﬀering [hakorban] – וְ ָהא דַּ ֲא ַמר ַה ָ ּק ְר ָ ּבן:
If one says to another: The oﬀering [hakorban], I will eat of
yours, the other individual’s food is forbidden to the one
who made that statement. However, if he said: The oﬀering, that I will not eat of yours, the other individual’s food
remains permitted. This statement is interpreted to mean
that he is swearing by the oﬀering that he will not eat the
other individual’s food, and a vow does not take eﬀect when
it is expressed in this manner (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot
Nedarim 1:19, and see Kesef Mishne there).
It is konam for me for my mouth to speak with you – קוֹנָ ם
ָפי ְמ ַד ֵ ּבר ִﬠ ְּמך:ִ ּ If one says: It is konam for me for my mouth
to speak with you, or: For my hand to work with you, or: For
my foot to walk with you, it is as though he has said that
his mouth should be forbidden with regard to his speech,
his hand should be forbidden with regard to its work, or his
foot should be forbidden with regard to walking, and the
vow therefore takes eﬀect (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot
Nedarim 3:11; Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 213:1).
Vows take eﬀect with regard to a mitzva as they do
with regard to optional activities – ַה ּנ ְָד ִרים ָח ִלים ַﬠל ַה ִּמצְ וָ ה
כ ָב ְר ׁשוּת:ְּ An oath takes eﬀect only with regard to optional
activities and not with regard to mitzvot. However, vows
can take eﬀect even with regard to mitzvot (Rambam Sefer
Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 3:1; Shulĥan Arukh Yoreh De’a 215:1,
239:4).
That does not have substance, etc. – ש ֵאין ּבוֹ ַמ ָּמ ׁש וכו׳:
ֶ ׁ An
oath takes eﬀect even with regard to a matter that does
not have concrete substance. Conversely, a vow takes eﬀect
only with regard to an item that has concrete substance
(Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 3:1; Shulĥan Arukh
Yoreh De’a 213:1, 239:3).
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Perek II
Daf 13 Amud b

mishna

And these are the vows in which the one
״כ ְב ַ ׂשר
ַ  ״חו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש:וְ ֵאלּ ּו מו ָּּת ִרין
ִּ אוֹכל ְלךָ ״
who takes the vow attempts to create a
״כעוֹרוֹת ְלבו ִּבין״
ָ ״כ ֲﬠ
ְּ בוֹדה זָ ָרה״
ַּ ֲחזִ יר״
prohibition on an item by associating it with an item in an
״כ ׁ ְש ָקצִ ים ו ְּר ָמ ִ ׂשים״
ִּ ״כנְ ֵבילוֹת ו ְּט ֵריפוֹת״
ִּ
ineﬀective manner, rendering the vow void and leaving the item
.״כ ַח ַּלת ַא ֲהרֹן וְ ִכ ְתרו ָּמתוֹ״ – מו ָּּתר
ְּ permitted: If one says: That which I will eat of yours will be
non-sacred [ĥullin];H or: That which I will eat of yours will be
like pig meat;H or: Like an object of idol worship; or: Like the
hides of animal oﬀerings whose hearts were removedB as a form
of idol worship, and it is therefore prohibited to derive benefit
from those animals; or: Like animal carcasses and animals with
a wound that will cause them to die within twelve months
[tereifot]; or: Like non-kosher repugnant creatures and nonkosher creeping animals; or: Like the ĥallaB of Aaron, the first
priest, or like his teruma; in all these cases, the food is permitted.
Although none of these items may be eaten, they are forbidden
by Torah law, not by means of a vow. Therefore, it is impossible
to extend their prohibition to other items by means of a vow that
associates them with those items.
– ימא״
ָּ ״ה ֵרי ַא ְּת ָﬠ ַלי ְּכ ִא
ֲ אוֹמר ְל ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ
ֵ  ָהWith regard to a man who says to his wife: You are hereby
 ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יָ ֵקל,וֹת ִחין לוֹ ּ ֶפ ַתח ִמ ָּמקוֹם ַא ֵחר
ְ  ּפto me like my mother, i.e., deriving benefit from you should
be forbidden to me like engaging in sexual intercourse with
. ְֹאשוֹ ְל ָכך
ׁ ר
my mother, dissolution is broached with himN by suggesting a
diﬀerent extenuation,N i.e., a halakhic authority suggests other,
extenuating circumstances that enable the dissolution of the
vow. Although this vow does not take eﬀect either, as engaging
in sexual intercourse with one’s mother is prohibited by Torah
law, by rabbinic law this is treated like an actual vow and requires
dissolution by a halakhic authority, so that he will not take
genuine vows lightly.

gemara

It may be inferred from the first case in
,אוֹכל ְלךָ ״
ַ גמ׳ ַט ְﬠ ָמא דַּ ֲא ַמר ״חו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש
the mishna that the reason the vow does
:אוֹכל ְלךָ ״ – ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע
ַ ״לחו ִּּלין ׁ ֶש
ַ ָהא ֲא ַמר
not take eﬀect is that he said: That which I will eat of yours will
. ֶא ָּלא ָק ְר ָ ּבן,יהוֵ י
ֱ  ָלא ְלחו ִּּלין ֶלbe ĥullin; but if he said: That which I will eat of yours will be
laĥullin, that indicates that he is saying: It will not [la] be nonsacred [ĥullin], but rather like an oﬀering, which is a vow that
takes eﬀect.

HALAKHA

That which I will eat of yours will be non-sacred – חו ִּּלין
ָאוֹכל ְלך
ַ ש:
ֶ ׁ If one says to another: That which I will eat of
yours will be non-sacred, he is permitted to eat from the
other’s food (Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 1:20).
Like pig meat, etc. – כ ְב ַ ׂשר ֲחזִ יר:ִּ If one says to another:
That which I will eat of yours will be like pig meat; or like an
object of idol worship; or like the hides of animal oﬀerings
whose hearts were removed as a form of idol worship;
or like tereifot; or like repugnant creatures and creeping
animals; or like the ĥalla of Aaron, the first priest, or like
his teruma; he is permitted to eat from the other’s food
(Rambam Sefer Hafla’a, Hilkhot Nedarim 1:8, 11).
NOTES

Dissolution is broached with him – פ ְוֹת ִחין לוֹ ּ ֶפ ַתח:ּ Besides
nullification of the vow of a woman by her father or husband, as written in the Torah (Numbers 30:4–17), a vow can
also be dissolved by a halakhic authority, when the one
who took the vow requests from him its dissolution. There
are diﬀerent ways for a halakhic authority to dissolve a
vow. One is by suggesting extenuating circumstances, i.e.,
considerations that one did not take into account when
taking the vow. This topic is discussed at length in Chapter
Nine of this tractate.
Dissolution is broached with him by suggesting a
diﬀerent extenuation – וֹת ִחין לוֹ ּ ֶפ ַתח ִמ ָּמקוֹם ַא ֵחר
ְ פ:ּ The
Rashba and the Ran explain that the rationale behind this
rabbinic decree is in order to prevent the husband from
treating valid vows of his lightly, as strife between spouses
is common and it can easily lead to taking vows. The Ritva
explains that the purpose of the decree is to prevent the
husband from forbidding himself to his wife in the first
place, thereby promoting domestic harmony, by compelling him to undergo a procedure in order to remove even
a vow that did not take eﬀect.

נִיתין? ִאי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר – ָהא ֵלית
ִ  ַמ ּנִי ַמ ְתWhose opinion is expressed in the mishna? If it is the opinion
יה ִמ ְּכ ַלל
ּ  ֵלof Rabbi Meir, isn’t he of the opinion that one does not say:
From

BACKGROUND

The hides of animal oﬀerings whose hearts were removed –
עוֹרוֹת ְלבו ִּבין: This practice is discussed extensively in tractate
Avoda Zara (32a). A circular incision was made in the chest of
certain idolatrous animal oﬀerings, and its heart was removed
while it was still alive, after which the entire animal was sacrificed. As these animals were sacrificed for the purpose of idol
worship, one may not derive benefit from their hides.

forty-eighth. Ĥalla must be separated from all dough made from
any one of the five types of grain, provided that the quantity of
flour is at least one-tenth of an ephah in volume. If ĥalla is not
separated as required, the dough is considered tevel and may
not be eaten.
Nowadays, as all Jews have the status of being ritually impure,
ĥalla is governed by the same halakhot as is ritually impure
teruma and must be burned. Accordingly, the required measures
Ĥalla – ח ָּלה:ַ The Torah commands the separation of a portion of mentioned above no longer apply, as there is no reason to burn
dough, which is given to the priests (Numbers 15:20). This por- a significant amount of dough. Therefore, only a small portion
tion is called ĥalla and is governed by all the halakhot pertaining is separated from the dough and burned, and the rest of the
to teruma, the priests’ portion of the crop. The Torah does not dough may then be used. A blessing is recited over the separaspecify a measure for ĥalla. When an individual is baking for tion of ĥalla, which is considered one of the mitzvot practiced
personal use, the Sages required him to separate one twenty- particularly by women. The halakhot of this mitzva are discussed
fourth of his dough; a commercial baker must separate one comprehensively in tractate Ĥalla.
: פרק ב׳ דף יג. Nedarim . Perek II . 13b
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